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	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	Full
	13-05-2005
	Email + Teleconference
	REQ
	OMA-RD_OSPE-V1_0–20050427-D as contained in OMA-REQ-2005-0244-OSPE-RD-for-formal-review.


Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	001
	28-04-2005
	General
	Name of the OSPE RD needs to be corrected on the REQ Portal, i.e. OMA-RD_OSPE-V1_0–20050427-D
	Closed

Comment agreed. The name will be changed on next revision of the OSPE RD.

This was completed during the OSPE RD revision to OMA-RD_OSPE-V1_0-22050518-D.

	002
	10-05-2005
	General
	Should the copyright be 2005 on the document footer?
	Closed

Comment agreed. The RD was migrated to the latest RD template. This was completed during the RD revision to OMA-RD_OSPE-V1_0-22050518-D

	003
	10-05-2005
	General
	It would certainly help to split the RD into two, because the use cases and requirements for service life-cycle management and service tracing are quite separate and independent.  We could have one RD for the service life-cycle management and one RD for the service tracing.
	Closed.

There were concerns with splitting the RD in two. The main concern was that the split would mean another formal review of the new RDs. Also, the benefits of splitting the document were not clear. The original concern related to the need to address all requirements in order to produce just one enabler, e.g. an enabler for Tracing. However, it was noted that this assumption was no longer correct especially considering the introduction of the third column in the requirements table that highlights the enabler release for each requirement.

However, the group agreed to: 

1. Including a third column in each of the requirements tables;

2. For clarity/consistency purposes all the requirements for life cycle managements will be grouped together and all the requirements for service level tracing will be grouped together. 

This was completed during the OSPE RD revision to OMA-RD_OSPE-V1_0-22050518-D.

	004
	10-05-2005
	Section 1.
	The scope at present seems very verbose.   When the RD is split, a much more concise scope statement would be preferable. For example, the scope for Presence RD consists of just one sentence, so perhaps there is a middle ground.
	Closed

Comment agreed.

The issues identified by this comment were addressed by input contribution OMA-REQ-2005-0283.

	005
	10-05-2005
	Section 1.
	Scope "The OSPE intends to achieve the following specific goals...."
At present the scope includes the benefits of componentisation, and a list of the possible components (e.g. data stores).  This was in the original scope of the OSPE WID, but it need not be included in the scope of the split RDs because OSEv2 is now covering these aspects.
	Closed

Comment agreed.

The issue identified by this comment was addressed by input contribution OMA-REQ-2005-0283.

	006
	10-05-2005
	Section 1.
	Scope "OSPE will focus standardization efforts..."
First bullet:- explain what is meant by "backend resources" (for example, do you mean OSS?)

First bullet:- remove "and devices" because this is confusing.

Third bullet: - remove reference to charging, because this makes OSPE look like it’s replicating the work of the Charging enabler.

Third bullet: - type: "recourses" should be "resources".
	Closed

Discussion: One of the main aims of the OSPE is to ensure that the communication of OSPE with backend resources is achieved. This communication includes the communication of charging information. One possible way to resolve this comment is by renaming charging to accounting. 

The issue identified by this comment was addressed by input contribution OMA-REQ-2005-0283.

	007
	10-05-2005
	Section 3.2.
	Introduce definition for "Service package".
	Closed

Comment agreed.

The definition can be taken from the definition for Service Packaging that appears on section 4.2.1, in the definition of step “V” of the Service’s Life Cycle. “Service Package: set of services that are grouped under one Commercial Package or Bundle that is to be offered to customers.”

This comment was addressed by input contribution OMA-REQ-2005-0292R01.

	008
	10-05-2005
	Section 3.3.
	HW only appears once in the document.  Remove HW abbreviation, and use expanded term "hardware" in section 5.3.7.

SW doesn't appear at all in the document.  Remove SW abbreviation.
	Closed

Comment agreed.

This is an editorial change that will be corrected during the next revision of the OSPE RD.

This was completed during the RD revision to OMA-RD_OSPE-V1_0-22050518-D.

	009
	10-05-2005
	Section 4.1.1.
	End-User
First paragraph, 3rd sentence "This may simply..."- remove reference to charging, as this makes it look like OSPE is responsible for consistency charging of customers, whereas this isn't its primary responsibility.

2nd paragraph.  Remove this paragraph, as this is no longer the primary motivation of OSPE but rather OSEv2.   If paragraph remains, remove final sentence because references to common payment components is contentious in light of split opinions about PayCircle.
	Closed

Discussion: As with the verboseness of the scope, the introduction also needs to be made more concise. An input contribution proposing changes will be submitted.

However, in response to the submitted comments: Comment 1. The notion of charging was meant to be an example of how consistency is provided by OSPE. There is a possibility to use, as a different example: “”This may simply be in the form of a consistent way in which the end-user subscribes the service, ….””. Another possibility, “…access to the service…”.

Comment 2: Possibly, instead of deleting the paragraph, highlight the alignment with the OSE principles. OSE principles require modularity, etc. but those goals are achieved by the correct design of specs like OSPE. There are views that there are no inconsistencies in the paragraph but there are no objections to delete the text.

The issues identified by these comments were addressed by input contribution OMA-REQ-2005-0287R02.

	010
	10-05-2005
	Section 4.1.2
	Merge the two sets of bulleted lists.  The 1st sentence states that there are two motivations to the SP, and then later in the section another 7 motivations to the SP are listed.
	Closed

Discussion: As with the verboseness of the scope, the introduction also needs to be made more concise. An input contribution proposing changes will be submitted.

However, there is a view that the two sets of bullets are different. The first one is a problem statement; the second one is a list of objectives to be fulfilled by OSPE (or benefits that OSPE provides). Instead of merging there is a proposal to reword the sentences introducing the bulleted lists in order to make the difference more clear, if necessary.

The issue identified by this comment was addressed by input contribution OMA-REQ-2005-0287R02.

	011
	10-05-2005
	Section 4.2.1. 
	General
VI: - Use consistent between the text and the diagram, e.g. "Service Monitoring, Maintenance etc."
	Closed

Comment agreed. Need to delete the word “Offer” in the text, in the head of step VI description.

The issue identified by this comment was addressed by input contribution OMA-REQ-2005-0287R02.

	012
	10-05-2005
	Section 4.2.2.
	Steps involved...
Diagram uses term "Service installation" whereas text uses term "Physical installation" twice.
	Closed

Comment agreed. 

Need to change “Physical installation” to “Service Installation” in the text of the heading in step “1”.

The issue identified by this comment was addressed by input contribution OMA-REQ-2005-0287R02.

	013
	10-05-2005
	Section 5.1.3.
	Pre-conditions
1st and 2nd bullets refer to section 4.4, but section 4.4 doesn't exist.
	Closed

Comment agreed. Need to substitute “4.4” by “4.2”. In addition, there needs to be a name change in section 5.1.3, “Idea Simulation” to “Idea Stimulation”.

This was completed during the OSPE RD revision to OMA-RD_OSPE-V1_0-22050518-D

	014
	10-05-2005
	Section 5.3.6.1. 
	Fault detection event
The title isn't clear to me in the context of this use case.  Please could we rename the section?  The word "event" is used a lot by software developers but does not mean so much or the same thing to a general reader.  

The first paragraph doesn't read well. What is meant by an "error message thrown by the different components"?
	Closed

Comment agreed. There needs to be a proposal to reword title and first paragraph.

The issue identified by this comment was addressed by input contribution OMA-REQ-2005-0288.

	015
	10-05-2005
	Section 5.4.2
	Actors
The 2nd and 3rd bullets should be indented.
	Closed

Comment agreed. This was completed during the OSPE RD revision to OMA-RD_OSPE-V1_0-22050518-D

	016
	10-05-2005
	Section 5.4.5.
	Point 1.  The wording isn't good.  What about "The Service Provider identifies the dependencies that the new component has on existing components"

Point 3.  Typo "URI,"
	Closed

Comment agreed. This comment was addressed by OMA-REQ-2005-288R01.

	017
	10-05-2005
	Section 5.5.5
	Point 1.   I think the first sentence is incomprehensible to a general reader!  The first eight words do not seem connected.

Point 5.  Second sentence "Looking at..." doesn't read well.
	Closed

Comment agreed. This issue was addressed by OMA-REQ-2005-291.

	018
	10-05-2005
	Section 5.6.5.  
	Normal flow.
Point 4.  This talks about retrieving all logged service level trace information, but it is not clear from the previous bullets when or if tracing was initiated.
	Closed

Comment agreed. This issue was addressed by OMA-REQ-2005-291.

	019
	10-05-2005
	Section 5.7.
	Use case G
This use case seems similar to Use Case F.  Perhaps they could be merged, with one providing an alternative flow.
	Closed

Discussion. Agreed that the two use-cases are similar. There are several proposals: delete use-case, merge use-cases or move use-case F into appendix.

This issue was addressed by OMA-REQ-2005-291.

	020
	10-05-2005
	Section 5.8.2. 
	
Actors
The 3rd, 4th, 5th, 6th bullet indents are not correct.
	Closed

Comment agreed. This was completed during the OSPE RD revision to OMA-RD_OSPE-V1_0-22050518-D.

	021
	10-05-2005
	Section 6.
	Requirements
We should consider introducing a third column, "Enabler Rel." which is left blank for the time being.


	Closed

Comment agreed. This was completed during the OSPE RD revision to OMA-RD_OSPE-V1_0-22050518-D.

	022
	10-05-2005
	Section 6.
	SLT-HL-5.
Mentioning "two levels" seems arbitrary.  If we have in mind what these two levels are meant to represent (e.g. logged information for user visible events, and logged information for detailed operation of components) then we should mention this rather than talking about an arbitrary "two levels".
	Closed

Discussion: The levels of information were meant to mean different types ((e.g. fine or course grain detailed). This needs to be changed to “several” and should be aligned with SLT-COM-4.

This issue was addressed by OMA-REQ-2005-289.

	023
	20-05-2005
	Section 3.
	In definitions section, enabler is not defined in OSE. Refer to OMA-DICT (see OMA-Dictionary-V2_1-20040914-A).
	Closed

Comment agreed. Addressed in input contribution OMA-REQ-2005-0300-IC_to_OSPE_RD_section_3

	024
	20-05-2005
	Section 3.
	Service enabler definition is included in OSE, instead of enabler. (see OMA-TS-Service-Environment-V1_0_1-20050510-A).
	Closed

Comment agreed. Addressed in input contribution OMA-REQ-2005-0300-IC_to_OSPE_RD_section_3

	025
	20-05-2005
	Section 3.
	SNMP abbreviation to be included as Simple Network Management Protocol.
	Closed

Comment agreed. Addressed in input contribution OMA-REQ-2005-0300-IC_to_OSPE_RD_section_3
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