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1 Reason for Contribution

This contribution lists the comments that were provided for formal review of the SCE RD, document OMA-RD-SCE-V1_0-20060522-D.
2 Summary of Contribution

The comments are the ones received by the date shown in the Submission Date in the header of the document.  
3 Detailed Proposal

	ID
	Open Date
	Edit
	Section
	Description
	Status

	SCE-RD-017
	2006.06.07
	Y
	1

1st bullet
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219
Comment:

Change last sentence to “These new features include device-based creation and management of content sharing groups; copying and moving of rights between OMA DRM devices; and sharing between devices in ad hoc groups.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Change


	SCE-RD-005
	2006.06.05
	N
	3.2
	Source: Huawei
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0199R01
Comment:

There is no any detailed description in SCE-RD document about what ‘Partial Rights’ or ‘Part of Rights’ really is. In fact I have found that different members understand it differently. For more detailed information about this, please see the attached document named OMA-DLDRM-2006-0199R01-SCE-RD-Review-Clarify-Partial-Rights.ppt.
Proposed Resolution:

Suggest a definition for ‘Part of Rights’ or ‘Partial Rights’ be added to this section. For the proposed definition, please see OMA-DLDRM-2006-0199R01.
	Status: Closed – Define “Partial Rights or Part of Rights” as:
A subset of a set of Rights, such that the Partial Rights are equally or more restrictive than those in the set.

	SCE-RD-018
	2006.06.07
	Y
	3.2


	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Add before the last period “(DRM V2.0)” for the definitions of the following terms: Constraint, Device, DRM Content, Execute, Media Object, Rights Issuer, Superdistribution, and User.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Change



	SCE-RD-019
	2006.06.07
	Y
	3.2
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Add a period after definitions of Execute, Permission, Play and Print.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Change



	SCE-RD-020
	2006.06.07
	Y
	3.2

Copy
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Change definition to “To make Rights existing on a source Device available for use by a recipient Device, without affecting availability on the source Device.  Rights may be restricted on the recipient Device. Note: this is different from the V2.0 definition.”
	Status: Closed – Editorial Change



	SCE-RD-021
	2006.06.07
	N
	3.2

Device
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Change last sentence of definition to “The Device may include a smart card module (e.g. a SIM).”
	Status: Closed – Editorial Change



	SCE-RD-022
	2006.06.07
	N
	3.2

Domain Authority
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Requirement SCE-SHR-005 states that the Domain Authority issue a Domain Policy for an Ad Hoc Domain.
Proposed resolution:

Change definition to “The entity to specify the Domain Policy for a User Domain or an Ad Hoc Domain.”
	Status: Closed – Action as per Proposed Resolution.



	SCE-RD-023
	2006.06.07
	N
	3.2

Domain Policy
	Source: Mark Staskauskas, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Change to:

A collection of attributes which defines the policy determining the membership of a User Domain or Ad Hoc Domain, as set by the Domain Authority that the Domain Enforcement Agent will enforce.
	Status: Closed – Action as per OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219R01 (item SCE-RD-007)


	SCE-RD-024
	2006.06.07
	Y
	3.2

Imported-Content
	Source: Mark Staskauskas, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Remove “Imported-Content denotes”.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Change



	SCE-RD-025
	2006.06.07
	Y
	3.2

Import-Ready Data
	Source: Mark Staskauskas, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Change “Import-Ready Data is content and associated rights” to “Content and associated Rights”.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Change



	SCE-RD-026
	2006.06.07
	Y
	3.2

Imported-Rights-Object
	Source: Mark Staskauskas, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Change “Imported-Rights-Object denotes an” to “An”.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Change



	SCE-RD-027
	2006.06.07
	Y
	3.2

Imported-Data
	Source: Mark Staskauskas, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Remove “Imported-Data denotes”.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Change



	SCE-RD-028
	2006.06.07
	Y
	3.2

Lending
	Source: Mark Staskauskas, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Change “can not” to “cannot”.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Change



	SCE-RD-029
	2006.06.07
	Y
	3.2

Local Rights Manager (LRM)
	Source: Mark Staskauskas, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Change “LRM denotes an” to “An”. Change “that may also manage an” to “it may also manage”
	Status: Closed – Editorial Change



	SCE-RD-030
	2006.06.07
	N
	3.2

Local Rights Manager (LRM)
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

The definition implies a new type of domain that is managed by the LRM.

Proposed resolution:

Clarify if this is a new type of domain.
	Status: Closed – No action needed.
(As agreed in conference call on 7 Sep 2006, the comment is to be addressed in SCE Architecture Document or SCE Technical Specification.  Rationale is detailed in email from Hosame Abu-Amara to DLDRM reflector on 3 Sep 2006.)

	SCE-RD-031
	2006.06.07
	N
	3.2

Media Object
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

There is no definition for “Composite Object”.

Proposed resolution:

Add DRM V2.0 definition to section 3.2.
	Status: Closed – Redefine “Media Object” as:
A digital work e.g. a ring tone, a screen saver, or a Java game.

	SCE-RD-032
	2006.06.07
	Y
	3.2

Non-OMA DRM
	Source: Mark Staskauskas, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Change the last word to “mechanisms”.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Change



	SCE-RD-033
	2006.06.07
	Y
	3.2

Permission, Play and Print
	Source: Mark Staskauskas, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Add a period at the end of the definitions.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Change



	SCE-RD-034
	2006.06.07
	Y
	3.2

Render Client
	Source: Mark Staskauskas, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Change “A Render Client is the entity” to “The entity”. Change “equpment” to “equipment”.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Change



	SCE-RD-035
	2006.06.07
	Y
	3.2

Rights
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Rights should include state information. Also, why is Rights in bold?
Proposed resolution:

Change definition to “The collection of permissions, constraints and appropriate state information defining under which circumstances access is granted to DRM Content.”
	Status: Closed – No Action Needed
Qualcomm withdraws comment (Conference call 6 July 2006)


	SCE-RD-036
	2006.06.07
	Y
	3.2

State Information
	Source: Mark Staskauskas, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Change “when Rights contains” to “when the Rights contain”.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Change



	SCE-RD-087
	2006.06.08
	N
	3.2
	Source: LG Electronics

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0221

Comments

Definition of Ad Hoc Sharing

Sharing that is intended to allow a source Device to share specified Rights with a recipient Device in spontaneous, unplanned situations, e.g. sharing a song with a new group of friends at a party or playing a video on a hotel room TV while travelling. The Rights Issuer can specify the Rights granted to the recipient Device and the conditions under which the source Device is allowed to share Rights via Ad Hoc Sharing.
Definition too lengthy. The highlighted part to be deleted. Part highlighted in yellow, can be a new requirement.
	Status: Closed – Redefine “Ad Hoc Sharing” as:
Sharing that is intended to allow a source Device to share specified Rights with a recipient Device in spontaneous, unplanned situations (e.g. sharing a song with a new group of friends at a party or playing a video on a hotel room TV while travelling).


	SCE-RD-088
	2006.06.08
	N
	3.2
	Source: LG Electronics

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0221

Comments

Definition of Ad Hoc Domain

A group of Devices that engage in Ad Hoc Sharing that is governed by a Domain Policy.

Definition of Domain Policy

A collection of attributes which defines the policy for a User Domain, as set by the Domain Authority, that the Domain Enforcement Agent will enforce.
Domain Policy is defined for User Domain. Confusing, is Ad Hoc domain special type of User Domain. More clarification is required.
	Status: Closed – Same Resolution as for SCE-RD-023

	SCE-RD-090
	2006.06.08
	Y
	3.2
	Source: LG Electronics

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0221

Comments

Definition of Render Client

A Render Client is the entity (hardware, software or combination thereof) within a user equpment that implements a Render Agent.  The Render Client is used to transiently render DRM Content.

Spell error ( equipment
	Status: Closed – Same Resolution as for SCE-RD-034

	SCE-RD-096
	2006.06.08
	Y
	3.2
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

Definition of Import-Ready-Data:

Suggest removing “with functionality”
	Status: Closed – Editorial Change



	SCE-RD-097
	2006.06.08
	Y
	3.2
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

Definition of Proximity-Limited Domain:

The device in which a DEA is situated does not necessarily have to include a DRM Agent, hence the definition of DEA does not include a capitalised version of “Device”, however, the definition of Proximity-Limited Domain refers to “a Device on which the Domain Enforcement Agent resides”, suggest being consistent with terms between these two definitions
	Status: Closed - 
Use lower case “device” in definition of Proximity-Limited Domain

	SCE-RD-098
	2006.06.08
	N
	3.2
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

Definition of User Domain:

By including the term “Rights Issuer” in this definition it seems to imply that only the RI can issue/create User Domain ROs, is this the intention?
	Status: Closed – Redefine “User Domain” as:
A group of Devices defined by the Domain Enforcement Agent such that, for example Rights Issuers, can issue Rights Objects with Permissions, Constraints and other attributes specifically for the Devices in the group. 

	SCE-RD-151
	2006.06.08
	N
	3.2
	Source: Orange
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0223
Comment: 
consume is defined as "Play, Print or Execute …"; Should'nt it include the Display permission as well?
	Status: Closed – Redefine “Consume” as:
To Play, Display, Print or Execute DRM Content on a Device or to render DRM Content on a Render Client. 

	SCE-RD-172
	2006.06.08
	N
	3.2
	Source: Ericsson
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0226
Comment:

In several Import related Definitions, “DCF” is mentioned, whereas this should also apply to PDCF. 
Proposed resolution:
Replace “DCF” by “DCF and/or PDCF”
	Status: Closed - 
The term 'DCF' in Import related definitions is to be replaced with '(P)DCF'


Status: Closed – Same Resolution as for several comments.
	

	SCE-RD-016
	2006.05.10
	N
	3.2, 6.6
	Source: Qualcomm
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0183R02
Comment:

OMA DRM V2 defined the concept to “Domains”. The current SCE work has introduced the concept of “User Domains”. QUALCOMM’s understanding is that the intent for User Domains is similar to Domains except that they can be managed by a Domain Enforcement Agent, which does not have to reside in the “network”. In addition, SCE is introducing the concepts of “Moving” and “Copying” Rights Objects (ROs) between Devices which may or may not be members of a Domain or User Domain. This Change Request provides additional requirements to solve or minimize the impact of the issues that we see for the current User Domain SCE work.

The document OMA-DLDRM-2006-0155R01-SCE-Additional-Domain-Requirements-User-Domain-management-delegation by Soyoung Jeong also raises related Domain and User Domain issues.

For background and justification of these proposed requirements, see the OMA-DLDRM-2006-0183-New-User-Domain-Requirements.ppt presentation.

If these requirements are not approved, we believe there will be significant delays in the next phases of SCE V1.0. The restrictions of these requirements may change in future versions of SCE.

Proposed Resolution:

Qualcomm (Mark Staskauskas) to produce 0183R03.
	Status: Closed – As per Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-183R04 and Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-155R04

	SCE-RD-037
	2006.06.07
	Y
	4
	Source: Mark Staskauskas, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

See contribution OMA-DLDRM-2006-0218--SCE-RD-Review--CR-Introduction.
	Status:  Closed – As per OMA-DLDRM-2006-0218


	SCE-RD-099
	2006.06.08
	Y
	4
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

RD states:

“The Ad Hoc Sharing part of the SCE Enabler is based on Permissions or Constraints, e.g. a device that is in close proximity to the subscriber’s device.”

This is implementation specific and not very clear!
Proposed Resolution:

Suggest rewording to:

“The Ad Hoc Sharing part of the SCE Enabler enforces temporal and proximity based restrictions that are defined by the RI/DA e.g. content can only be shared with a Device that is in close proximity to the subscriber’s Device.”
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment

	SCE-RD-0100
	2006.06.08
	N
	4.1
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

This section mentions unconnected devices which is a defined  term in DRMv2.0, this should be capitalised and the definition for Unconnected Devices included in the definitions section.
	Status: Closed – No Action Needed
(Section is informative, “unconnected devices” is not used elsewhere)

	SCE-RD-0101
	2006.06.08
	N
	5.1
	Source: Vodafone

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222

Comments

This section mentions that it is possible to move Rights from one Device to another.  Given that the use case explicitly allows the source Device and recipient Devices to belong to different Domains, we interpret this as including the ability to move a Rights issued from the source Device to the recipient Device and include the case where the recipient Device does not belong to the same User Domain as the source Device.  

In general we believe that it should be possible to do the same with User Domain ROs as with Device ROs.  
	Status:  Closed – as per agreed CR OMA-DLDRM-2006-0299R01

	SCE-RD-038
	2006.06.07
	N
	5.1 – 5.4
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Use Cases 1 – 4 need to be updated to current definitions and understandings.

Proposed resolution:
See contribution OMA-DLDRM-2006-0220-SCE-RD-Review-Use-Cases-1-4.
	Status: Closed as per Agreed  OMA-DLDRM-2006-0220R02 and Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-0278


	SCE-RD-006
	2006.06.05
	N
	5.1.1
	Source: Huawei

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0199R01

Comment:

In the last paragraph of this section, it describes that “John transfers a part of his rights”. Here I think use of quantitive number would be better for understanding, after all, here is just a usecase or an example.
Proposed Resolution:

Suggest replace ‘a part of’ with ‘1 time play’ and add ‘for 9 times’ at the end of the sentence of ‘Hence Mike can also…’.  Please see OMA-DLDRM-2006-0199R01.
	Status: Closed as per corresponding change in Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-0199R06


	SCE-RD-091
	2006.06.08
	Y
	5.1.1
	Source: LG Electronics

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0221

Comments

Use Case 1

Jane transfers the content and associated rights to her bother’s device so that he can play the content.

Spell error ( brother’s
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment

	SCE-RD-152
	2006.06.08
	N
	5.1.1
	Source: Orange
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0223
Comment: 

the word 'user' should not be used, only Device; indeed, Rights Objects are linked to an appliance, not a person.
	Status: Closed – Action as per suggestion in comment


	SCE-RD-153
	2006.06.08
	N
	5.1.7
	Source: Orange
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0223
Comment: 

the flow seems not optimized as the Sender Device copies the DRM content prior to check if it is able to move the Rights Object.
	Status: Closed – Same resolution as for SCE-RD-038


	SCE-RD-092
	2006.06.08
	Y
	5.2
	Source: LG Electronics

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0221

Comments

“OMA handsets” and “OMA Devices” are used in many places in the description and use case flow. 

To be more specific and clear change 

OMA handsets  ( OMA DRM handsets
OMA Devices ( OMA DRM Devices
	Status: Closed – Action is as follows:
OMA handsets  ( OMA DRM handsets
OMA Devices ( OMA DRM devices

	SCE-RD-0102
	2006.06.08
	N
	5.2
	Source: Vodafone

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222

Comments

This use case seems to include both Import and Domain Management functionality and therefore it is complex to understand.

In Alternative 2 does the term “group of authorised devices” refer to a User Domain or Domain or both?  

If so then what is the difference between Alternative 3, if not then why do we need to introduce another logical grouping of devices when we already have Domain and User Domain?
	Status: Closed – same resolution as SCE-RD-038)


	SCE-RD-0103
	2006.06.08
	N
	5.2.8
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

Alternative 2:

This alternative uses the term “Home Network Server” this is not defined as an actor in section 5.2.2. Also in the description it states that the STB authorises the access to content but in the step 4 it states that the Home Network Server authorises the STB etc
	Status: Closed – same resolution as SCE-RD-038)



	SCE-RD-104
	2006.06.08
	N
	5.2.8
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

Alternative 4:

RD states “User is informed of the OMA Handsets’ authorisation to access non-OMA DRM video”.  Does the LRM need to be informed of this too? 
	Status: Closed – No action needed.
(Answer: Depends on how TS specifies it)

	SCE-RD-012
	2006.06.07
	N
	5.3
	Source: Philips
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0216
Comment:

In the process of defining the SCE requirements, the notion of the DEA was introduced after the use cases and some requirements about the DA and User Domain were accepted. Also in the area of Rendering some changes were discussed.  So, Use Case 3 needs to be modified.
Proposed Resolution:

Please see OMA-DLDRM-2006-0216.
	Status: Closed – as per Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-0216R02 (item Change 2).


	SCE-RD-105
	2006.06.08
	Y
	5.3.2
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

Home Media Center:

This actor is defined as  “Device added to the User Domain upon receiving content with permissions for the User Domain”

Content does not have permissions, Rights and Rights Objects have permissions.
	Status: Closed – Action as per comment:
“Device added to the User Domain upon receiving rights for the User Domain”.

	SCE-RD-106
	2006.06.08
	N
	5.3.7
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

Step 3, shouldn’t the DEA be responsible for determining if the request falls within the acceptable limits set in the Domain Policy? 

We suggest rewording this use case to include DEA.  

Proposed Resolution:

For consistency we suggest replacing the term Operator with RI, DA, DEA etc.  

For completeness we suggest stating that the DA can be a separate entity from the RI (with several RIs issuing content for Domains defined by one DA) and also that there can be more than one DA, this could be part of an overview diagram (see previous comment).
	Status: Closed – Action as per Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-0216R02

	SCE-RD-107
	2006.06.08
	N
	5.3.9
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

Is this implying that the DA is deployed on the Home Media Center or should it be the DEA?

Change i.s.o to instead of?
	Status: Closed – action as suggested in comment (use DEA instead of DA)

	SCE-RD-108
	2006.06.08
	N
	5.4
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

Does Ad hoc sharing include the concept of Sharing User Domain ROs (and content) as well as Device ROs?  If so then should we explicitly mention this?
	Status: Closed – action as per Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-0248

	SCE-RD-109
	2006.06.08
	Y
	5.4.3
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

RD states:

“Jacob’s set top box stores non-OMA DRM Content, provides OMA DRM conformant content to Jacob’s handset, and authorizes Jacob’s handset to receive OMA-conformant DRM content that was originally protected by OMA DRM.”

Shouldn’t this be

“Jacob’s set top box stores non-OMA DRM Content, provides OMA DRM conformant content to Jacob’s handset, and authorizes Jacob’s handset to receive OMA-conformant DRM content that was originally protected by non-OMA DRM.”
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment

	SCE-RD-110
	2006.06.08
	N
	5.4.5
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

RD states:

“Jacob owns an OMA DRM handset.  Jacob also owns a set-top box (STB) that stores non-OMA DRM Content.  The handset is authorized to receive content protected by non-OMA DRM and stored in the STB.”

Who authorises Jacobs handset to receive content protected by non-OMA DRM? 
	Status: Closed – same resolution as SCE-RD-038)


	SCE-RD-111
	2006.06.08
	N
	5.4.7
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

RD states (step 4):

“Mary’s mobile discovers the devices of her friends at the party and is authenticated to enable Ad Hoc Sharing of content. “

Who authenticates Mary’s mobile?  Is this mutual authentication, if so then suggest stating this?

Also to be consistent use Device or device rather than mobile or mobile phone.

Also pay attention to capitilised terms.
	Status: Closed – same resolution as SCE-RD-038)



	SCE-RD-154
	2006.06.08
	N
	5.4.7
	Source: Orange
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0223
Comment: 
We propose to introduce the notion of "grace period": Jacob's audio file can be played for some time after Jacob has left the party, until the grace period is expired.
	Status: Closed – No action needed.
(SCE-SHR-007 covers “grace period”)



	SCE-RD-013
	2006.06.07
	N
	5.5
	Source: Philips
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0216
Comment:

In the process of defining the SCE requirements, the notion of the DEA was introduced after the use cases and some requirements about the DA and User Domain were accepted. Also in the area of Rendering some changes were discussed.  So, Use Case 5 needs to be modified.
Proposed Resolution:

Please see OMA-DLDRM-2006-0216.
	Status: Closed – as per Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-332, which supersedes Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-0216R02 (item Change 3)


	SCE-RD-112
	2006.06.08
	N
	5.5
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

RD States:

“John has created a User Domain that includes his mobile phone, a User Token, and his home media center.”

This seems to imply that his User Token is a member of his User Domain, shouldn’t a User Token be associated with or used to gain access to a User Domain rather than a member of a User Domain?
	Status: Closed – As per Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-332, which supersedes Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-0216R02 

	SCE-RD-113
	2006.06.08
	N
	5.5.7
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

RD states (step 5):

“John uses his User Token to discover the Render Client and establish a connection”

Does John really use his User Token to discover the Render Client?  Definition of User Token seems to imply that this is only used for authentication purposes.

Step 6:

“John authenticates with the User Token on the Render Client.  The Render Client is now enabled to allow temporary access to User Domain content.”

Proposed Resolution:

Suggest rewording this to:

“John uses his User Token to identify and authenticate himself and his User Domain to the Render Client. The Render Client is temporarily authorised to access content and Rights from Johns’ User Domain.”
	Status: Closed – comment is resolved by Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-332, which supersedes Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-0216R02

	SCE-RD-155
	2006.06.08
	N
	5.5.7
	Source: Orange
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0223
Comment: 
Normal flow is inconsistent since the goal is reached at step 3. There should be an alternate flow for steps 4 and following.
	Status: Closed – comment is resolved by Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-332, which supersedes Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-0216R02

	SCE-RD-114
	2006.06.08
	N
	5.5.8
	Source: Vodafone

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222

Comments

RD States:

“The Remote Render Server determines that for the selected piece of content it is NOT allowed to render outside the domain via local connectivity.”

Should this be a User Domain? 
	Status: Closed – comment is resolved by Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-332, which supersedes Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-0216R02

	SCE-RD-008
	2006.06.06
	N
	5.6
	Source: Qualcomm
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0213
Comment:

Use Case 6 in the SCE RD, which is titled “Sharing of Content Between Users Bound Socially and by Location”, contains a number of concepts that are inconsistent with the current consensus on SCE sharing mechanisms.  Also, there are no requirements in the SCE RD that have been derived from Use Case 6. 
Proposed Resolution:

Please see OMA-DLDRM-2006-0213.
	Status: Closed as per Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-0213


	SCE-RD-039
	2006.06.07
	N
	5.6
	Source: Mark Staskauskas, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

This use case is no longer consistent with the current definitions and understandings.
Proposed resolution:
See contribution OMA-DLDRM-2006-0213-CR-SCE-Use-Case-6.
	Status: Closed – same resolution as for SCE-RD-008


	SCE-RD-115
	2006.06.08
	N
	5.6
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

General:

Is this use case needed?  It seems that much of the functionality associated with this use case is already included in other use cases. Also the flow does not seem to relate to the overall description, suggest removing or at least aligning with the description.
	Status: Closed as per Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-0213

	SCE-RD-116
	2006.06.08
	N
	5.6.2
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

Why introduce Authenticator as a new actor.  For consistency we should use the terms defined in the definition section.
	Status: Closed as per Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-0213

	SCE-RD-117
	2006.06.08
	N
	5.6.4
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

What is an external trusted authenticator?
	Status: Closed as per Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-0213

	SCE-RD-118
	2006.06.08
	N
	5.6.7
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

RD states:

“Device 2 checks with the Authenticator whether it can dynamically render the content obtained from Device 1.”

Shouldn’t the Device determine if it can render the content based on the Rights rather than checking with the Authenticator?
	Status: Closed as per Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-0213

	SCE-RD-119
	2006.06.08
	Y
	6
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

General:

The requirements should be reordered to group similar/related requirements together for example there are several requirements that refer to the DEA but these are spread out in the Domain Requirements.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment


	SCE-RD-040
	2006.06.07
	N
	6.1

SCE-HL-001
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Why is this requirement part of SCE? What does it have to do with SCE?
Proposed resolution:
Remove this requirement. If the requirement is valid, then a CR against OMA DRM V2.0 should be made.
	Status: Closed – same resolution as SCE-RD-075


	SCE-RD-041
	2006.06.07
	Y
	6.1

SCE-HL-002
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Change “there, If usage” to “there, if usage”.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment


	SCE-RD-075
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.1

SCE-HL-001
	Source: LG Electronics

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0221

Comments
Requirement is an obvious requirement of DRM 2.0. This requirement is not in the scope of SCE
	Status: Closed – Remove requirement


	SCE-RD-076
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.1

SCE-HL-004
	Source: LG Electronics
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0221
Comments
This requirement seems to be a requirement in DRM 2.0, as the concept of DRM Time is from DRM 2.0. Time Synchronization is already covered in DRM 2.0. Is this the scope of SCE?
	Status: Closed – Remove requirement


	SCE-RD-077
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.1

SCE-HL-005


	Source: LG Electronics
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0221
Comments
DRM Time is optional in DRM 2.0. This explains that the Device may not implement DRM Time and shall not consume time related constraints.

Excerpt from DRM 2.0 Specification

Unconnected Devices that do not support DRM Time SHALL NOT send RO Acquisition Request messages as specified in section Error! Reference source not found..

Hence this requirement is a DRM 2.0 Requirement. Should be present in SCE?
	Status: Closed – Remove requirement


	SCE-RD-120
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.1
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

SCE-HL-004:

How can a device reliably know if its DRM time is up-to-date unless it goes on-line to check?  We would suggest rewording this requirement to reflect the fact that the Devices DRM Time should be checked and synchronised at every opportunity when connected to the RI/DA.
	Status: Closed – see resolution for SCE-RD-076

	SCE-RD-156
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.1
	Source: Orange
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0223
Comment: 

SCE-HL-001, "purchase" capability is out of scope of DRM: req should be rephrased
	Status: Closed – see resolution for SCE-RD-075


	SCE-RD-157
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.1
	Source: Orange
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0223
Comment: 

SCE-HL-002, "transport" capability is out of scope of DRM: req should be rephrased
Proposed Resolution: 

at least "transport" should be replaced by "send"
	Status: Closed – Action as per Proposed Resolution


	SCE-RD-158
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.1
	Source: Orange
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0223
Comment: 

SCE-HL-004, "up-to-date" is vague
	Status: Closed – see resolution for SCE-RD-076

	SCE-RD-159
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.1
	Source: Orange
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0223
Comment: 

SCE-HL-006, "take into account … the intended Device(s)" is unclear: what should be taken into account? The type of device (class, …)?
	Status: Closed – Modify SCE-HL-006 to be the following:
“The SCE Enabler SHALL allow a Device to request from the Rights Issuer the permission to share Rights (e.g. move Rights, copy Rights, lend Rights and so on), in the case where the user's existing Rights do not explicitly permit sharing; the SCE Enabler SHALL allow the Rights Issuer to respond by including newly generated (Domain, User Domain, or Device) Right Objects to be used by intended Move recipient Device(s)." 

	SCE-RD-173
	2006.06.08
	Y
	6.1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0226
Comment:

SCE-HL-002 

Text talks about “isplaying, which is applicable to visual content only and should be phrased more general.
Proposed resolution:
Replace “displayed” by “rendered”
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment


	SCE-RD-174
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.1 and others
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0226
Comment:

In SCE-HL-004, SCE-HL-005 and other requirements in the document, the term “DRM Time” is used, which is not a defined term

Proposed resolution:
Add definition of “DRM Time”
	Status: Closed – Action is as follows:
Re-word SYS-003 to say: “The SCE enabler SHALL provide a mechanism for Unconnected Devices that support DRM Time to make use of Rights received from Unconnected Devices that support DRM Time.”
Also, re-use definition of DRM Time from OMA DRM v2:  “a secure, non user-changeable time source. The

DRM Time is measured in the UTC time scale."  

	SCE-RD-160
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.1.1
	Source: Orange
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0223
Comment: 

SCE-SEC-001, "authorization" is vague
	Status: Closed – No action needed


	SCE-RD-161
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.1.1
	Source: Orange
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0223
Comment: 

SCE-SEC-002, "authentication of a user on a device": authentication applies only to devices, not to users; furthermore authentication implies two entities
	Status: Closed – re-word SEC-002 as follows:
The SCE enabler SHALL enable authentication of a User to a Device based on a User Token (e.g. SIM) that represents the User.
(Group disagrees with statement that “authentication applies only to devices, not to users”.

Group proposes to use “to” instead of “on” to solve comment on “two entities”.

Group considers the two entities to be the User and the Device.)

	SCE-RD-162
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.1.1
	Source: Orange

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0223

Comment: 

SCE-SEC-003, authentication implies two entities
	Status: Closed – Re-word the requirement as follows:
The SCE enabler SHALL provide a mechanism for mutual authentication between two Devices before Moving Rights directly between the Devices.

	SCE-RD-175
	2006.06.08
	Y
	6.1.1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0226
Comment:

In SCE_SEC-003, it is said that the mechanism shall be provided before Moving Rights directly between two Devices. It is not clear what “directly” means in that context.

Proposed resolution:
Remove “directly”
	Status: Closed – No Action Needed
The term “directly” means “without RI involvement”

	SCE-RD-163
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.1.1
	Source: Orange

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0223

Comment: 

SCE-SEC-004, "secure mechanism" is vague

Proposed Resolution: this req should be replaced with ones equivalent to those agreed in the SRM RD:

SCE-SEC-???: The SCE enabler SHALL ensure the Confidentiality of any Content Encryption Key (CEK) in the Rights Object, in a manner independent of the transport mechanism between the devices such that the CEK can only be exposed to the DRM Agents.

SCE-SEC-???: The SCE enabler SHALL ensure the Integrity of the Rights Object, in a manner independent of the transport mechanism between the devices.
	Status: Closed – Comment is covered by resolutions for SCE-RD-185 and SCE-RD-186


	SCE-RD-185
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.1.1
	Source: Motorola

Form: email to SCE RDRR editor [from David Kravitz]
Comment:

There needs to be a requirement to specify that integrity protection for messaging and content must be addressed.
	Status: Closed – Action is as in CR OMA-DLDRM-2006-0297R01


	SCE-RD-186
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.1.1
	Source: Motorola

Form: email to SCE RDRR editor [from David Kravitz]
Comment:

There needs to be a requirement to specify that confidentiality of transmitted keying material and DRM Content must be addressed, such that keys and unencrypted content are inaccessible to eavesdroppers.
	Status: Closed – Action is as in CR OMA-DLDRM-2006-0297R01

	SCE-RD-187
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.1.1
	Source: Motorola

Form: email to SCE RDRR editor [from David Kravitz]
Comment:

There needs to be a requirement to specify that non-repudiation based on the use of digital signatures must be addressed.
	Status: Closed – Action is as in CR OMA-DLDRM-2006-0354R01


	SCE-RD-188
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.1.1
	Source: Motorola

Form: email to SCE RDRR editor [from David Kravitz]
Comment:

There needs to be a requirement to specify that key confirmation must be addressed, in order to protect against unauthorized re-issuance of Rights by one Device to another where the reissuing source Device does not have knowledge of the keying material being transferred.
	Status: Closed – Action is as in CR OMA-DLDRM-2006-0355


	SCE-RD-189
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.1.1
	Source: Motorola

Form: email to SCE RDRR editor [from David Kravitz]
Comment:

There needs to be a requirement to specify that freshness must be addressed, in order to protect against a recipient Device taking action on a retransmitted message if such action is not intended by the source Device that originally transmitted the message. 
	Status: Closed – Action is as in CR OMA-DLDRM-2006-0355


	SCE-RD-190
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.1.1
	Source: Motorola

Form: email to SCE RDRR editor [from David Kravitz]
Comment:

There needs to be a requirement to specify that a Rights Issuer be allowed to set Rights Move Count restrictions.  There is such an agreed requirement for SRM (OMA-DLDRM-2006-0070R01-Req-for-Rights-MoveCnt), but not for SCE. 
	Status: Closed – No action needed.  
(Motorola withdraws comment)


	SCE-RD-191
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.1.1
	Source: Motorola

Form: email to SCE RDRR editor [from David Kravitz]
Comment:

There needs to be a requirement to specify that state-update management on the source Device and recipient Device is securely coordinated. 
	Status: Closed – Action is as in CR OMA-DLDRM-2006-0355


	SCE-RD-042
	2006.06.07
	Y
	6.2

SCE-SYS-001
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Change “Render Client Device” to “Render Client”.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment

	SCE-RD-176
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0226
Comment:

In SCE-SYS-001 it is required that is SHALL be possible to verify proximity. This seems to exclude software implementations since proximity recognition requires physical processes.

Proposed resolution:
Change “SHALL” to “SHOULD”. Also, possibly add a requirement that says that DRM Agent SHALL make use of proximity detecting mechanisms when they are available on Device.
	Status: Closed – No Action Needed

Physical processes are ultimately needed
The additional suggested requirement is seen as too restrictive. 

	SCE-RD-164
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.2
	Source: Orange

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0223

Comment: 

SCE-SYS-002, "physical" should be replaced by geographical or special as the proximity could be reached by Wifi, Bluetooth, …  ?
	Status: Closed – Action is to remove the word “physical” from the requirement 


	SCE-RD-043
	2006.06.07
	N
	6.2

SCE-SYS-003
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Why is this requirement part of SCE (and not a DRM V2 requirement)? The term "Unconnected Devices" is not defined in SCE. How do DRM V2 unconnected Devices that support DRM Time get synchronized?
Proposed resolution:
Remove this requirement. If the requirement is valid, then a CR against OMA DRM V2.0 should be made.
	Status: Closed – same resolution as SCE-RD-174


	SCE-RD-121
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.2
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

SCE-SYS-003:

Proposed Resolution:

Suggest rewording to:

“The SCE enabler SHALL provide a mechanism to securely synchronize DRM Time between Unconnected Devices that support DRM Time.”
	Status: Closed – same resolution as SCE-RD-174


	SCE-RD-122
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.2
	Source: Vodafone

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222

Comments

SCE-SYS-004:

Proposed Resolution:

Suggest rewording to:

“The SCE enabler SHALL permit a Device to use local discovery mechanisms (e.g. UPnP), in a mechanism-independent manner, to browse the content Content and rights Rights available on other Devices for sharingSharing.”
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment

	SCE-RD-165
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.2
	Source: Orange

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0223

Comment: 

SCE-SYS-004, reference to "uPnP" must be removed.
	Status: Closed – same resolution as for SCE-RD-167


	SCE-RD-177
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0226
Comment:

SCE-SYS-004 seems to imply that content on other Device can be browsed without required authorization. This may be a privacy issue since users may want to differentiate between other users that can browse on their Devices or not.

Proposed resolution:
Change “The SCE enabler SHALL permit a Device to use local discovery mechanisms (e.g. UPnP), in a mechanism-independent manner, to browse the content and rights available on other Devices for sharing.” to “The SCE enabler SHALL permit a Device to use local discovery mechanisms (e.g. UPnP), in a mechanism-independent manner, to browse the content and rights available on other Devices for sharing, if authorized by other Device.”
	Status: Closed – Re-word the requirement as follows:

“The SCE enabler SHALL permit a Device to use local discovery mechanisms (e.g. UPnP), in a mechanism-independent manner, to browse the content and rights available on other Devices for sharing.” to “The SCE enabler SHALL permit a Device to use local discovery mechanisms (e.g. UPnP), in a mechanism-independent manner, to browse the content and rights available on other Devices for sharing, if authorized by other Device through a non-OMA DRM mechanism.”

	SCE-RD-123
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.2
	Source: Vodafone

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222

Comments

SCE-SYS-005:

Is “permissions” the rights word?  

Proposed Resolution:

Suggest changing to:

“The SCE enabler SHALL define include the means forpermissions that enable a Device receiving Shared Rights to acquire a version of the associated DRM Content in a format suitable for rendering on that Device.”
	Status: Closed – Action as per Proposed Resolution

	SCE-RD-007
	2006.06.05
	N
	6.3
	Source: Huawei

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0199R01

Comment:

In requirement labeled SCE-MOVE-001, ‘a part of remaining Rights’ is used. Here I think to use the defined concept would be better, here is a requirement that should be as general as possible. 
Proposed Resolution:

Suggest replace ‘a part of remaining Rights’ with ‘Partial Rights’.  Please see OMA-DLDRM-2006-0199R01.
	Status: Closed as per corresponding change in Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-0199R06


Status: Closed – Same Resolution as for SCE-RD-016
	

	SCE-RD-166
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.3
	Source: Orange
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0223
Comment: 

SCE-MOVE-003, "specify the recipient Device(s)" is vague
	Status: Closed – as per Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-0270R01


	SCE-RD-044
	2006.06.07
	N
	6.3

SCE-MOVE-003
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Why is this requirement needed? It is implied by SCE-SEC-003.
Proposed resolution:
Remove this requirement.
	Status: Closed – Same Resolution as for SCE-RD-166


	SCE-RD-045
	2006.06.07
	N
	6.3

SCE-MOVE-006
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

This is a duplicate of SCE-HL-003.

Proposed resolution:
Remove this requirement.
	Status: Closed – Action is to remove requirement SCE-HL-003


	SCE-RD-046
	2006.06.07
	N
	6.3

SCE-MOVE-006
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

This requirement is implied by SCE-HL-003.
Proposed resolution:
Remove this requirement.
	Status: Closed – Same Resolution as for SCE-RD-045


	SCE-RD-078
	2006.06.08
	Y
	6.3

SCE-MOVE-006
	Source: LG Electronics

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0221
Comments
“state information” to be Normative “State Information”
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment


	SCE-RD-125
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.3
	Source: Vodafone

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222

Comments

SCE-MOVE-009:

The spec states:

“The SCE enabler SHALL allow a Device to reduce the number of times the Rights can be Moved.”

This requirement needs to state under which circumstances the Device can do this.

Proposed Resolution:

We would suggest changing this to:

“The SCE enabler SHALL allow a Device to reduce the number of times thate Rights can be Moved as a result of successfully Moving those Rights.”
	Status: Closed – Action as per Proposed Resolution

	SCE-RD-124
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.3
	Source: Vodafone

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222

Comments

Since we believe it should be possible to move Rights issued for one User Domain to an other User Domain we believe that we need a requirement that describes a mechanism to disable/revoke Rights within a User Domain when these Rights are moved to another User Domain.
	Status:  Closed – as per agreed CR OMA-DLDRM-2006-0299R01

	SCE-RD-048
	2006.06.07
	Y
	6.4

SCE-IMP-001
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Replace “Imported Data” with “Imported-Data”.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment


	SCE-RD-049
	2006.06.07
	Y
	6.4

SCE-IMP-002
	Source: Mark Staskauskas, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Add “systems” at end of sentence.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment



	SCE-RD-050
	2006.06.07
	N
	6.4

SCE-IMP-004
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Why is this requirement needed? By definition, a Rights Object is bound to a Device, a Domain or a User Domain.

Proposed resolution:
Remove this requirement. If kept, then change “Imported Data” to “Imported-Data” and “Imported RO” to “Imported-Rights-Object”.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Change
It is important to specify that Import is related to rights objects.
AP: Editor to make similar editorial changes in other requirements (e.g. SCE-IMP-003)

	SCE-RD-011
	2006.06.07
	N
	6.5
	Source: Philips
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0216
Comment:

In the process of defining the SCE requirements, the notion of the DEA was introduced after the use cases and some requirements about the DA and User Domain were accepted. Also in the area of Rendering some changes were discussed.  So, SCE-DOM-005 needs to be re-worded.
Proposed Resolution:

Please see OMA-DLDRM-2006-0216.
	Status: Closed – as per Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-0216R02 (item Change 1)


	SCE-RD-014
	2006.06.07
	N
	6.5
	Source: Pantech, Philips
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0155R04
Comment:

SCE RD has a concept of User Domain for flexible content sharing. A Domain Enforcement Agent (DEA) manages the User Domain, so that the DEA can add/remove a Device for the User Domain. Current SCE RD, however, does not have any requirements about replacing the DEA of a User Domain with another one. As a result, it is not possible to manage the User Domain when the Device in which the DEA of that User Domain resides is not available for the following reasons;


- Device Upgrade


- Device Lost or Broken


- etc…

Accordingly, there needs to be a requirement about User Domain management replacement, so that the new DEA can manage the User Domain instead of the former DEA.

Proposed Resolution:

Please see OMA-DLDRM-2006-0155R04.
	Status: Closed – CR OMA-DLDRM-2006-0155R04 is agreed.


	SCE-RD-051
	2006.06.07
	Y
	6.5


	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Change title to “User Domain Requirements”.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment

	SCE-RD-085
	2006.06.08
	Y
	6.5 

	Source: LG Electronics

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0221

Comments

Change the Section title to “User Domain Requirements” from “Domain Requirements”
	Status: Closed – Same Resolution as for SCE-RD-051

	SCE-RD-084
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.5 

	Source: LG Electronics

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0221

Comments

Content is used in the User Domain Requirements – To be changed to DRM Content.
Proposed Resolution

Replace ”Content” ( ”DRM Content”
	Status: Closed – Action as per Proposed Resolution.

	SCE-RD-052
	2006.06.07
	N
	6.5

SCE-DOM-001
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

This requirement is a duplicate of SCE-DOM-012.
Proposed resolution:
Remove this requirement.
	Status: Closed – Requirement SCE-DOM-001 is removed.
(Participants in conference call on  27 July 2006 agree that SCE-DOM-001 is covered by new wording for SCE-DOM-012)

	SCE-RD-053
	2006.06.07
	N
	6.5

SCE-DOM-002 and 003
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

These requirements are superseded by the requirements in contribution OMA-DLDRM-2006-0183R03-New-User-Domain-Requirements.
Proposed resolution:
Remove these requirements.
	Status: Closed – No Action Needed

(Editor – Since many of the requirements proposed in DLDRM-2006-0183R03 were removed in agreed DLDRM-2006-0183R04, it seems this comment is no longer relevant.)


	SCE-RD-086
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.5

SCE-DOM-002 and SCE-DOM-003
	Source: LG Electronics

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0221

Comments

Remove the sentence – These permissions SHALL include play, copy and move as it can include many more, avoid being specific.
	Status: Closed – No Action Needed

(See email from Kiran (LG Electronics) to DLDRM reflector on 26 June 2006)


	SCE-RD-179
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.5
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0226
Comment:

In SCE-DOM-002, the formulation of the last sentence is confusing, since it can be understood to mandate that each instantiation of permissions must grant play, copy aand move rights.
Proposed resolution:
Change “The SCE enabler SHALL enable a Rights Issuer to specify (in a Rights Object) usage permissions for use on and tranfer between Devices that are members of the User Domain. These permissions SHALL include play, copy and move.” to “The SCE enabler SHALL enable a Rights Issuer to specify (in a Rights Object) usage permissions for use on and tranfer between Devices that are members of the User Domain. These permissions It SHALL at least be possible to include play, copy and move permissions.” 
	Status: Closed – Action as per Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-0341R01


	SCE-RD-093
	2006.06.08
	Y
	6.5

SCE-DOM-002
	Source: LG Electronics

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0221

Comments

The SCE enabler SHALL enable a Rights Issuer to specify (in a Rights Object) usage permissions for use on and tranfer between Devices that are members of the User Domain These permissions SHALL include play, copy and move.

Spell Error – tranfer ( transfer
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment

	SCE-RD-126
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.5
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

SCE-DOM-003:

Why is the play permission explicitly mentioned here?

The (in a Rights Object) also seem to be implementation specific.  Also the l requirement does not specify what is transferred. 

Also the SHALL include seems to restrictive and does not make sense to have a copy permission and a move permission since in OMA DRM v2 REL the default is that if a permission is not explicitly included in the RO then a permission is not granted.” 

Proposed Resolution:

Suggest rewording to:

“The SCE enabler SHALL enable a Rights Issuer to specify (in a Rights Object) usage permissions for use consumption of Rights on and transfer of Rights between Devices that are NOT members of the User Domain. These permissions SHALL MAY include play, copy and move”.
	Status: Closed – Action as per Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-0341R01


	SCE-RD-054
	2006.06.07
	Y
	6.5

SCE-DOM-004
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Change “user domain” to “User Domain”. Change “Domain Policy” to “Domain Policy”, i.e. remove the italics.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment



	SCE-RD-127
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.5
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

SCE-DOM-004:

According to the definitions it is the DEA that enforces the Domain Policy not the DA.

Proposed Resolution:

Suggest rewording to:

“The SCE enabler SHALL enable a Domain Authority to defineenforce certain limits on the size of the user domain in the Domain Policy.

Also suggest updating SCE-DOM-012 to include enforcing the Domain Policy.
	Status: Closed – Action as per Proposed Resolution

	SCE-RD-178
	2006.06.08
	Y
	6.5
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0226
Comment:

In SCE-DOM-001 abd SCE-DOM-004, text in Italic is used. This confuses, since this is not done elsewhere.
Proposed resolution:
Remove Italic font property from “User Domain” and “Domain Policy”
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment


	SCE-RD-167
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.5
	Source: Orange
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0223
Comment: 

SCE-DOM-005, reference to "uPnP" must be removed.
	Status: Closed – No Action Needed
Use of “for example” does not necessarily mean that uPnP must be supported. 

(See related resolution as for SCE-RD-011)

	SCE-RD-055
	2006.06.07
	N
	6.5

SCE-DOM-005
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

The Domain Authority should only be concerned with policies.
Proposed resolution:
Change requirement to:

The Domain Enforcement Agent SHALL be able to use local device discovery mechanisms (e.g. UpnP) to facilitate the management of Devices for a User Domain.
	Status: Closed – Same Resolution as for SCE-RD-011


	SCE-RD-079
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.5

SCE-DOM-005
	Source: LG Electronics

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0221
Comments

According to the definition of DA and DEA, DA is the entity to specify the Domain Policy for a User Domain, and DEA is The entity to enforce the Domain Policy on behalf of the Domain Authority.  DEA may reside in the network as a service or in a User’s device.

Proposed Resolution

Hence the term ‘Domain Authority’ should be changed to ‘Domain Enforcement Agent’
	Status: Closed – Same Resolution as for SCE-RD-011


	SCE-RD-128
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.5
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

SCE-DOM-005:

Shouldn’t this be the DEA rather than the DA?
	Status: Closed – Same Resolution as for SCE-RD-011


	SCE-RD-056
	2006.06.07
	N
	6.5

SCE-DOM-006
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Why is this requirement needed and what does it have to do with User Domains.
Proposed resolution:
Remove this requirement.
	Status: Closed – requirement SCE-DOM-006 is deleted as per conference call on 13 July 2006

	SCE-RD-080
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.5

SCE-DOM-006
	Source: LG Electronics

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0221

Comments

In the requirement the Content should be replaced with Rights Object, as exchanging of DRM Content is possible in DRM 2.0 without restrictions.

Proposed Resolution
It SHALL be possible for Devices in a User Domain to exchange Rights Objects between Devices such that, transferred Rights Objects can be used to render DRM Content independent of other Devices.
	Status: Closed – requirement SCE-DOM-006 is deleted as per conference call on 13 July 2006

	SCE-RD-129
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.5
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

SCE-DOM-006:

Capitalisation (devices(Devices etc)
	Status: Closed – requirement SCE-DOM-006 is deleted as per conference call on 13 July 2006

	SCE-RD-057
	2006.06.07
	N
	6.5

SCE-DOM-007
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Change to:

The SCE Enabler shall allow a Rights Issuer to issue Rights for User Domains with Domain Policies that are supported by the Rights Issuer.
	Status: Closed – Action as per Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-0341R01


	SCE-RD-081
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.5

SCE-DOM-007
	Source: LG Electronics

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0221

Comments

Functionality of retrieving content is out of scope of DRM. Rather it’s in the scope of Download
	Status: Closed – Action as per Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-0341R01


	SCE-RD-130
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.5
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

SCE-DOM-007:

Purchasing Device is not a defined term. “Purchasing” should be replaced with “purchasing”

Also “content” does not come from an RI.

Proposed Resolution:

Suggest rewording to:

“It SHALL be possible for a pPurchasing Device to request content Rights from a Rights Issuer with usage permissions for a certain User Domain.”
	Status: Closed – Action as per Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-0341R01


	SCE-RD-058
	2006.06.07
	Y
	6.5

SCE-DOM-008
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Change “Purchasing Device” to “requesting Device”.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment

	SCE-RD-059
	2006.06.07
	Y
	6.5

SCE-DOM-009
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Change “Render Client Device” to “Render Client” (two times).
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment

	SCE-RD-131
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.5
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

SCE-DOM-008:

Same as comment above.

Proposed Resolution:

Suggest rewording to:

“It SHALL be possible for the Rights Issuer to respond to the pPurchasing Device that the Domain Policy associated with the requested User Domain for which the Rights are requested is not supported and why.”
	Status: Closed – same resolution as for SCE-RD-058

	SCE-RD-180
	2006.06.08
	Y
	6.5
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0226
Comment:

There is a typo “contraint” in SCE-DOM-009
Proposed resolution:
Correct typo
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment


	SCE-RD-060
	2006.06.07
	N
	6.5

SCE-DOM-010
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

This requirement is implied by SCE-DOM-007 (as revised above) and by definition of a User Domain.
Proposed resolution:
Remove this requirement.
	Status: Closed – Action as per Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-0341R01


	SCE-RD-168
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.5
	Source: Orange
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0223
Comment: 

SCE-DOM-007, SCE-DOM008, SCE-DOM-010: "purchasing" is not necessary in the context of DRM.
	Status: Closed – Action as per Agreed OMA-DLDRM-2006-0341R01


	SCE-RD-061
	2006.06.07
	N
	6.5

SCE-DOM-012
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Add the following to the requirement: “Management includes the adding and removing of Devices to/from the User Domain.”
	Status: Closed - Same resolution as for SCE-RD-132 


	SCE-RD-132
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.5
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

SCE-DOM-012:

Proposed Resolution:

Suggest rewording to:

“The SCE enabler SHALL permit enable the Domain Enforcement Agent to enforce the Domain Policy and to perform User Domain management by the Domain Enforcement Agent according to the Domain Policy specified by the Domain Authority.”
	Status: Closed – Reword SCE-DOM-012 as follows:
“The SCE enabler SHALL enable the Domain Enforcement Agent to enforce the Domain Policy and to perform User Domain management according to the Domain Policy specified by the Domain Authority.  Management includes the adding and removing of Devices to/from the User Domain.”


	SCE-RD-010
	2006.06.07
	N
	6.5
	Source: Huawei

Form: email to SCE RDRR editor [from Pei Dang]
Comment:

The label SCE-DOM-013 says "The SCE enabler SHALL support the ability for a Domain Authority to specify the User Domain sharing policy, which includes constraints on the following:

The size of the User Domain

Changes in User Domain membership (e.g. add member, remove member)". 

Does it mean that a Domain Authority can change the User Domain sharing policy of a existed User Domain, for example the Domain Authority can extend the size of the User Domain?
	Status: Closed – Same resolution as for SCE-RD-062
(Participants in 03 August 2006 conference call agree that Domain Authority cannot extend the size of the User Domain)


	SCE-RD-062
	2006.06.07
	N
	6.5

SCE-DOM-013
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Change to:

Domain Policies for User Domains, issued by a Domain Authority, SHALL support constraints such as the size of the User Domain or the number of changes in membership within a time period.
	Status: Closed – Re-word the requirement as follows:

Domain Policies for User Domains, issued by a Domain Authority, SHALL support constraints such as the number of Devices in the User Domain or the number of changes in membership within a time period.


	SCE-RD-169
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.5
	Source: Orange

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0223

Comment: 

SCE-DOM-013: "the size of the User Domain" should be clarified. Does it refer to the number of Devices?
	Status: Closed – Same resolution as for SCE-RD-062


	SCE-RD-082
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.5

SCE-DOM-014

SCE-DOM-006
	Source: LG Electronics

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0221

Comments

There seems to be no difference between requirement SCE-DOM-014 and SCE-DOM-006

Proposed Resolution

Can be merged to form one requirement as suggested in 006
	Status: Closed – No Action Needed
(SCE-DOM-006 was deleted previously)


	SCE-RD-133
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.5
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

SCE-DOM-014:

Proposed Resolution:

Suggest rewording to:

“The SCE enabler SHALL enable a Device in a User Domain to provide acquired Rights to other members of the User Domain to enable those Device to render that the associated contentContent.”
	Status: Closed – Action as per Proposed Resolution

	SCE-RD-192
	2006.06.09
	N
	6.5, 6.6
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0229
Comment:

The current SCE defines User-Token based sharing for User Domain Contents. But, it has some ambiguities.  What is User Token?  Which relations exist between a User Domain and a User Token(s)?
Proposed resolution:
Please see OMA-DLDRM-2006-0229
	Status: Closed – as per agreed CR OMA-DLDRM-2006-0330R01

	SCE-RD-063
	2006.06.07
	N
	6.5

SCE-DOM-015 and 016
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

The whole concept of “User Token” has not been clearly defined.
Proposed resolution:
Remove these requirements.
	Status: Closed – as per agreed CR OMA-DLDRM-2006-0330R01

	SCE-RD-083
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.5

SCE-DOM-015
	Source: LG Electronics

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0221

Comments

User Domain Content – Un-defined, the requirement can be re-worded as follows

Proposed Resolution
The SCE enabler SHALL enable a Device to render, DRM Content belonging to a User Domain after authentication with a User Token of the User Domain.
	Status: Closed – as per agreed CR OMA-DLDRM-2006-0330R01

	SCE-RD-134
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.5
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

SCE-DOM-016:

A User Token does not belong to a Domain (it is not have DRM Agent) however it can be associated with a Domain, therefore suggest rewording to:

Proposed Resolution:

“The SCE enabler SHALL enable a User to select associate a User Token(s) for with his/her User Domain.”
	Status: Closed – as per agreed CR OMA-DLDRM-2006-0330R01

	SCE-RD-135
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.5
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

SCE-DOM-017:

Similar to above and should refer to a “User Domain” rather that a “Domain”. Also should include the term mutual authentication,

Proposed Resolution:

therefore suggest rewording to:

“The SCE enabler SHALL allow a Domain Authority to specify in its Domain Policy that domain User Domain Content can be rendered on Devices that are not domain members of the User Domain Devices after successful mutual authentication with a User Token that belongsassociated to with the User domainDomain.”
	Status: Closed – as per agreed CR OMA-DLDRM-2006-0330R01

	SCE-RD-064
	2006.06.07
	N
	6.5

SCE-DOM-018
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

This requirement is covered by SCE-DOM-012 (as revised up above).
Proposed resolution:
Remove this requirement.
	Status: Closed – Requirement SCE-DOM-018 is removed.

(Participants in conference call on  27 July 2006 agree that SCE-DOM-001 is covered by new wording for SCE-DOM-012)

	SCE-RD-136
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.5
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

SCE-DOM-018:

Isn’t this requirement is covered by SCE-DOM-012?
	Status: Closed – same resolution as for SCE-RD-064

	SCE-RD-065
	2006.06.07
	N
	6.5

SCE-DOM-019
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Why is this requirement needed? By definition, only members of a User Domain may consume User Domain Content.
Proposed resolution:
Remove this requirement.
	Status: Closed – Same resolution as for SCE-RD-137


	SCE-RD-137
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.5
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

SCE-DOM-019:

Proposed Resolution:

Suggest rewording to:

“A Device that is not a member of a User Domain SHALL NOT be able to Consume DRM Content based on Rights Objects that were issued for that User Domain.“
	Status: Closed – Action as per Proposed Resolution

	SCE-RD-138
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.5
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

SCE-DOM-022:

Proposed Resolution:

We suggest rewording to:

“The SCE enabler SHALL enable a mutual authentication of a Device to authenticate aand a Domain Enforcement Agent.”
	Status: Closed – Action as per Proposed Resolution

	SCE-RD-139
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.5
	Source: Vodafone

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222

Comments

We suggest adding a requirement that allows a Device and DEA to use revocation information as part of the mutual authentication along the lines of what is described in SCE-SEC-006 i.e. we suggest adding the following requirement:

Proposed Resolution:

SCE-DOM-023:

“Devices and Domain Enforcement Agents SHALL be able to use revocation information as part of mutual authentication between Devices and Domain Enforcement Agents.”
	Status: Closed – Action as per Proposed Resolution

	SCE-RD-009
	2006.06.06
	N
	6.5
	Source: Samsung

Form: email to DLDRM reflector [from Tymur Korkishko]

Comment:

Current requirements do not contain a requirement for mutual authentication of Domain Authority and Domain Enforcement Agent. 

Proposed Resolution:

Add new requirement into section 6.5 Domain Requirements:

"The SCE enabler SHALL enable mutual authentication of Domain Authority and Domain Enforcement Agent".
	Status: Closed – Action as per Proposed Resolution and also add another requirement to say:

Domain Authorities and Domain Enforcement Agents SHALL be able to use revocation information as part of mutual authentication between Domain Authorities and Domain Enforcement Agents.

	SCE-RD-004
	2006.05.26
	Y
	6.6
	Source: Motorola

Form: this table
Comment:

Table 7 caption should be changed from “Temporary Sharing Requirements” to “Ad Hoc Sharing Requirements”.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment


	SCE-RD-140
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.6
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

SCE-SHR-001:

Proposed Resolution:

Suggest rewording to:

“The SCE enabler SHALL make it possible for a Device that acquires DRM Content to request from the Rights Issuer the ability to  share Share that content Content within an Ad Hoc Domain.”
	Status: Closed – Re-word the requirement as follows:

The SCE enabler SHALL make it possible for a Device that acquires DRM Content to request from the Rights Issuer the ability to  share that Content within an Ad Hoc Domain.

	SCE-RD-066
	2006.06.07
	Y
	6.6

SCE-SHR-002
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Change to:

Devices that engage in Proximity-Limited Sharing SHALL be able to reliably determine if they are in proximity to each other.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment


	SCE-RD-170
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.6
	Source: Orange
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0223
Comment: 

SCE-SHR-002: req can be simplified ("reliably", "are and are not")
	Status: Closed – Re-word the requirement as follows:

Devices that engage in Proximity-Limited Sharing SHALL have the ability to determine if they are in proximity to each other.


	SCE-RD-067
	2006.06.07
	Y
	6.6

SCE-SHR-003
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Change “devices” to “Devices”.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment

	SCE-RD-141
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.6
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

SCE-SHR-003:

Proposed Resolution:

Requirement states:

“The SCE enabler SHALL provide a means for devices Devices to mutually authenticate each other, if this mutual authentication fails then as a condition for Ad Hoc Sharing between these Devices MUST not be enabled.m.”
	Status: Closed – Re-word the requirement as follows:

The SCE enabler SHALL provide a means for Devices to mutually authenticate each other, and if this mutual authentication fails then Ad Hoc Sharing between these Devices MUST NOT be enabled

	SCE-RD-068
	2006.06.07
	N
	6.6

SCE-SHR-005
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Domain Policies should NOT have constraints that relate to Rights.
Proposed resolution:
Change to:

Domain Policies for Ad Hoc Domains, issued by a Domain Authority, SHALL support constraints such as the size of the Ad Hoc Domain, the number of changes in membership within a time period and the lifetime of the Ad Hoc Domain.
	Status: Closed – Re-word the requirement as follows:

Domain Policies for Ad Hoc Domains, issued by a Domain Authority, SHALL support constraints such as the number of Devices in the Ad Hoc Domain, the number of changes in membership within a time period and the lifetime of the Ad Hoc Domain.


	SCE-RD-089
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.6

SCE-SHR-006


	Source: LG Electronics

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0221

Comments

Definition of “Proximity Limited Domain” by default mandates that the Devices should be in proximity to Domain Enforcement Agent.

The Requirement is covered in the definition. The requirement can be deleted.
	Status: Closed – Same resolution as for SCE-RD-142


	SCE-RD-142
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.6
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

SCE-SHR-006:

Since the DEA can reside on a device which does not have a DRM Agent then the requirement should be changed as below:

Proposed Resolution:

“The Domain Enforcement Agent SHALL allow a Device to participate in a Proximity-Limited Domain only when that Device is in proximity to the device Device on which the Domain Enforcement Agent resides.”
	Status: Closed – Action as per Proposed Resolution

	SCE-RD-069
	2006.06.07
	N
	6.6

SCE-SHR-008
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Change “content” to “Content”.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment


	SCE-RD-143
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.6
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

SCE-SHR-008 states:

“The SCE enabler SHALL allow the specification of the Rights to be granted to a recipient of content shared via Ad Hoc Sharing, independently of the Rights on the source Device.”

This is not clear, suggest rewording to:

Proposed Resolution:

“The SCE enabler SHALL allow the specification of the Rights to be granted to a the recipient of content shared via Ad Hoc Sharing, independently of the Rights on the source Device.”
	Status: Closed – Re-word the requirement as follows:

The SCE enabler SHALL allow Rights to be granted to the recipient of shared Content via Ad Hoc Sharing, independently of the Rights on the source Device.

	SCE-RD-144
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.6
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

SCE-SHR-009:

Proposed Resolution:

Suggest rewording to:

“The SCE enabler SHALL allow initiation of Ad Hoc Sharing of Content by a source Device to be conditional upon previously initiated Ad Hoc Sharing of that Content, e.g. by specifying limits on the number of recipients that can simultaneously share the Content within a specific period of time.”
	Status: Closed – Action as per Proposed Resolution

	SCE-RD-070
	2006.06.07
	N
	6.6
SCE-SHR-010
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

This requirement goes against the definition of Ad Hoc Sharing and Ad Hoc Domains.

Proposed resolution:
Remove this requirement.
	Status: Closed – No Action Needed.

(See email from Aram (Qualcomm) to DLDRM reflector on 28 June 2006) 



	SCE-RD-071
	2006.06.07
	N
	6.6
SCE-SHR-011
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

This requirement is almost a duplicate of SCE-SHR-008.

Proposed resolution:
Combine this requirement with SCE-SHR-008.
	Status: Closed – Same resolution as for SCE-RD-145


	SCE-RD-145
	26.6.8
	N
	6.6
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

SCE-SHR-11:

What are these Rights limited with respect to?

Proposed Resolution:

Suggest rewording to:

“The SCE enabler SHALL allow Rights Issuers to limit thedefine the Permissions in the Rights or parts thereof that are can be shared using during Ad Hoc Sharing.”
	Status: Closed – Action as per Proposed Resolution 


	SCE-RD-181
	2006.06.08
	Y
	6.6
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0226
Comment:

SCR-SHR-012 uses the term “backed up”, but does not explain what it is.

Proposed resolution:
Add definition of “Backed Up”
	Status: Closed – as per agreed CR OMA-DLDRM-2006-0328


	SCE-RD-147
	26.6.8
	N
	6.6
	Source: Vodafone

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222

Comments

SCE-SHR-13:

Proposed Resolution:

Suggest rewording  to:

“The SCE Enabler SHALL make itallow possible for a source Device to generate Shared Rights (based on existing Rights) but only when the Rights Issuer has explicitly given the permission to for the source Device to do so.”
	Status: Closed – Action as per Proposed Resolution

	SCE-RD-171
	2006.06.08
	N
	6.7
	Source: Orange

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0223

Comment: 

SCE-LRM-001: "identities" is unclear
	Status: Closed – Replcae the term “identities” with the term “identifiers”
(Change is agreed during Beijing meetings)


	SCE-RD-072
	2006.06.07
	Y
	6.7

SCE-LRM-002
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Remove strange box as the end of the requirement.
	Status: Closed – No action needed


	SCE-RD-182
	2006.06.08
	Y
	6.7
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0226
Comment:

In SCE-LRM-001 and -002, acronym “LRM” is used. This should be avoided for clarity and readability.
Proposed resolution:
Replace “LRM” by “Local Rights Manager”
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment


	SCE-RD-073
	2006.06.07
	N
	6.7

SCE-LRM-005
	Source: Aram Perez, Qualcomm

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0219

Comment:

Will this break compatibility with DRM V2.0? If Yes, does the group care?

Proposed resolution:
To be discussed at Osaka.
	Status: Closed – No Action Needed

ROs generated by LRM cannot be processed by DRM v2.0 if the ROs are generated by the LRM


	SCE-RD-146
	26.6.8
	N
	6.7

SCE-LRM-005
	Source: Vodafone

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222

Comments

The RD states:

“The SCE enabler SHALL allow an LRM that creates an Imported-Rights-Object to identify itself within the Imported-Rights-Object as the source of the Imported-Rights-Object.”

Proposed Resolution:

Suggest rewording to:

“The Within the SCE enabler SHALL allow an LRM that creates an Imported-Rights-Object to SHALL identify itself within the Imported-Rights-Object as the source of the Imported-Rights-Object.”
	Status: Closed – Re-word the requirement as:
“An LRM that creates an Imported-Rights-Object SHALL identify itself within the Imported-Rights-Object as the source of the Imported-Rights-Object.”

	SCE-RD-148
	26.6.8
	N
	6.8
	Source: Vodafone

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222

Comments

SCE-LEN-1:

The use of in the Rights Object seems to be implementation specific, since this terminology is not used in the other associated requirements we suggest rewording to:

Proposed Resolution:

“The SCE enabler SHALL make it possible forenable a Rights Issuers to specify in a Rights Object  the conditions under which it is allowed for the Device is allowed to share DRM Content using Lending.”


	Status: Closed – Action as per Proposed Resolution

	SCE-RD-149
	26.6.8
	N
	6.8
	Source: Vodafone

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222

Comments

SCE-LEN-3:

Proposed Resolution:

Suggest rewording to:

“It SHALL be possible to define a time limitation on the lent Rights so that they are returned after the specified time the Rights are no longer valid on the recipient Device.without explicit communication..”
	Status: Closed – Re-word the requirement as follows:
“It SHALL be possible to define a time limitation on the lent Rights so that after the specified time the Rights are no longer valid on the recipient Device but are valid on the source Device.” 
Also, re-word requirement SCE-LEN-004 as follows:  
“It SHALL be possible to return lent Rights so that they are no longer valid on the recipient Device but are valid on the source Device.”

	SCE-RD-002
	2006.05.26
	Y
	6.8
	Source: Huawei Technologies

Form: email message from Renzhou Zhang

Comment:

SCE-LEN-005 seems to be in the wrong section.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment



	SCE-RD-003
	2006.05.26
	Y
	6.8
	Source: Motorola

Form: email message from Hosame Abu-Amara
Comment:

The term “Temporary Sharing” needs to be changed to “Ad Hoc Sharing” in SCE-LEN-005.
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment




Status: Closed – Same Resolution as for SCE-RD-002
	

	SCE-RD-150
	26.6.8
	N
	6.8
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

SCE-LEN-5:

Should this requirement be in the section 6.6. It also uses the term Temporary Sharing rather than Ad hoc Sharing.
	Status: Closed – Same Resolution as for SCE-RD-002 and SCE-RD-003



Status: Closed – Same Resolution as for SCE-RD-003
	

	SCE-RD-184
	2006.06.08
	Y
	6.9
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0226
Comment:

In SCE-LTO-002 and -003, acronym “DEA” is used. This should be avoided for clarity and readability.
Proposed resolution:
Replace “DEA” by “Domain Enforcement Agent”
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment



	SCE-RD-001
	2006.05.26
	Y
	Document Title
	Source: OMA REQ

Form: email message from Kevin Holley

Comment:

The title should spell out the name of the enabler.

Proposed Resolution:

Change title from “SCE Requirements” to “Secure Content Exchange Requirements”
	Status: Closed – Editorial Comment



	SCE-RD-094
	2006.06.08
	Y
	General
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

Inconsistent use of device & Device, domain and Domain, rights & Rights and other defined terms.
	Status: Closed – No action needed

	SCE-RD-095
	2006.06.08
	N
	General
	Source: Vodafone
Form: OMA-DLDRM-2006-0222
Comments

It is hard for people who are not involved in the detailed discussions to distinguish the differences between a Domain and a User Domain and Sharing and Ad hoc Sharing. Would it be possible to have an informative diagram which attempts to clarify the differences? We feel this would greatly improve the RD and the ability for readers to unambiguously interpret the requirements.
	Status: Closed – CR OMA-DLDRM-2006-0283R01 is agreed.


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

Member companies are asked to ensure that their comments are accurately captured.
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