OMA-BCAST-2006-0523-Orange-comments-RD.doc[image: image1.jpg]"sOMaQa

Open Mobile Alliance




Input Contribution

OMA-BCAST-2006-0523-Orange-comments-RD.doc
Input Contribution



Input Contribution

	Title:
	Orange comments on RD document
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	To:
	BAC BCAST

	Submission Date:
	23 May 2006

	Source:
	David Castleford, Orange, david.castleford@francetelecom.com
 

	Attachments:
	n/a

	Replaces:
	n/a


1 Reason for Contribution

Orange consistency review comments on OMA-RD-BCAST-V1_0-20060411-C
2 Summary of Contribution

Review comments on OMA-RD-BCAST-V1_0-20060411-C
3 Detailed Proposal

Comments regarding OMA-RD-BCAST-V1_0-20060411-C
	ID
	Open Date
	Edit
	Section
	Description
	Status

	
	
	Y
	2.1,2.2
	Source: Orange

From: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

Comment:

Order alphabetically.

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	
	N
	3.2
	Source: Orange

From: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

Comment:

Service Protection and Content Protection definitions should be the same as those in ServContProt document.

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	
	Y
	5
	Source: Orange

From: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

Comment:

After normal bullets there are 5 lines in much smaller letter size. This should be fixed.

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	
	Y
	6.1.5
	Source: Orange

From: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

Comment:

Definition of (R-)UIM has been improved. Should be changed to (R-)UIM/CSIM

Proposed Resolution:

(R-)UIM/CSIM
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	
	N
	6.2.1
	Source: Orange

From: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

Comment:

BC-02 Network Technology Agnosticism refers to [ISDB-T] and [T-DMB]. As we have no adaptation specs for these, do we need to remove them? Or can they just be used as a pure bearer i.e. a pipe?

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	
	N
	6.2.6
	Source: Orange

From: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

Comment:

PROV-08 seems very much out of place as they talk about specific technical solutions and requirements for support of a certain thing, a R0. What value does this add? Also, this is DRM Profile specific. Why [DRM REL]?

Proposed Resolution:

Remove PROV-08
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	
	N
	6.2.6
	Source: Orange

From: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

Comment:

PROV-09 seems very technology specific as does PROV-08. IF RO delivery should be reliable, then what about delivery of everything else? Does everything else not matter? It could be unreliably delivered?

Proposed Resolution:

Remove PROV-09 or make generic.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

Comment:

Whole section has a very strong "DRM" flavour. Is this justified given the presence of the smartcard profile? Should the DRM specific parts not be toned down / generalized? Also, specific requirements may not necessarily strictly apply to the smartcard profile.

Proposed Resolution:


	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

Comment:

SCP-1 only reflects DRM. Either it is removed, made generic, or adds the use of a smartcard.

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

Comment:

SPCP-4 seems to exclude using a smartcard. This seems rather contradictory given the Smartcard Profile and the use of what could be considered "external hardware".

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

Comment:

SPCP-8 mentions [DRM REL]. The rest of the sentence is fine. [DRM REL] should be removed

Proposed Resolution:

The service and content protection functions SHALL support Terminal-initiated access requests. [DRM REL]
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	
	Y
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

Comment:

Numbering should include a "0" (zero) before each number less than 10 e.g. SPCP-01 and not SPCP-1 in order to be consistent with rest of document.

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

Comment:

SPCP-9 is DRM Profile specific. It should talk about acquiring rights or key material.

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

Comment:

SPCP-10 talks about ROs. Should be made generic.

Proposed Resolution:


	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

Comment:

SPCP-11 talks about ROs. Should be generic.

Proposed Resolution:


	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

Comment:

SPCP-13 is DRM Profile specific. Should be made generic.

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

Comment:

SPCP-21 is DRM specific. Domains do not exist with the Smartcard Profile.

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

Comment:

digital rights management (DRM) is mentioned in several places but not defined in Definitions section. Confused could be created between DRM and OMA DRM v2 or DRM Profile.

Proposed Resolution:

Add definition of Digital Rights Management
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

Comment:

SPCP-26 talks about ROs specifically. Make generic.

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

Comment:

SPCP-27 talks about ROs. Make generic.

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

Comment:

SPCP-30 is specific to DRM profile and talks about ROs.

Proposed Resolution:


	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

Comment:

No requirement for portability of rights? Isn't this missing?

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

Comment:

No requirement for smartcard? Should this not be added e.g. It SHOULD be possible to secure keys and rights in a smartcard?

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: <INP doc, mtg, confcall

Comment:

Requirement missing on upgrades. This is critical as a preventive measure to avoid piracy. A requirement for this should be added.

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>


4 Intellectual Property Rights

Members and their Affiliates (collectively, "Members") agree to use their reasonable endeavours to inform timely the Open Mobile Alliance of Essential IPR as they become aware that the Essential IPR is related to the prepared or published Specification.  This obligation does not imply an obligation on Members to conduct IPR searches.  This duty is contained in the Open Mobile Alliance application form to which each Member's attention is drawn.  Members shall submit to the General Manager of Operations of OMA the IPR Statement and the IPR Licensing Declaration.  These forms are available from OMA or online at the OMA website at www.openmobilealliance.org.

5 Recommendation

Consider and resolve comments during consistency review.
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