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1 Reason for Contribution

This IC provides Qualcomm’s R&A comments on the following specifications:

· OMA-BCAST-2006-0691R02-CR_Adaptation_DVB_over_IPDC

· OMA-BCAST-2006-0779-CR_Adaptation_MBMS
· OMA-BCAST-2006-0752R01-CR-Revised_BCAST_Adaptation_to_BCMCS
Collectively, these comments are classified as objections.  Individually, technical vs. editorial comments are prefixed by (T) and (E), respectively.
2 Summary of Contribution

See Sec. 1.
3 Detailed Proposal

3.1 OMA-BCAST-2006-0691R02-CR_Adaptation_DVB_over_IPDC

1.  (T) Section 1, 2nd para: There shouldn’t be any “modification” of generic BCAST functionality necessary - only profiling is done to match similar functionality defined in the underlying BDS spec, in this mode of adaptation.

2. (T) Section 4, first numbered bullet item: the term “simulcast” should be defined.

3. (E) Section 4, first numbered bullet item: the term “BDS” should be replaced by “DVB-IPDC”.

4. (T) Section 4: it should be explained what is meant by (and how it is done): “…signalling is provided to indicate to the terminal the type of adaptation provided.”
5. (T) Section 4: The statement: “As not all underlying BDS functionality is re-used, BCAST services may use both types of adaptation, i.e. BDS specific adaptation (re-using underlying BDS functionality) for certain functions whilst using generic adaptiont (BCAST-specific functionality) for other functions.” should be explained.  What are the metrics for determining whether the BCAST generic function vs. equivalent native BDS function should be employed?
6. (E) Section 6, title: propose to replace by “Generic Adaptation over underlying DVB-H’s IP transmission transport network”.  Generic adaptation is really about operating BCAST over Layer 3 or IP layer of IPDC-DVB-H, whereas “transport” may also imply UDP as Transport Layer protocol, or even higher layer application transports such as FLUTE and RTP/SRTP, which also exist in IPDC-DVB-H but is not the intent of such adaptation mode.

7. (E) Section 6, 2nd sentence: similar to above, modify it to become “…BCAST services can be distributed over a DVB-H’s IP transmission transport network…”
8. (E) Section 6, 1st para: the wording of the last sentence: “…and hence without sharing services with native DVB-IPDC terminals…” should be modified by “…and hence without the ability for sharing services with native DVB-IPDC terminals…”
9.  (T) Section 6.5.1: It is inadequate to simply refer to the BCAST main specs, since different interface configurations for FD-B1 are missing there.  More problematic is the uncertainty raised during the SD meeting of whether BDS-1/FD-B1 is even defined for the case of IPDC over DVB-H adaptation.

10. (T) Section 6.5.3: It is inadequate to simply refer to the BCAST main specs, since different interface configurations for SD-B1 are missing there.  More problematic is the uncertainty raised during the SD meeting of whether BDS-1/SD-B1 is even defined for the case of IPDC over DVB-H adaptation.

11. (T) Section 6.5.4” We propose to remove this section – since this section corresponds to generic adaptation, what is the justification for DVB-IPDC native codecs to be mandated (in other words, if this is done, what should be the entry for the similar section in the other BDS’ generic adaptation specs)?

Question to BCAST: up to now we have avoided specifying BCAST media codecs, since we agreed to simply defer to those specified in the BDS technologies.  However, at this time, to produce a meaningful generic adaptation spec, shouldn’t we have to make a selection (and if so, how)?
12. (E) Section 7, title: It is proposed that the title be modified to become “BDS specific BCAST enabler adaptation to existing DVB-IPDC functionality”

13. (T) Section 7.5.1: It is inadequate to simply refer to the BCAST main specs, since different interface configurations for FD-B1 are missing there.  More problematic is the uncertainty raised during the SD meeting of whether BDS-1/FD-B1 is even defined for the case of IPDC over DVB-H adaptation.

14. (T) Section 6.5.3: It is inadequate to simply refer to the BCAST main specs, since different interface configurations for SD-B1 are missing there.  More problematic is the uncertainty raised during the SD meeting of whether BDS-1/SD-B1 is even defined for the case of IPDC over DVB-H adaptation.
3.2 OMA-BCAST-2006-0779-CR_Adaptation_MBMS
1. (T) Section 1, 2nd para: There shouldn’t be any “modification” of generic BCAST functionality necessary - only profiling is done to match similar functionality defined in the underlying BDS spec, in this mode of adaptation.

2. (T) Section 4, first numbered bullet item: the term “simulcast” should be defined.
3. (E) Section 4, first numbered bullet item: the term “BDS” should be replaced by “MBMS”.
4. (T) Section 4: it should be explained what is meant by (and how it is done): “…signalling is provided to indicate to the terminal the type of adaptation provided.”

5. (T) Section 4: The statement: “As not all underlying BDS functionality is re-used, BCAST services may use both types of adaptation, i.e. BDS specific adaptation (re-using underlying BDS functionality) for certain functions whilst using generic adaptiont (BCAST-specific functionality) for other functions.” should be explained.  What are the metrics for determining whether the BCAST generic function vs. equivalent native BDS function should be employed?

6. (E) Section 6, title: propose to replace by “BCAST Enabler operating over MBMS’ IP Transmission Network”.  Generic adaptation is really about operating BCAST over Layer 3 or IP layer of MBMS, whereas “transport” may also imply UDP as Transport Layer protocol, or even higher layer application transports such as FLUTE and RTP/SRTP, which also exist in MBMS but are not the intent of such adaptation mode.

7. (E) Section 6, 2nd sentence: similar to above, modify it to become “…BCAST services can be distributed over an MBMS’ IP transmission transport network…”

8. (E) Section 6, 1st para: the wording of the last sentence: “…and hence without sharing services with native MBMS terminals…” should be modified by “…and hence without the ability for sharing services with native MBMS terminals…”

9. (E) Section 6.3.4: the title for this section doesn’t make sense.

10. (T) Section 6.4.2: It would be more precise and clear to add to the existing reference to the main BCAST spec the following text: “Key delivery can be provided using the MIKEY- or DRM-based STKM”.
11. (T) Section 6.4.3: It has been agreed for IPDC-over-DVB-H adaptation spec that this section should be removed (the context should be covered by previous two sections).  Therefore it should also be removed in this document.

12. (T) Section 6.5.1: It is inadequate to simply refer to the BCAST main specs, since different interface configurations for FD-B1 are missing there.  It is proposed to adopt a similar format per the commensurate section as shown in the BCMCS Adaptation spec.
13. (T) Section 6.5.3: It is inadequate to simply refer to the BCAST main specs, since different interface configurations for SD-B1 are missing there.  It is proposed to adopt a similar format per the commensurate section as shown in the BCMCS Adaptation spec.
14. (T) Section 6.5.4” We propose to remove this section – since this section corresponds to generic adaptation, what is the justification for MBMS native codecs to be mandated (in other words, if this is done, what should be the entry for the similar section in the other BDS’ generic adaptation specs)?
15. (E) Section 7, title: It is proposed thaht the title be modified to become “BCAST enabler adapting to Existing MBMS functionality”

16. (T) Section 7.2.2: the term “DVB-IPDC” should be replaced by “MBMS”.

17. (T) Section 7.2.3: the term “DVB-IPDC” should be replaced by “MBMS”.

18. (E) Section 7.3.4: the title for this section doesn’t make sense.

19. (T) Section 7.4, 2nd para: It seems the terminal strictly employ native MBMS service protection mechanism for streaming so that both BCAST and native MBMS terminals can access the same stream content.

20. (T) Section 7.4.1.1, last sentence before the table: the term “DVB-IPDC” should be replaced by “MBMS”.

21. (T) Section 7.4.1.1, Table X: The columns “DRM Profile STKM Key ID” and “Smartcard Profile 3GPP2 BCMCS” should be deleted – these are not applicable for the context of this section.

22. (T) Section 7.4.1.2: It has been agreed to change term “Operators” to “broadcast service providers”.  Also there are some other text in this section that have been agreed to be changed during consistency review (MBMS Adaptation spec editor should check).
23. (T) Section 7.4.3: It has been agreed for IPDC-over-DVB-H adaptation spec that this section should be removed (the context should be covered by previous two sections).  Therefore it should also be removed in this document.

24. (T) Section 7.5.1: It is inadequate to simply refer to the BCAST main specs, since different interface configurations for FD-B1 are missing there.  It is proposed to adopt a similar format per the commensurate section as shown in the BCMCS Adaptation spec.

25. (T) Section 7.5.3: It is inadequate to simply refer to the BCAST main specs, since different interface configurations for SD-B1 are missing there.  It is proposed to adopt a similar format per the commensurate section as shown in the BCMCS Adaptation spec.

3.3 OMA-BCAST-2006-0752R01-CR-Revised_BCAST_Adaptation_to_BCMCS
1. (T) Section 6.2.5.5: We propose to remove this section – since this section corresponds to generic adaptation, there is no justification for BCMCS native codecs to be mandated here.
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

For the IPDC-over-DVB-H, MBMS and BCMCS adaptation specs under R&A, the comments submitted in this IC should be discussed and necessary resolutions should be provided for those technical comments considered valid.  It is also recommended that the proposed editorial changes be adopted.
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