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1. Introduction
This document gives some editorial corrections and asks for clarification of ambiguous wordings. It also proposes to mandate MP4 and 3GP file format with some modifications.

2. Discussion

Contents: Reference [40] not reachable for non-registered users. Should this document made available on 3GPP web side?
Reference will be changed to link to valid web page.
5.2.3.1
The declaration of “JPEG baseline” as PSSAccept-Subset is not unique, because the baseline can also cover arithmetic and differential coding. Probably this view is wrong? If not than we propose to use the short cut “SOF0” and “SOF2” instead of “JPEG baseline”.
The value “JPEG baseline” will be replaced by “JPEG PSS”.
5.2.3.3:
If ColorCapable attribute is set to “No” then does this imply a b/w or grey display depending on the BitsPerPixel attribute setting?
Yes!
5.2.3.3:
If two different color modes are supported by the display, e.g. 12 bit and 24 bit, how can this be expressed by CC/PP?
No!
5.2.3.3:
Does the setting BitsPerPixel define a particular R/G/B configuration, e.g. BitPerPixel = 16 => R/G/B (5/6/5)?
No change of specification. The participants felt that this gives no interoperability problems.
5.2.3.3:
What other resolution values are possible for PointingResolution? If no pointing device is available what would be the appropriate value?
If no pointing device is used, than do not use this Attribute.
5.2.3.3:
If the device capability shows the support of particular audio codecs, e.g. MPEG4-AAC, is the SoundOutputCapable attributes of any benefit? Therefore we propose to delete this attribute from the document.
Yes this attribute will be deleted from specification.
5.2.6:
In the second section it is written “The resolution process is ..”. We propose to change “is” to “shall” as this seems to be the intention of the authors.
Will be changed.
5.2.7:
In the first paragraph is says “The device capability profiles are stored …”. We propose to change “are” to “shall” as this seems to be the intention of the authors.
Will be changed. This is not essential to have interoperability. They may be stored at any server anywhere and also in the terminal. We shouldn't mandate where they are stored.
5.3.3.1:
Last sentence says “The bandwidth value shall indicate …”. We propose to change “shall indicate” to “indicates”.
The entire paragraph will be changed anyway. This will be taken into consideration by other change request documents.
5.4, 6.2:
References [12] are obsolete. The new reference is [11].
OK. Will be changed.
8.2.2:
In the section starting with “Namespace URI …” the second sentence should change from “Authors can use this URI …” to “Authors may/should use this URI …”.
OK. Will be changed.
8.2.2:
In the last section change the wording “The content authors generally should choose to not include …” to “The content authors should generally not include …”.
OK. Will be changed.
9.1:
This chapter “Interchange format for MMS” was introduced for Rel’4. However we see the chance to shift this section to the TS26.140 (MMS codecs specification).
Due to historical and practical reasons the chapter will not be moved at the moment.
9.1:
Third section “Additionally …” the wording “can” should be changed to “may/should”.
OK. Will be changed.
A.1.
In Table A.1 the bandwidth attribute is marked as (R). The correct setting would be R/O for client/server.
A note will be added to indicated that this table is only valid for PSS clients.
A.1.
The note after the example stated that the SDP parser should be able to accept NULL values in the ‘c=’ field. For interoperability reason we propose to change the “should” to “shall” and move the Note from the informative Annex to section 5.3.3.
This has to go as a CR into the normative part –> a new CR will be generated.
A.2.2.1
In the first sentence of the second paragraph the word “must” should be changed to “shall”.
OK. Will be changed.
A.4.7
The PSS device capability description should include after
<rdf:li>JPEG Baseline</rdf:li>
<rdf:li>JPEG Progressive</rdf:li>
OK. The example will reflect the changes in the normative definition section.
B.7
Can XHTML be stored in an MP4 file?
No. Similar as other media codecs can not be stored.
D.9
As D.9 is normative the wording of this paragraph should be “may/should/shall”. For us it is currently unclear whether a client shall support MP4 and 3GP file format. It is also unclear which of PSS codecs are supported by MP4 and 3GP file formats, e.g. SMILE, XHTML, SVG, PNG, GIF?

Therefore we propose the following for the time being:

The PSS-compliant terminal shall support both MP4 and 3GP file format. When receiving the 3GP file format the PSS client shall be aware that at least AMR, AMR-WB and H.263 may be included in addition to the MP4 specification. In addition the PSS client should also be able to handle all other PSS media codecs inside 3GP file if appropriate. When receiving MP4 file format the PSS client shall not expect any non-ISO codecs, such as AMR, AMR-WB and H.263.

However we see that this enables two different tracks for media distribution, MP4 and 3GP. Content providers may be confused on the difference of both file types. This may be a drawback for 3GP and in general for PSS/MMS service.
The discussion showed the problem that all specifications refer to MP4 file format but should instead point to 3GP format. However there is no need to mandate support for PSS clients, however for the stream text case it may be required.
3. Summary and Conclusions

This paper presents several editorial errors. The MP4 and 3GP file format description requires some clarification. 
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