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1 Reason for Contribution

This IC contains all submitted comments to the BCAST RD as part of the overall consistency review
R01:  
Added Samsung Comments from OMA-BCAST-2006-0469

R02: 
Added email comments regarding section 6 and RD/AD inconsistency from Kevin Holley (O2)


Added additional Qualcomm comments


Add Cingular comment


Added Resolution/Discussions as agreed in 17-May BCAST meeting in Helsinki

R03
Added Orange and Siemens comments
R04
Updated to show comment resolution status from the 7-June BCAST Conference Call
2 Summary of Contribution

CONRR for the BCAST RD.
3 Detailed Proposal

The following comments have been received against OMA-TS-BCAST_Services-V1_0-20060326-D.
	ID
	Open Date
	Edit
	Section
	Description
	Status

	RD001
	2006.03.31
	N
	6.2.1
	Source: Charles Lo, clo@qualcomm.com
Form: OMA-BCAST-2006-0302, Vancouver meeting

Comment :

In the BCAST RD, requirement BC-02 stipulates that the BCAST Enabler shall be useable over any IP-based BDSs.  However, the examples cited in BC-02 include ISDB-T and T-DMB, which are not IP-based broadcast distribution technologies.  
Proposed Resolution :
Therefore, ISDB-T and T-DMB should be removed as examples in BC-02.


	Status: Tentatively CLOSED
OMA-BCAST-2006-302R01 was AGREED at BCAST Vancouver meeting.

	RD002
	2006.04.01
	N
	3.2
	Source: Charles Lo, clo@qualcomm.com
Form: OMA-BCAST-2006-0303R1,Vancouver meeting
Comment:

The definition of “Broadcast Subscription” indicates that the commercial relationship exists between an End User and a Mobile Broadcast Service Provider.  By such definition, it seems that the establishment of paid service account requires the End User’s authentic identity to be disclosed to the Service Provider.
Proposed resolution:

In definition of  “Broadcast Subscription”, replace “End User” by “Subscriber”.
	Status: Tentatively CLOSED

Agreed as written

	RD003
	2006.04.01
	N
	6.1.4
	Source: Charles Lo, clo@qualcomm.com
Form: OMA-BCAST-2006-0303, Vancouver meeting
Comment:
For paid services, it does not appear PRIV-01 can be met in terms of withholding identity information from the Broadcast Service provider, with respect to the definition of “Broadcast Subscription” given in Sec. 3.2.  Specifically, it seems that in order to set up a paid service account, identity information of the End User must be disclosed to the Service Provider
	Status: Tentative CLOSED

Addressed in Comment RD10

	RD04
	
	N
	6.1.4
	Source: Charles Lo, clo@qualcomm.com
Form: OMA-BCAST-2006-0303R01
Comment:
For Pay-per-View content purchase, it does not appear PRIV-02 can be met in terms of withholding consumption information from the Broadcast Service or Content provider.  Specifically, it seems that the very nature of purchasing a particular PPV program implies the intent of its consumption.  For subscription-based paid services, while general consumption information can typically be inferred at a “channel” level, specific consumption details at any given time, at the “program” level, is generally unknown to the service/content provider.

Proposed resolution:

Remove the PPV component of paid services from PRIV-02, and qualify the capability to withhold consumption information at the “program” level.  It is proposed to modify the requirement as follows:

“It SHALL be possible to prevent disclosing to the Service Provider or to the Content Provider information about the free-to-air as well as subscription-based paid services and content effectively consumed by the End User, at a time-specific program level.”
	Status: Tentatively CLOSED
OMA-BCAST-2006-0303R01 was noted

The proposed resolution was AGREED

	RD05
	
	N
	6.2.3
	Source: Charles Lo, QUALCOMM

Form: OMA-BCAST-2006-0373R01
Comment:
It is not evident how the description of SD-15 (Advertisment) relates to advertisement.
Proposed resolution:

It is proposed that SD-15 be either removed, or modified to contain the appropriate context pertaining to advertisement.
	Status: Tentatively CLOSED
SD-15 renamed to Subscription Related Information

	RD06
	
	N
	6.2.6
	Source: Charles Lo, QUALCOMM

Form: OMA-BCAST-2006-0373R01
Comment:
The existing description of PROV-04 (Consumption-based Subscription) is not meaningful as a requirement.  The statement “the service provider MAY be able to offer subscriptions based on effectively consumed content” denotes a deployment decision, not a functional requirement.  To properly convey the intended requirement, the word “MAY” should be replaced by “SHALL” (to indicate that the broadcast service provider shall have the capability to offer consumption-based subscription).
Proposed resolution:

Replace the word “MAY” in the description by “SHALL”.
	Status: Tentatively Closed
The following text for PROV-04 was AGREED:

It SHALL be possible to offer subscriptions based on effectively consumed content.

Prov-02 and Prov-03 will also be similarly reworded for consistency.

	RD07
	17-May 2006
	N
	6.2.6
	Source: Cingular:

Form: Meeting Discussion

Comment: 
Rewrite PROV-12 as follows:

It SHALL be possible to offer subscriptions based on content or content category.
	Status: Tentatively CLOSED
AGREED as proposed

	RD08
	2006.05.09
	N
	6.2.6
	Source: Samsung, Panasonic, Ericsson, Nokia
Form: OMA-BCAST-2006-0469
Comments

In the PROV-15, Terminal Provisioning Function is mandate to use OMA DM and have software update.  During the discussion of 148R01 in Seoul Meeting, BCAST agreed “Terminal Provisioning SHOULD support DM”.  Requirement of PROV-15 must be changed by BCAST group agreement. 

Proposed Resolution

In PROV-15,

“The Terminal provisioning function for Mobile Broadcast Services SHOULD build on OMA Device Management (DM).”
	Status: Tentatively CLOSED
No Action

	RD09
	8-May 2006
	N
	6
	Source: O2

Form: email

Comment:

Dear All,

 

Further to this I had a more detailed look at the RD and I have discovered an inconsistency between THIS RD and all of the other RDs which OMA has produced.

 

We have the principle that the RD in OMA is a Specification which identifies Mandatory Requirements in the Normative Section 6.

 

Unfortunately this RD contains text which suggests that the BCAST enabler is somehow exempt from the normal OMA workings.  I believe that this is an INCONSISTENCY which needs to be fixed before the Enabler is approved.

 

The following text is at the beginning of Section 6:

 

"The requirements in this section define the full Mobile Broadcast Service Enabler. Implementations of the technical specifications may not be required to implement all of these requirements to be compliant. "
 

The text suggests somehow that BCAST enabler implementations can ignore the Requirements in the RD.  It is not clear to me what "may not" in small letters means.  "may not" in English means either (a) MUST NOT or (b) MIGHT NOT depending on the context, or in spoken English depending on the stress given to the different words.

 

My suggestion is simply to strike the whole paragraph as it makes the Enabler seem like it is fundamentally different from the other Enablers produced by OMA.


	Status: Postponed until Osaka Meeting

	RD10
	2006.05.16
	N
	6.1.4
	Source: QUALCOMM

Form: OMA-BCAST-2006-0373R01, OMA-BCAST-2006-0303R01

Comment:

PRIV-01 should be modified to state that identity information may be withheld from the broadcast service/content provider only in the case of post-paid broadcast services, and for which the ‘End User” is not the subscriber.

Proposed resolution:

Modify description for PRIV-01 as follows:

“For post-paid broadcast services, it SHALL be possible for an End User to receive free-to-air as well as paid services and content without disclosing identity information to the Broadcast Service provider or the Content Provider, in the case that the End User is not the Subscriber”.
	Status: Tentatively CLOSED

AGREED as proposed



	RD11
	
	N
	6.2.6
	Source: Charles Lo, QUALCOMM

Form: OMA-BCAST-2006-0373R01
Comment:

Assuming the previous comment and proposed resolution is adopted, then it should be pointed out that this requirement is not fulfilled in the BCAST 1.0 specs, since consumption-based subscription capability is currently only fully specified for the DRM Profile, in the form of token-based accounting.  For the Smartcard Profile, the (R-)UIM-based implementation via RI proxy inherently can support the consumption-based accounting, although additional specifications should be provided.  The (U)SIM-based implementation currently lacks support for consumption-based accounting.

Proposed resolution:

See the proposal for token-based accounting for Smartcard Profile in Doc-486.
	Status: Tentatively CLOSED
No action needed for RD, this is for the Services TS

	RD12
	2006.05.16
	N
	3.2, various definitions
	Source: QUALCOMM

Form: OMA-BCAST-2006-0373R01, OMA-BCAST-2006-0303R01

Comment:

For consistency with above proposed change, make similar changes to replace “end user” by “subscriber” in other terms of this section. 

Proposed resolution:

Replace “End User” by “Subscriber” in the definitions for the following terms: “Content Subscription”, Mobile Broadcast Network Operator, “Mobile Broadcast Service Provider”, “Notification”, “Service Bundle”, and “Service Guide”.
	Status: Open
Action Item to Charles Lo to provide a CR for these changes.


	RD13
	2006.05.16
	N
	3.2, various definitions
	Source: QUALCOMM

Form: OMA-BCAST-2006-0373R01, OMA-BCAST-2006-0303R01

Comment:

In conjunction with previous proposed changes, a new term, “Subscriber”, should be added to the list of definitions.. 

Proposed resolution:

Add new term “Subscriber (or Subscription)” with following definition: “Designation for the customer (i.e., a person, organization, or other entity) with which the Mobile Broadcast Service Provider and/or the Content Provider maintains a commercial relationship.”
	Status: Tentatively CLOSED
Agreed as written


	RD14
	17-May 2006
	N
	6
	Source: O2
From: Email Discussion

Comment:

Dear All,
 

I had a look at the AD for BCAST.  The AD contains an informative appendix which appears to take precedent over the normative section of the RD.  For everything declared as "not supported" by the AD, the RD mandates support by the enabler.  One example, SEC-01, is shown below.  The RD says that this facility is required in BCAST 1.0 and the AD says "NO" and "after TS work, it is needed to reconsider to support in BCAST".
 

My suggested solution is for the BCAST group to run through the items declared as "unsupported" by the AD and update the third column in the RD such that the RD and AD are consistent.  During this process it may be necessary to split requirements, mark them "DELETED", mark them "FUTURE", or designate them in some other way.  There are many hints and tips on how to fill out the RD tables in the RD Best Practices document just approved by TP and available here - note that the -A version is pending DSO implementation.

	Status: Tentatively CLOSED

It was agreed to delete Appendix B from AD and to update the Enabler column in section 6 of the RD to accurately relate which requirements are included in Release 1 of BCAST Enabler.

	RD15
	
	Y
	2.1,2.2
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0523

Comment:

Order alphabetically.

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: Tentatively CLOSED
Accept as written, assign an action to the editor to correct.

	RD16
	
	N
	3.2
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0523

Comment:

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

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: 
Tentatively CLOSED
Agreed, action to RD Editor to copy definitions from the SrvContProt TS

	RD17
	
	Y
	5
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0523

Comment:

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

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: Tentatively CLOSED
Accept as written, assign an action to the editor to correct.

	RD18
	
	Y
	6.1.5
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0523

Comment:

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

Proposed Resolution:

(R-)UIM/CSIM
	Status: Tentatively CLOSED
Addressed with OMA-BCAST-2006-0396R03

	RD19
	
	N
	6.2.1
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0523

Comment:

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

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: 
Tentatively CLOSED
Covered by RD01

	RD20
	
	N
	6.2.6
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0523

Comment:

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

Proposed Resolution:

Remove PROV-08
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	RD21
	
	N
	6.2.6
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0523

Comment:

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

Proposed Resolution:

Remove PROV-09 or make generic.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	RD22
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0523

Comment:

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

Proposed Resolution:


	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	RD23
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0523

Comment:

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

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	RD24
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0523

Comment:

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

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	RD25
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0523

Comment:

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

Proposed Resolution:

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

<provide response>

	RD26
	
	Y
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0523

Comment:

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

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: Tentatively CLOSED
Accept as written, assign an action to the editor to correct

	RD27
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0523

Comment:

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

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	RD28
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0523

Comment:

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

Proposed Resolution:


	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	RD29
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0523

Comment:

SPCP-11 talks about ROs. Should be generic.

Proposed Resolution:


	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	RD30
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0523

Comment:

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

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	RD31
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0523

Comment:

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

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	RD32
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0523

Comment:

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

Proposed Resolution:

Add definition of Digital Rights Management
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	RD33
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0523

Comment:

SPCP-26 talks about ROs specifically. Make generic.

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	RD34
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0523

Comment:

SPCP-27 talks about ROs. Make generic.

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	RD35
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0523

Comment:

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

Proposed Resolution:


	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	RD36
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0523

Comment:

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

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	RD37
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0523

Comment:

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

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	RD38
	
	N
	6.2.7
	Source: Orange

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0523

Comment:

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

Proposed Resolution:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	RD39
	2006.05.24
	N
	6.2.6
	Source: Motorola

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0557
Comment:

PROV-16 is left for a later version of BCAST. This should be reflected in the RD.


	Status : OPEN


	RD40
	
	
	6.2.4
	Source: Samsung Electronics
Form: OMA-BCAST-2006-0549

Comment:

STREAM-09; adaptive error resilience is not possible

Proposed Solution:

Layer(level) requiring adaptive error resilience needs to be clarified (BDS vs. ALC)
	Status : OPEN


	RD41
	
	
	6.2.5
	Source: Samsung Electronics
Form: OMA-BCAST-2006-0549
Comment:

FILE-10; adaptive error resilience is not possible

Proposed Solution:

Layer(level) requiring adaptive error resilience needs to be clarified (BDS vs. ALC)
	Status : OPEN


	RD42
	
	Y
	6.2.6
	Source: Siemens

From: OMA-BCAST-2006-0575

Comment:

In table 13, the same label “PROV-15” is used for two requirements.


	Tentatively CLOSED 
Update the numbering to resolve this issue.  Assign an action to the editor to fix.


CRs tracking

	CR ID
	Addresses Comments
	Status of CR

	OMA-BCAST-2006-302R01
	RD01
	Tentatively 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

Agree on and incorporate the proposed comment resolutions into the BCAST RD.
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