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1 Reason for Contribution

Below are KPN consistency review comments on OMA-TS-BCAST_SvcCntProtection
2 Summary of Contribution

Review comments on OMA-TS-BCAST_SvcCntProtection
3 Detailed Proposal

Comments regarding
OMA-TS-BCAST_SvcCntProtection-V1_0-20060412-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Editorial
	Section
	Description
	Status

	
	2-5-2006
	N
	5.6 – 5.9
	Source: KPN
Comment:

These sections are still incomplete
	Status: OPEN



	
	2-5-2006
	N
	6.7.1.1
	Source: KPN
Comment:

There are several ‘notes’ for the mechanism described. However, one of the most important is that after play-back of the recorded content, the user has to obtain a new MSK for the current service in order to be able to consume this.  
	Status: OPEN



	
	2-5-2006
	N
	6.7.1.1
	Source: KPN
Comment:

Recording chapter is only available within the SmartCard profile chapter. This is not very consistent. Furthermore, it should be clarified that recording is only possible when encryption on the AU level is applied. Recording of SRTP or IPSec streams require re-encryption. 
	Status: OPEN



	
	2-5-2006
	N
	9.1
	Source: KPN
Comment:

4th bullet under SA management states that the IP Sec security Policy Shall be provided by the Service Guide. However, reference regarding solution or description of this data in the ESG spec is missing.

Proposed Solution:


	Status: OPEN



	
	2-5-2006
	N
	9.1
	Source: KPN
Comment:

6th bullet under SA management. Definition of crypto periods is missing.
	Status: OPEN



	
	2-5-2006
	N
	9.1
	Source: KPN
Comment:

9th bullet under SA management: definition of “LRU” is missing.
	Status: OPEN



	
	2-5-2006
	N
	10
	Source: KPN
Comment:

The access information pertaining to the traffic key is not present in the ESG. 

Furthermore, the word must is mentioned. Is it normative?
	Status: OPEN



	
	2-5-2006
	
	10.2.1
	Source: KPN
Comment:

Table ( Stream ID purpose: Text states “Numbers are limited to….” Could be clarified more:

Proposed Solution:

Reword into: “Numbers are unique within a particular…

	Status: OPEN



	
	2-5-2006
	N
	10.2.3
	Source: KPN
Comment:

First paragraph is far from clear. An encrypted media stream can refer to 2 STKM streams per operator, but can contain multiple STKM streams in total
	Status: OPEN



	
	2-5-2006
	N
	10.2.3
	Source: KPN
Comment:

The paragraph mentions examples from multiple service provider SDP, but it is unclear how this is constructed. It is also unclear whether this SDP information can be acquired over the interaction channel or not. 
	Status: OPEN



	
	2-5-2006
	N
	10.2.3 and 10.2.5 3rd table
	Source: KPN
Comment:

The paragraph mentions an example of two different audio streams for a media stream. However, this is inco0nsistent the way the ESG is created. Declaring 2 audio languages in the SDP does not provide information to the end-user. A different audio language is indicated by a different schedule fragment and a separate access fragment. 
	Status: OPEN



	
	2-5-2006
	N
	10.2.4
	Source: KPN
Comment:

This is only required for BCRO’s. Therefore this section is confusing the way it is. Either clarify or move the section to the4 XBS spec.
	Status: OPEN



	
	2-5-2006
	N
	10.2.5
	Source: KPN
Comment:

The 4th example with the 4th table is confusing. It is not clear whether current interfaces provide the information to create such an aggregated SDP. It is more logical that each service provider has it’s own ESG and it’s own SDP. 
	Status: OPEN



	
	2-5-2006
	N
	13.2
	Source: KPN
Comment:

2nd sentence states that “..,it is only MANDATORY for content protection”. This is unclear. Mandatoriness should be coupled to a terminal feature, not to a selected technology by the service provider.
	Status: OPEN



	
	2-5-2006
	N
	13.2.1
	Source: KPN
Comment:

Referral is made to TS [3GPP TS 33.222] Section 5.5. This is not a stable reference, as chapter numbers may change. 

Proposed Solution:

Include the name of the section and specify TS version. 
	Status: OPEN



	
	2-5-2006
	N
	14.4
	Source: KPN
Comment:

The technical difference between Service Protection and content protection is only the setting of the “protection after reception” flag in the STKM. 

Proposed Solution:

Therefore, the CP section can be removed and the SP section can cater for the  CP solution.  Wording should be changed to indicate that chapter 14 covers both SP and CP. 
	Status: OPEN



	
	
	
	
	
	


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

Above comments to be discussed and relevant solutions proposed and agreed in BAC BCAST / DLDRM groups.
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