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1 Reason for Contribution

This input contribution provides initial thoughts on how to respond to the recent Liaison Statement from 3GPP2 regarding delivery of Service Guide Announcement session. We aim to address the Liaison Statement in a step by step manner.

2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution is a listing of statements taken from the Liaison Statement. Each statement is provided with a brief set of correspondence.
3 Detailed Proposal

Excerpts from the Liaison Statement are provided in italics.

15 We are aware that recently OMA BCAST decided to select FLUTE as the sole protocol for delivery of its
16 Service Guide metadata, also referred to as the SGDD. We also understand that prior to that point, both

17 ALC and FLUTE were chosen as optional transport protocols for the SGDD. As you may know, for its

18 mobile broadcast distribution technology, BCMCS, 3GPP2 made the decision in December 2005 that

19 ALC should be mandatory and FLUTE optional for file delivery, regardless of the file type. 

In response we would like to suggest the following:

· Ask 3GPP2 about their part of the specification that references ALC.

· Ask 3GPP2 about how they have specified the signalling of the file type.

· State that interoperability between BCAST and the bearer technologies it builds upon is an important consideration for BCAST WG. Therefore the technical details of the mechanism of the bearer are crucial input.
Our

20 preference for ALC was predicated by the belief that in most scenarios, it is more efficient than FLUTE.
In response we would like to suggest the following:

· Ask 3GPP2 for clarifications on the above statement. In particular, ask what 3GPP2 refers to by the term “efficiency” in this context.
21 Efficiency of delivery over the fundamentally unicast cellular network topology with limited bandwidth is

22 an important consideration for 3GPP2. Furthermore, we believe our decision is consistent with the OMA

23 BCAST intention to allow either ALC or FLUTE for all forms of file delivery.
In response we would like to suggest the following:

· In the context of broadcast protocols such as ALC and FLUTE, ask 3GPP2 to explain the reference to “unicast cellular network”.

· State that BCAST takes the consideration in question as given. However, the problem in question is how the metadata is provided as it is a required component to describe what the delivery session and its transported objects are made of.
· State that ALC is not a file delivery protocol by itself, as it does not even have the concept of discrete binary object, not to mention file metadata signalling (e.g. size, MIME type, name). ALC can be used as a file delivery protocol but it requires an instantiation. The only standardized instantiation is FLUTE.

· State that in BCAST, when ALC is used as a file delivery protocol, in fact the Service Guide acts as a specialization of FLUTE. There the file metadata description is provided by Service Guide fragments which utilize the file descriptors as specified by FLUTE RFC. Therefore the concept of pure ALC file delivery does not exist in BCAST.
24 In the meantime, 3GPP2 has not pursued the development of its own specification defining an ALC

25 method of transport in order to leverage the expertise and charter of OMA BCAST, and to avoid

26 redundant work across fora. 
In response we would like to suggest:

· State that BCAST itself is not specifying file delivery protocols but leverages IETF standards instead, namely the FLUTE RFC 3926 as well ALC 3450 and LCT 3451, because FLUTE is based on these.

· Given that 3GPP2 acknowledges BCAST technical expertise on broadcast, provide the recommendation of using FLUTE as the file delivery protocol. The BCAST group itself feels that the Reliable Multicast Transport group within IETF holds the utmost expertise for binary object broadcast delivery.
However, your recent decision, should it stand, to allow only FLUTE for

27 SGDD delivery, will negatively impact BCMCS. 
In response we would like to suggest:

· In the context of broadcast delivery of Service Guide, ask 3GPP2 clarifications on what is the negative impact of adding the FDT to an ALC session. The current understanding in BCAST is that Service Guide and the related delivery function are not specified by 3GPP2.

TSG-C requests OMA BAC BCAST provide us with

28 further clarification of the technical reasons and motivations that lead to the removal of ALC support

29 within OMA-TS BCAST_ServiceGuide-V1_0_0. TSG-C requests this information in advance of our

30 December meeting (December 4 – 8, 2006) to allow us to fully understand the impacts to 3GPP2 BCMCS

31 and to assist us in developing a path forward. As we gain further insight into this issue, we may elect to

32 provide additional input to OMA BAC BCAST. We hope that OMA BAC BCAST would allow this

33 issue to be revisited.
In response we would like to suggest:
· Clarify that ALC is still an available protocol to perform file delivery in conjunction with the Service Guide acting as an instantiation of ALC for delivery of discrete binary objects, to be more precise files.

· Provide technical rational for mandating FLUTE for the Service Guide Announcement function

· First of all, we need to distinguish between different types of files: SGDD, SGDU, and any new object (file) we might add in future version of our specification.

· Secondly, in the context of Service Guide Announcement (delivery of SGDDs) over the broadcast channel, the terminal needs a systematic way to find the complete listing of the objects transporting the service guide. For instance, suppose the Service Guide is delivered using 5 SGDDs, the terminal needs to know that receiving for instance only 3 of them is not enough to receive the complete Service Guide.

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

It is recommended that BCAST considers these suggestions for the drafting of an answer to 3GPP2.

Considering the request from 3GPP2 to provide an answer by their December 4-8 meeting, it is further recommended that BCAST addresses this request and formulates the proper response by the end of the Shenzhen meeting.
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