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1 Reason for Contribution

This contribution comes from an analysis of the discussion and situation at the Paris meeting on the use of Rich Media services in BCAST:
1. The only certainty is that everybody wants to be able to use Rich Media services in BCAST, as the opinion poll attested.

2. Many companies, inside and outside of BCAST, want Rich Media services in BCAST fast (in the 1.1 time frame).
3. Some companies want a recommendation for a format (OMA RME) while others insist on the possibility to stay open to other formats.
4. Arguments against progress on Rich Media in BCAST include the alleged complexity of the required modifications, the need for new use cases, the need for new requirements, etc…
2 Summary of Contribution

This document analyses the BCAST use cases, the BCAST requirements, claims that no change is needed to the RD, proposes a way forward and demonstrates how reasonably small the actual technical/specification work of allowing Rich Media services in BCAST is.
The proposed changes to BCAST are small. The amount of subsequent work in BCAST to define the perimeter is limited. 

3 Detailed Proposal

BCAST Use cases
Analysis of the BCAST RD shows clearly rich media services in BCAST were envisaged as necessary from the start. Even a quick reading proves to any reader that use cases 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, 5.7, 5.18, 5.19, 5.20 and to a lesser extent 5.6 and 5.8 imply the use of an interactive rich media format for their implementation. On 22 use cases, 7-9 use cases concern rich media, i.e. more than a third.

So I do not think it can be argued that rich media services were not wanted in BCAST from the start. And there is no need for new use cases to justify allowing rich media services in BCAST.
BCAST Requirements

Analysis of the BCAST RD shows no requirement explicitly on rich media or on presentation. This contrasts with the important presence of rich media in the use cases. The rich media-related use cases imply a requirement to support rich media interactive services in BCAST. Two existing requirements are indirectly relevant:
· HLFR-10 states “The Mobile Broadcast solution SHALL use other OMA enablers to accomplish its purpose whenever appropriate enablers exist.”

· OSR-1 states “The Mobile Broadcast enablers SHALL leverage existing technologies and specifications as far as possible to satisfy the requirements, especially protocols, data representations and encoding formats and broadcast distribution systems defined by other standards bodies.”

The second rules out defining a new format. The first says we shall (at least) be able to use OMA RME to provide rich media within BCAST.

The lack of a presentation-specific requirement may be of concern. The need for the usability of at least one rich media presentation format is clear from the use cases, but the actual perimeter is not: by this I mean, when considering the use of OMA RME, is all of RME needed or is just a subset sufficient to fulfil the use cases ? The analysis of the first four relevant use cases indicates clearly that OMA RME, 3GPP DIMS, and MPEG LASeR, but not SVGT1.2, satisfy the implied requirements. Indeed, the use cases describe applications that change over time, so a mechanism of scene update (and streaming and synchronization) is required.

In terms of feature perimeter, LASeR Core, a subset of MPEG LASeR which has significantly lower memory footprint and CPU requirements, also satisfies the implied requirements of those use cases. 
Note: the purpose of this last sentence is not to prove anything about MPEG LASeR or to provoke a heated debate, as it is perfectly possible to define a subset of RME (RME Core?) based on the same principles that were applied to obtain LASeR Core from LASeR Full. The purpose of the sentence is to clarify the perimeter issue, and to prove that there are solutions within easy reach.
Note2: to answer the requirements stated in 2008-0070, an even smaller set of features is required than that of LASeR Core. 
However, the BCAST part of the work is only to solicit and then collate information about the rich media feature perimeter useful to prospective BCAST operators. Then other groups/SDOs may have to act upon this information.
Analysis of previous contributions

There are three documents from two contributions on the use of rich media in BCAST which I want to bring into this case to prove how small the work of interfacing rich media in BCAST is.

2008-0046 provides simple informative examples of use of rich media in BCAST. It is simple, straightforward, informative only, and should be perfectly acceptable. 

2008-0053 and 2008-0053R01 provide two proposed CRs on Services and Service Guide respectively. Attached to this contribution are two modified versions of these two proposed CRs.

Note: With respect to CR TS SG of 53, there are multiple removals of the sentence “In case RME is used for scene descriptions for service interactivity, the SDP SHALL contain, in addition to main media stream declarations, a declaration of RME stream.” I already made the case in Paris why forcing this was a bad idea. Many BCAST operators will already have BCAST 1.0 platforms in place, and they will not want to modify their existing SDP containing A/V only, just to add RME service streams.
With respect to CR TS SG of 53R01, there are multiple removals of the sentence “In case OMA RME [RME] is used for scene descriptions for service interactivity, the SDP SHALL contain only the declaration of RME stream(s), not other media components.” Again, I do not understand the purpose of this restriction. I see no benefit and I believe this restriction is unnecessary and restrictive for many situations. Limitations in either direction (from this paragraph or the note above) are counterproductive.
53 and 53R01 both bank on the single use of OMA RME as a SHOULD in BCAST. I have completed the attached documents to mention all SVG-based open standards with MAYs. This is the closest to a consensus proposal, as I understood the situation in the BCAST group in Paris. The consensus on the presence of the SHOULD should be established by discussion in Prag.
Note: the two attached proposed CRs can probably be made a lot smaller.

And that is about it. There could be a need for more guidelines, but I do not think more specification is needed to enable the use of rich media interactive services within BCAST.
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

To do in BCAST

1) Approve the attached 2 documents and 2008-0046 as CRs to TS Service and TS Service Guide, after the discussion on the recommendation of the use of RME, which was a serious contention point in Paris. A middle ground could be to recommend the use of an RME-compatible format, which is more flexible.
2) Define, based on solicited inputs from prospective BCAST operators, the feature perimeter of the rich media services to be used in BCAST.
3) Inform OMA MCE of the result, and possibly liaise with other SDOs such as 3GPP, MPEG and W3C.

To do on the RME side

4) Once the feature perimeter is clearly defined by BCAST, study necessary adaptations of the current RME specification, if any. 
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