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	To:
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	Submission Date:
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	Source:
	Frank Hartung (as BCAST 1.0 ERELD editor), Ericsson, Frank.Hartung@ericsson.com 

	Attachments:
	n/a

	Replaces:
	all previous revisions up to R04


1 Reason for Contribution

This Input Contribution is for the internal collection of comments and resolutions related to [BCAST10-ERELD] for BCAST 1.0 Consistency Review. The content of this IC will be reflected in the formal BCAST 1.0 Consistency Review Report later. 
New in version R04: re-ordered, actions proposed by editor, added statistics
New in version R05: results of conference call 26 July 2006
To fully make use of our limited f2f meeting time, I am trying to further categorize all comments into three categories, so that we can focus on those more controversial or important comments which require group's attention and decision rather than go through every comment in this f2f meeting. In “Status” column of each comment if there is

(1)Editor note marked in yellow, means CRs or actions are expected to resolve the comments before group discussion
(2)Editor note marked in green, means editor proposes something here that he does not expect to be controversial but that you should check (comment is covered by other tentatively closed comments, or they are simple/editorial/”teach me” comments, editor will either suggest to change as proposed, or suggest alternative resolutions, or suggest no action is needed. These highlighted sections will remain highlighted in green until the end of consistency review to indicate these are editor proposals that have not been endorsed by the group. Only in the end the lack of any comments so far will mean endorsement by the group.
(3)Editor note in purple means group discussion in f2f meeting is needed
(4) No editor note means comment is tentatively closed comments (or will become tentatively closed when some other condition is met) or editor did not deal with comment yet
Summary:

Purple = prepare for discussion and form your opinion
Yellow = provide input

Green = check what editor has done here. Complain in case of disagreement.
	Comment Resolution statistics

	Total number of comments
	Tentatively closed comments

	24 (100%)
	13 (54 %)


2 Summary of Contribution

Collection of comments and resolutions related to [BCAST10-ERELD] for BCAST 1.0 Consistency Review.
3 Detailed Proposal

Review Comments

<OMA-ERELD-BCAST-V1_0-20060419-D>

Note: OMA-ERELD-BCAST-V1_0-20060419-D (official consistency review version) should be identical to OMA-ERELD-BCAST-V1_0-20060326-D (version used for inofficial BCAST internal review)
	ID
	Open Date
	Edit
	Section
	Description
	Status

	ER011
	
	Y
	All
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0528
Comment:

OMA Template document number visible on each page on bottom right-hand corner

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: Tentatively CLOSED

Editorial, for the editor to fix

	ER012
	
	Y
	3.2
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0528
Comment:

<add as needed> visible

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: Tentatively CLOSED

Editorial, for the editor to fix 

	ER020
	2006.05.24
	
	6
	Source: Ericsson

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0542

Comment:

Description of [BCAST10-Services] still contains template text

Proposed Resolution:

Update description of [BCAST10-Services] in Table 1
	Status: Tentatively CLOSED
Editor: propose to change the text as follows” change “Specification that defines the protocol for FOO that provides control interface between the FooClient and FooServer’ to “Specification that defines service provisioning, terminal provisioning, interaction, personalization, charging, mobility, and roaming for Mobile Broadcast Services”

	ER021
	2006.05.24
	
	6
	Source: Ericsson

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0542

Comment:

ETR missing in Table 1

Proposed Resolution:

Add BCAST ETR to Table 1
	Status: Tentatively CLOSED
Editor: add BCAST ETR to table 1 as follows:
[BCAST10-ETR]
OMA-ETR-BCAST-V1_0_0-20060407-D
Specification that defines requirements for interoperability testing and test cases for Mobile Broadcast Services.


	ER024
	24-05-2006
	Y
	6
	Source: Siemens

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0574

Comment:
According to OMNA procedures, the XML schemas defined by an enabler must be extracted as Supporting files”, stored in the permanent documents area of BCAST, listed in the ERELD in section 6 under “Supporting files” and packaged into the ERP.

The actual files will be text files, named 

OMA-SUP-XSD_<namespace_indicator>-<version>-<date>-<status>, 

e.g.

OMA-SUP-XSD_bcast_sg_fragments-V1_0-20060517-D
IC BCAST-2006-564R01 provides a template for such a file.

Proposed resolution:

Create the schema files and add the following listing:

OMA-SUP-XSD_bcast_sg_sgdd-V1_0-<date>-D 

OMA-SUP-XSD_bcast_sg_fragments-V1_0-<date>-D 

OMA-SUP-XSD_bcast_sg_backend-V1_0-<date>-D 

OMA-SUP-XSD_bcast_fd_associatedprocedure-V1_0-<date>-D 

OMA-SUP-XSD_bcast_fd_receptionreport-V1_0-<date>-D 

OMA-SUP-XSD_bcast_fd_fdt-V1_0-<date>-D

OMA-SUP-XSD_bcast_nt_message-V1_0-<date>-D 

OMA-SUP-XSD_bcast_si_interactivitymedia-V1_0-<date>-D

OMA-SUP-XSD_bcast_pr_pricing-V1_0-<date>-D

OMA-SUP-XSD_bcast_pr_serviceordering-V1_0-<date>-D

OMA-SUP-XSD_bcast_pr_userpreferences-V1_0-<date>-D

OMA-SUP-XSD_bcast_spcp_backend-V1_0-<date>-D 

OMA-SUP-XSD_bcast_roaming-V1_0-<date>-D

	Status: OPEN
Leave the schemas also in the specs but define which takes precedence (the stand-alone files) and add corresponding disclaimer to schemas, or make the other version in the specs informal. Open question whether files are only in enabler package or also on OMNA page. AP on Frank and Uwe to check with OMNA/Dwight. 

	ER001
	8-5-2006
	Y
	 7
	Source: Telefonica Moviles

Form: OMA-BCAST-2006-0429
Comment:

Double comma at the end of third and forth bullet points under  “Notifications” .

Proposed Solution:
Delete a comma in both cases.


	Status: Tentatively CLOSED

Editorial, action for editor

	ER002
	8-5-2006
	Y
	 7
	Source: Telefonica Moviles

Form: OMA-BCAST-2006-0429
Comment:

Wrongly located semicolons after word “and ;” in last bullet point under “Service & Content Protection” and in the bullet point under “Service Provisioning”.

Proposed Solution:
Delete both semicolons.


	Status: Tentatively CLOSED

Editorial, action for editor



	ER003
	8-5-2006
	Y
	 7
	Source: Telefonica Moviles

Form: OMA-BCAST-2006-0429
Comment:

Typo in “subscibe” under “Service Provisioning”.

Proposed Solution:
Replace by “subscribe”.


	Status: Tentatively CLOSED

Editorial, action for editor



	ER013
	
	N
	7
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0528
Comment:

Service & Content protection section should talk about MBMS and BCMCS key management as well as smartcards. 

Proposed Resolution:

· Two profiles: Smartcard profile utilizing 3GPP MBMS (U)SIM / 3GPP2 BCMCS (R-)UIM key management inherent methods and DRMv2 profile utilizing utilizing the DRMv2. 


	Status: Tentatively CLOSED

There is a similar CR to the SPCP spec 2006-0396R03 with correct abbreviations. Change to: 

Two profiles: Smartcard profile utilizing 3GPP MBMS (U)SIM / 3GPP2 BCMCS (R-)UIM/CSIM key management and DRM profile utilizing DRM 2.0 and XBS extensions. 

Editor: there is a similar discussion ongoing for SPCP spec, we should align this.

	ER014
	
	N
	7
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0528
Comment:

ISMACRyp extension text is misleading as streams are not media codec agnostic, only the transport solution

Proposed Resolution:

· Encryption layer with mandatory SRTP; optional IPSEC; and; optional  ISMACryp with enhancement for  media codec agnostic transport solutionstreams.


	Status: Tentatively CLOSED

change to: 

Encryption layer with mandatory SRTP; optional IPSEC; and; optional  ISMACryp with media codec agnostic enhancements 

	ER015
	
	N
	7
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0528
Comment:

Bullet on SRTP, IPSec and ISMACryp is the only one saying whether things are mandatory or optional. If one is to be consistent with the rest of section 7 this should be removed.

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: Tentatively CLOSED

remove the the occurrences of mandatory and optional from the sentence

	ER016
	
	N
	7
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0528
Comment:

Following comments on other documents, group should consider all encryption protocols being mandatory, or at least SRTP at transport layer and ISMACryp at content layer

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

More a general comment. Keep it open and see the corresponding discussion on the SPCP spec.



	ER017
	
	N
	7
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0528
Comment:

Bullet on Terminal Provisioning says recommended. If RD says SHALL, should this not be the case here also? But again, should this even be mentioned in this section as it is not done for other bullets for other functions? Text should be consistent throughout.

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN
Request to keep this item open and wait for other ongoing discussion on DM.

	ER022
	2006.05.24
	
	7
	Source: Ericsson

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0542

Comment:

Smartcard profile is currently called “3GPP/3GPP2 inherent”, which seems inappropriate

Proposed Resolution:

Change sentence as follows:

“Two profiles: Smartcard profile utilizing methods developed by 3GPP/3GPP2 and DRMv2 profile utilizing OMA DRM 2.0.”
	Status: Tentatively CLOSED
Editor will align the formulation with formulation agreed for SPCP document.

	ER004
	8-5-2006
	N
	 9
	Source: Telefonica Moviles

Form: OMA-BCAST-2006-0429
Comment:

BCAST service protection client  and BCAST content protection client are shown as mandatory features for BCAST compliant terminals.

OMA-TS-BCAST_SvcCntProtection-V1_0-20060412, shows on the other hand:  “An OMA BCAST terminal MAY implement Service Protection and MAY implement Content Protection”, under section 4.1.

Proposed Solution:
Change status field from “M” to “O” in both cases in the ERELD, in order to be consistent with the specifications.


	Status: OPEN

Left open in Osaka, more discussion needed. Action on Samsung to initiate discussion (now closed). 
Discussion has started on mailing list. Does anyone question the optionality of SPCP at all ? Should possibly be aligned with RD.

	ER005
	8-5-2006
	N
	 9
	Source: Telefonica Moviles

Form: OMA-BCAST-2006-0429
Comment:

Feature “Client support for BCAST Service Interaction and for Interactivity Media Document” is shown as mandatory for BCAST compliant terminals. 

A clarification on when it is applicable is added on the “requirement” field.

Since this feature isn’t applicable to all BCAST terminals, it can’t be considered as mandatory.

Proposed Solution:
Change status field from “M” to “O” and replace current text in “requirement” field by “Mandatory for terminals that have capability to access interaction channel”.


	Status: Tentatively CLOSED

Change as proposed



	ER009
	
	N
	9.
	Source: Nokia
From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0453
Comment:
The “Status” of ERDEF entry OMA-ERDEF-BCAST-C-007 should be “O” since Interaction Channel is not available in all terminals and thus the Service Interaction cannot be mandated in BCAST 1.0.
Proposed resolution:

1) Change the “Status” of ERDEF entry OMA-ERDEF-BCAST-C-007 to “O”.

2) Replace the “Requirement” of ERDEF entry OMA-ERDEF-BCAST-C-007
From:

“Applicable only for terminals that have capability to access interaction channel.”

To:

“Mandatory for terminals that have capability to access interaction channel.”

	Status: Tentatively CLOSED

Covered by ER005

	ER018
	
	N
	9
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0528
Comment:

ERDEF table for terminal shows service protection and content protection as being MANDATORY. ServContProt specification says they are OPTIONAL. The table should be corrected so they are O.

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

Editor: Covered by ER004 above

	ER023
	2006.05.24
	
	9
	Source: Ericsson

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0542

Comment:

SCR tables not complete since no XBS SCR tables are provided yet
Proposed Resolution:

Update and complete the  SCR table; introduce device classes for better structure
	Status: OPEN

Editor: pending until XBS SCR tables available. Input needed


	ER019
	
	N
	9,10
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0528
Comment:

Why is service provisioning the only optional function?

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>
AP on Frank to get more information from David what is meant with this comment

	ER006
	8-5-2006
	N
	 10
	Source: Telefonica Moviles

Form: OMA-BCAST-2006-0429
Comment:

Service Protection and Content Protection are shown as mandatory requirements for BCAST compliant servers.

However, these two functions are not mandatory in all BCAST servers and terminals, according to OMA-TS-BCAST_SvcCntProtection-V1_0-20060412 

Proposed Solution:
Change status field from “M” to “O” in both cases in the ERELD.


	Status: OPEN

Left open in Osaka, more discussion needed. Action on Samsung to initiate discussion.

Editor: Covered by ER004 above

	ER007
	8-5-2006
	N
	 10
	Source: Telefonica Moviles

Form: OMA-BCAST-2006-0429
Comment:

Feature “Server support for BCAST Service Interaction and for Interactivity Media Document”  is shown as mandatory for BCAST compliant servers. 

A clarification on when it is applicable is added on the “requirement” field.

Since this feature isn’t applicable to all BCAST servers, it can’t be considered as mandatory.

Proposed Solution:
Change status field from “M” to “O” and replace current text in “requirement” field by “Mandatory for system configurations that have interaction channel present”.


	Status: Tentatively CLOSED

Change as proposed



	ER008
	8-5-2006
	N
	 10
	Source: Telefonica Moviles

Form: OMA-BCAST-2006-0429
Comment:

Feature “Server Support for BCAST Back-end Interfaces” is shown as mandatory for BCAST compliant servers.

A clarification on when it is applicable is added on the “requirement” field.

Since this feature isn’t applicable to all BCAST servers, it can’t be considered as mandatory.

Proposed Solution:
Change status field from “M” to “O” and replace current text in “requirement” field by “Mandatory for server’s back-end interfaces that are exposed to third party use”. 


	Status: Tentatively CLOSED

Change as proposed



	ER010
	
	N
	10.
	Source: Nokia
From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0453
Comment:
The “Status” of ERDEF entry OMA-ERDEF-BCAST-S-007 should be “O” since Interaction Channel is not available in all system configurations and thus the Service Interaction cannot be mandated in BCAST 1.0.
Proposed resolution:

1) Change the “Status” of ERDEF entry OMA-ERDEF-BCAST-S-007 to “O”.

2) Replace the “Requirement” of ERDEF entry OMA-ERDEF-BCAST-S-007
From:

“Applicable only for system configurations that have the interaction channel present.”

To:

“Mandatory for system configurations that have the interaction channel present.”

	Status: Tentatively CLOSED

Covered by ER007


CRs tracking

	CR ID
	Addresses Comments
	Status of CR

	
	
	


Comment document tracking (for information)

The following ICs containing comments have been incorporated
	IC ID
	Status 

	OMA-BCAST-2006-0429-Review-Comments-on-ERELD (Telefonica Moviles)
	incorporated

	OMA-BCAST-2006-0453-IC-Nokia-Review-Comments-on-Interactivity-in-ERELD (Nokia)
	incorporated

	OMA-BCAST-2006-0528-Orange-comments-ERELD (Orange)
	Incorporated (by Ruinan)

	OMA-BCAST-2006-0542-Ericsson-comments-ERELD (Ericsson)
	Incorporated (by Ruinan)

	OMA-BCAST-2006-0574-Siemens-Review-Comments-for-ERELD
	incorporated


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

This is BCAST internal working document to collect and resolve Consistency Review comments that apply to BCAST ERELD. Recommend including above comments and relevant resolutions to be agreed in BCAST 1.0 Consistency Review Report at the end of Consistency Review.
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