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1 Reason for Contribution

This Input Contribution provides Motorola comments to BCAST R&A on the following documents:

· OMA-BCAST-2006-0752R01-CR_Revised_BCAST_Adaptation_to_BCMCS
· OMA-BCAST-2006-0691R02-CR_Adaptation_DVB_over_IPDC
· OMA-BCAST-2006-0779-CR_Adaptation_MBMS
These comments are provided as objections to the documents in the context of the R&A.
2 Summary of Contribution

This document is a collection of comments against the three documents.
3 Detailed Proposal

General comments

· For the sake of consistency we recommend that all three documents have the same section hierarchy up to level 3 so that implementers can rapidly compare equivalent sections between adaptation documents.

· Subsection to adaptation type sections in all three documents should not mention “{BCMCS, MBMS, DVB-H} Adaptation” but “{Generic, Specific} Adaptation” as appropriate. The scope of the adaptation type is already specified in the titles of both adaptation type sections.
Comments on document OMA-BCAST-2006-0752R01-CR_Revised_BCAST_Adaptation_to_BCMCS
· General to the document: in many places the document mentions “BCMCS terminals”. This is only appropriate when mentioning BCAST services being shared between BCAST-enabled terminals and native BCMCS terminals. In all other cases, “BCAST-enabled terminal” nor simply the “Terminal” is the correct naming. The document should be corrected accordingly.

· Section 1, the sentence “The purpose of the BCMCS Adaptation Specification is to reduce the number of options and parallel functions fulfilling the same requirements in the case BCAST services are distributed over 3GPP2 BCMCS as the underlying BDS.” was seen as misleading during the San Diego meeting and should be removed.
· Section 1, first paragraph is misleading as it fails to mention that BCAST is reusing underlying BDS functionalities
· Section 1, the second paragraph should mention the “Generic adaptation” allows sharing BCAST servicers across multiple BDS technologies, and the “BDS-specific adaptation” allows sharing BCAST services with both BCAST and native BDS terminals.

· Section 4, introduction has subtle differences with introductions from IPDC over DVB-H and MBMS adaptation documents. The three sections should be harmonized.
· Section 4, first bullet, second paragraph, the sentence “In practice, the only overlap exists in the service protection of streams, in which case the SRTP mechanisms as defined by the BCAST Enabler shall be employed” is actually false by omission. For example another overlap is for file delivery as a BCAST server instantiated according to the BCAST generic adaptation can deliver files over FLUTE. In general we recommend that section 4 in this document follows the outline of other equivalent sections in the IPDC over DVB-H and MBMS adaptation documents.
· Section 5, title, change “Review of 3GPP2 BCMCS” to  “Overview of 3GPP2 BCMCS (Informative)
· Section 5, content, this section should stick to factual information and avoid acting as a marketing brochure, e.g. the sentence “Contents suitable for BCMCS include news, stock quotes, video clips, movies, and sporting events.  The BCMCS system design aims to satisfy the market demand for broadcast and multicast content while minimizing resource usage in the radio access network (RAN).” is inappropriate.
· Section 6.1 should be in line with similar sections in other adaptation documents. Proposal is to review 
· Section 6, general, this section holds both adaptation types. It would be clearer to have the generic adaptation type in section 6 and the specific one in section 7 like in the other documents. 
· Section 6.1, signaling of the adaptation type to the terminal is currently not specified. The signaling functionality itself remains to be discussed within BCAST so as to determine whether such functionality is needed.

· Sections 6.1.1 & 6.1.2, beside the fact that those sections should be introductions to two different level one sections, their content should be in line with their counterparts in the two other adaptation documents.

· Section 6.2, general, so as to help the implementer understand what the generic adaptation is made of with BCMCS, we recommend to use the same scheme as in the IPDC over DVB-H adaptation document, which is either to point the relevant sub-section in the BDS-specific adaptation section, or to mention “As defined by BCAST Enabler specifications”, maybe with specific notes in both cases, if needed. For example, section 6.2.1 should reference 6.3.1, not the contrary.
· Section 6.2.3.3, the sentence “The terminal SHALL support GZIP.” is irrelevant as this is already an mandatory statement in the SG TS.
· Section 6.2.3.4.1, restrictions should be moved the BDS specific adaptation part

· Section 6.2.3.4.2, restrictions should be moved the BDS specific adaptation part

· Section 6.2.4.2, “X.Y.Z” to be updated

· Section 6.2.5.2, should be in the BDS specific adaptation section

· Section 6.2.5.3, shouldn’t this belong to the BDS-specific adaptation section?  Additionally the fact that BCMCS uses internally HTTP, FTP or IP in IP tunneling is not inherently part of the generic BCAST adaptation. Section 6.2.5.3 should point to the main BCAST specification and to its equivalent section in the BDS-specific adaptation section.

· Section 6.2.5.4, shouldn’t this belong to the BDS-specific adaptation section? Additionally the fact that BCMCS uses internally IP in IP tunneling is not inherently part of the generic BCAST adaptation. Section 6.2.5.4 should point to the main BCAST specification and to its equivalent section in the BDS-specific adaptation section.
· Section 6.3 should be section 7, and should be the repository of all BCMCS-specifics.
· Section 7, is it normative or informative?
· Section 8, shouldn’t this section be translated into the adaptation type sections?
Comments on document OMA-BCAST-2006-0691R02-CR_Adaptation_DVB_over_IPDC
· Section 4, this section mentions the informative walkthrough (chapter 8), however the document is missing that chapter. There is a proposal from KPN, XXX, to fill this part.

· Section 5, title, change “ Overview of DVB-H and IP Datacast (Informative)” to  “Overview of IPDC over DVB-H (Informative)”

· Section 6.3.2, the statement “The terminal SHALL support GZIP.” is irrelevant as this is already a mandatory statement in the SG TS.

· Section 7.4.1.1, There needs to be a statement that the R value for SRTP needs to be signaled in SDP, as is currently done in IPDC.
· Section 7.4.1, It is not clear why the MKI value should be 2 Bytes.  The MBMS adaptation document shows that this length can be up to 6 bytes.  Either have convincing explanation for this value or adjust to be 6 bytes. 
Comments on document OMA-BCAST-2006-0779-CR_Adaptation_MBMS

· Section 4, this section mentions the informative walkthrough (chapter 8), however the document is missing that chapter. As far as we know there is currently no proposal to fill this section.
· Section 5, There is no Overview of MBMS
· Section 6.1, The sub-section needs to be written and the TBD needs to be removed
· Section 6.1, should reference 7.1 and not the other way round, in addition how to access to the IP layer is missing.

· Section 6.2.1, should be defined as BCAST enabler specification. The rest belongs to 7.2.1, e.g. elevation of SMS from MAY to SHOULD relates to BDS-specific adaptation.

· Section 6.3.4, should only apply as 7.3.4, 6.3.4 should be removed.

· Section 6.3.5, should be specified as “As defined by BCAST Enabler specifications”.

· Section 6.3.6, should refer to equivalent in section 7, but ultimately how do we do Service Guide discovery in MBMS?

· Page 9, there is a footnote that belongs to deleted text (moved?), should ne applied the same action.

· Page 10, same with another footnote.
· Section 7.2.2, change DCB-IPDC to 3GPP MBMS or simply MBMS.
· Section 7.2.3, change DCB-IPDC to 3GPP MBMS or simply MBMS.
· Section 7.3.5, should refer to section 6.3.5

· Section 7.3.6, how do we do Service Guide discovery in MBMS? This is missing.
· Section 7.4.1.1, Why is the MKI value here 6 Bytes but it is limited to 2 Bytes in the DVB-H adaptation specification?  Consistency is needed.

· Section 7.4.1.1, the sentence “Note that as DVB-IPDC provides a range of acceptable MKI lengths, the Service Provider must ensure this is applied.” does not belong here because this is the MBMS adaptation specification.
· Section 7.4.1.1, The sentence “The Table below summarises constraints required for SRTP to allow BCAST and DVB-IPDC Terminals to share access to a common encrypted data stream” does not belong here because this is the MBMS adaptation specification.
· Section 7.4.1.2.3, A note need to be inserted here to state that MKI is specified to be 5 bytes in BCMCS adaptation, so the MKI value has to be no longer than 40 bits.
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

Being registered as R&A objections, it is requested that BCAST considers those comments for clarification of the three documents mentioned in section 1.
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