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1 Reason for Contribution

Review comments on DRM 2.1 requirements document.
2 Summary of Contribution

Comments received as part of the formal review of the OMA DRM 2.1 RD.
3 Detailed Proposal

	ID
	Open Date
	Edit
	Section
	Description
	Status

	DRMv2.1-001
	17/08/2008
	N
	7.6
	Source: 02

Form: Email
Comment:

REQ-RO-13 refers to burning audio to CD or DVD.  This should be made more generic so that it applies to more than just audio and more than just CD or DVD.

Technology always makes progress and high definition blu ray etc is just around the corner.  In addition there is export to MP3 or OGG or proprietary format devices.  I think burning to a disc is equivalent to export to a non-DRM protected environment and maybe we could use this type of language together with something more generic than "audio".
	Status: CLOSED
Reword to:
It SHALL be possible to specify within the Rights Objects whether or not the associated DRM Content can be exported to another format, including specifying the allowed formats (CD, DVD, "any" etc.) and also the characteristics of the resultant content (e.g. specifying quality parameters like bitrates or "allow all").

	DRMv2.1-002
	23/08/2006
	N
	6
	Source: SafeNet
Form: INP
Comment:

OMA DRM 2.0 does not offer any method of confirming delivery and installation of an OMA DRM RO. Confirmation of RO installation is necessary for billing, royalty collection, quality of service, customer care and other purposes. Confirmation of RO installation should therefore be added as a new requirement to OMA DRM 2.1.
Proposed Solution:

The new requirement is defined in CR 295
	Status: CLOSED
Adopt proposed requirement from 0295R01 but remove differentiation between Connected and Unconnected Devices since the following does not seem to be acceptable within an RD:

“A mechanism MAY be provided for the DRM Agent of an Unconnected Device to confirm installation of an RO to the RI.”
Since the intention here is that we may specify this. Also if an Unconnected Device is acquiring the RO directly (only if it supports DRM Time) from the RI then it seems possible that it could also confirm the successful installation of the RO.


	DRMv2.1-003
	23/08/2006
	N
	7.6
	Source: Nokia
Form: Email
REQ-RO-13
Comment:
This scenario is already supported by OMA DRM 2.0 - concrete export mappings have been left outside the specification
	Status: CLOSED
See resolution to DRMv2.1-001

	DRMv2.1-004
	23/08/2006
	N
	7.14
	Source: Nokia

Form: Email
REQ-DCF-1
Comment:
According to the DRM roadmap and WID, v2.1 was supposed to be a fast track of bringing the "metering" function to OMA DRM with rapid deployment on the market. This requirement is clearly separate from that goal as it is seen as a big implementation effort after being optional in DRM v2.0 and may have a significant impact into the desired "fast track" deployment. Also only instance of "mandatory" in the RD
	Status: CLOSED
Reword to:
It is desirable that DRMv2.1 Devices support the non-streamable PDCF format, therefore it is RECOMMENDED that Devices support the non-streamable PDCF format.

	DRMv2.1-005
	23/08/2006
	N
	7.14
	Source: Nokia
Form: Email
REQ-DCF-2

Comment:
The "usual" music metadata? Maybe a tentative list of attributes or a reference would be an indication of the desired set
	Status: CLOSED
Reword to:
It SHALL be possible for the Content Issuer to include metadata information in the (P)DCF.


	DRMv2.1-006
	23/08/2006
	N
	7.14
	Source: Nokia
Form: Email
REQ-DCF-7
Comment:
Already met with DCF-3 and CDF-4?
	Status: CLOSED
Delete REQ-DCF-7

	DRMv2.1-007
	23/08/2006
	N
	6
	Source: BeepScience
Form: Email
REQ-MARKT-26

Comment:
Does the term MAY in this requirement imply that the technical specification has the option of supporting this requirement? Or does it imply that this capability must be specified; but that support for this feature is optional for DRM Agents?  If it implies that it is optional for the specification to support periodic reporting then the requirement should be removed. Otherwise, we should mandate this requirement with SHALL.
	Status: CLOSED
The intention was that this feature may be specified rather than being optional to support, therefore reword to a SHALL and if during the specification phase we decide that this is not required this requirement can be marked as DELETED.  Therefore this requirement becomes:

A mechanism SHALL be provided to allow the DRM Agent to periodically report aggregated usage data for a specific time period to the RI according to an pre-defined RI schedule.


	DRMv2.1-008
	23/08/2006
	N
	6
	Source: BeepScience

Form: Email
REQ-MARKT-27
Comment:
The same comment (as for REQ-MARKT-26) applies regarding the usage of MAY. Make it a SHALL or remove the requirement.
	Status: CLOSED
The intention was that this feature may be specified rather than being optional to support, therefore reword to a SHALL and if during the specification phase we decide that this is not required this requirement can be marked as DELETED.  Therefore this requirement becomes:

A mechanism SHALL be provided to enable metering on both Connected and Unconnected Devices.

	DRMv2.1-009
	23/08/2006
	Y
	6
	Source: BeepScience
Form: Email
REQ-MARKT-30

Comment:
Clerical. Add a space between "basis" and "i.e.". "great"

should be "greater".
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed as per suggestion.

	DRMv2.1-010
	23/08/2006
	Y
	7.1
	Source: BeepScience

Form: Email
REQ-SEC-25
Comment:
Clerical. Remove unnecessary "a" and fix pluralisation of "application". Suggest to reword to: "It SHALL be possible to restrict the use of content to a certain class of applications."
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed as per suggestion

	DRMv2.1-011
	23/08/2006
	N
	7.2
	Source: BeepScience
Form: Email
Comment:
Charging. It seems appropriate that their should be requirements in the "Charging" section which specifically relate to the metering mechanism.

Metering is primarily a mechanism to enable post-billing or "all-you-can-eat" billing..
	Status: CLOSED
Rejected: 
The Metering functionality specified within DRM v2.1 is provided for royalty collection purposes and not post billing or all-you-can-eat billing.


	DRMv2.1-012
	23/08/2006
	N
	7.6
	Source: BeepScience
Form: Email
REQ-RO-13

Comment:

This requirement should not be limited to "audio" formats.

Suggest to replace the word "audio" with "media".
	Status: CLOSED
See resolution to DRMv2.1-001

	DRMv2.1-013
	23/08/2006
	N
	7.8
	Source: BeepScience
Form: Email
REQ-PRIV-6

Comment:

According to REQ-MARKT-29 the DRM Agent must also provide metering information to the RI after the user disables the metering capability on the device. This is also covered in REQ-PRIV-7; but the requirement REQ-PRIV-6 is a bit misleading... Suggest to merge REQ-PRIV-6 and REQ-PRIV-7
	Status: CLOSED
Rejected:
REQ-PRIV-6 and REQ-PRIV-7 are a valid requirements and address different scenarios.
REQ-PRIV-6 covers the general “day to day” case whereas REQ-PRIV-7 covers a specific requirement i.e. REQ-PRIV-7 discusses the desired behavior when a user withdraws consent for metering.


	DRMv2.1-014
	23/08/2006
	N
	7.13
	Source: BeepScience
Form: Email
REQ-USE-5

Comment:

"no interactions with the user" contradicts REQ-PRIV-4.

Suggest to delete "/no" and state "there should be minimal interactions with the user".
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed, reworded to:
As far as possible, metering SHALL be transparent to the end user, i.e. there should be minimal interactions with the User.

	DRMv2.1-015
	2006.08.24
	N
	7.1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

REQ-SEC-26

Comment:
In the scope it is stated that there should be a possibility to identify a device from servers other than those of Right Issuers. The only requirement on this topic is in REQ-SEC-26 and there it is only for Content Issuers. Is that the correct requirement or should it be wider to reflect the scope? If it is the correct requirement the Scope should be changed to be consistent.
Recommendation: Either widen this requirement to cover also other than Right Issuers or narrow the scope.
	Status: CLOSED
Reworded to:

It SHALL be possible for the Content Issuer and other server entities to reliably identify the Device.


	DRMv2.1-016
	2006.08.24
	N
	7.1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

REQ-SEC-28

Comment:
REQ-SEC-28 covers "art picture" and "lyrics". This is very specific and there might be other types of information serving the same purpose for non-music content. 

Recommendation: Make the requirements more general and define the terms used. 
	Status: CLOSED
Delete REQ-SEC-28 since this is implicitly possible with DRMv2.0 using multipart DCFs
Make the related requirements more generic but keep the terms lyrics and cover art as examples



	DRMv2.1-017
	2006.08.30
	N
	7.5
	Source: Huawei

Form: INP doc
Comment:

The requirement REG- BCKUP -4  “It SHALL be possible for DRM Agent to backup ROs through the network” is ambiguous. The intention of this requirement is that Most of  the hundred-millions of mobile subscribers in China often like to buy new mobile phones to substitute their old ones, so they need the mobile operators to provide the service of transferring their ROs in old mobile phones to RI ,  then  RI can restore these ROs to his own new mobile phone in convenience. And especially for the stateful ROs, from the perspective of the operator, RI should only restore the current state information to the new mobile phones.

Proposed Solution:

We suggest to re-write the requirement as “It SHALL be possible for a Device to upload RO(s) to the issuing RI and then the uploaded RO(s) can be restored to another Device belonging to the same User. It SHALL be possible for RI to restore the current state information to the other Device if the RO is stateful”
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed as per suggestion.


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

The above comment should be discussed and agreed in the BAC DLDRM group.
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