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1. Review Information
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	OMA-RD-DCD-V1_0-20060315-D
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	Status changed to -I


2. Review Comments

2.1 OMA-RD-DCD-V1_0-20060301-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Edit
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2006.01.23
	
	General
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029

The DCD RD does not give a clear impression of what is being delivered. The scope and introduction provide one view. The detailed requirements provide a very bottoms up view which is different – and very service rather than enabler focused
	Status: Closed   

 

	A002
	2006.01.23
	
	General
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029

Most of the requirements deal with the DCD service that uses the DCD enabler.  I think the enabler is just the delivery mechanism, but does not include where the content comes from, who selects the content, etc.
	Status: Closed   

 

	A003
	2006.01.23
	
	General
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029

Thoughout the RD there is a presumed design and even implementation concept – the level of detail in requirements for things like the behaviour when client or server becomes inaccessible shows this. In essence its design by requirements. This is inappropriate. The RD should define the high level requirement, e.g. “The DCD enabler SHALL manage situations where the service end points are inaccessible”, leaving the AD and TS activities to determine the detail of the problem and solution and give a degree of freedom is needed for ranges of implementation


	Status: Closed   

 

	A004
	2006.02.02
	
	General
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

The current notion of DCD appears to be more of a ‘service’ than an ‘enabler’. While this issue has been raised numerous times in MAE, the current version of the RD does not resolve it. We are proposing that only the requirements dealing with ‘asynchronous delivery of opaque content’ need to be standardized. Aspects like presentation, control, security, charging etc. are service specifics that should not be part of the work.


	Status: Closed
Addressed by A181 and overall by discussion and agreement on charging


	A005
	2006.02.02
	
	General
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

The entire RD reads like a manual for a specific end-to-end service which is very restrictive from a implementation standpoint
	Status: Closed   

 

	A006
	2006.02.02
	
	General
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

The requirement set is very large and will make the next phases unmanageable
	Status: Closed   

 

	A007
	2006.02.02
	
	General
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

The requirements mostly describe service deployment scenarios and not an enabler
	Status: Closed  

 

	A008
	2006.01.23
	
	General
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 (This requirement also applies to section 2.1 as shown in the next box)
The DCD RD (scope & intro) says it wants to leverage existing work in OMA etc yet specifies thingss in such detail that it is difficult to map to existing enablers. Moreover it is surprising no reference is made to any OMA application/rendering/protocol technology. Instead it cites only provisioning, DM, Charging and presence rather than reusing any of the existing async delivery, rendering etc enablers. The requirements should thus be much higher level and abstract
	Status: Closed
See comment A009   

 

	A009
	2006.01.23
	
	2.1
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 (As above)
The DCD RD (scope & intro) says it wants to leverage existing work in OMA etc yet specifies things in such detail that it is difficult to map to existing enablers. Moreover it is surprising no reference is made to any OMA application/rendering/protocol technology. Instead it cites only provisioning, DM, Charging and presence rather than reusing any of the existing async delivery, rendering etc enablers. The requirements should thus be much higher level and abstract
	Status: Closed
Agreed to add an editor’s note to say that all those required references to refer to OMA applications and technologies will be included as soon as it is known what will be in the AD diagram and AD document.

 

	A010
	2006.01.26
	 
	2.2.
	Source: NEC

Form: REQ Conf Call

Reference to BCast was missing
	Status: Closed  

 

	A011
	2006.01.26
	
	2.2
	Source: REQ group

Form: REQ Conf call

URLs missing for most of references
	Status: Closed   

 

	A012
	2006.01.27
	
	3.2
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-MAE-2006-0039
Definition for Personalization Engine, which is used in DCD-MISC-006 in 6.1.1.10, does not exist, though there is a definition for Personalization.

Suggested to change the title from ‘Personalization’ to ‘Personalization Engine’ or provide a new definition for ‘Personalization Engine’ and the wording to be as given in 0039
	Status: Closed
Agreed to remove the term ‘engine’ wherever appears in the RD in conjunction with ‘Personalization’ and keep the definition of Personalization as existed. 

 

	A013
	2006.01.23
	
	3.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029

Why not refer to a “DCD client” rather than inserting the word “Generic” – is there a “non-generic” version?  The definition should not define the functions of the client – that is done in the requirements.
	Status: Closed  

Agreed to change ‘DCD Generic Client ‘ to just ‘DCD Client’ and keep the same term for ‘DCD-Enabled Client Application’.

	A014
	2006.01.23
	
	3.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029

The definition of the “DCD Service” seems like what the DCD enabler does.
	Status: Closed
Agreed to remove requirements on the service and focus on the enabler only.   

 

	A015
	2006.01.23
	
	4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029

The RD should not have a Figure 1 that shows the expected arch picture.  Showing actors is OK, but not identifying interfaces.
	Status: Closed   

Agreed to modify the diagram by removing the N and M letters, have the bottom two boxes included in a bigger box and make the top boxes out of scope and have all the arrows look similar.



	A016
	2006.01.23
	
	4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029

Second para under figure – what does “cradle” mean?
	Status: Closed   

 See comment A020.

	A017
	2006.01.23
	
	4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029

In third para under figure, what does “may operate autonomously in the background” mean?  This true for any client-server situation.
	Status: Closed   



	A018
	2006.01.23
	
	4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029

Last para on p11 of section 4, which functions does “DCD Enabler will leverage other OMA enablers for these functions” refer to (the list of 5 items above)?
	Status: Closed   



	A019
	2006.02.02
	
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

Referring to figure 1. 

The application should be completely out of scope. Being an enabler, there is nothing to standardize in an application.
	Status: Closed   

Agreed to have the application box all in white and single-headed arrows.

	A020
	2006.02.02
	 
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

Ref.: The DCD Generic Client is acting as a cradle that enables the DCD functionality on the handset and serves one or more DCD-Enabled Client Application(s).

This is specifiying middleware. Does that qualify to be an enabler?
	Status: Closed   

Agreed to change the word ‘cradle’ to ‘agent’

	A021
	2006.02.02
	 
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

Ref.: The DCD Enabler does not specify detailed applications, or how to render those applications. Rather it enables an application and its delivery to be enhanced by making it available asynchronously and through automatic means.
This is the correct approach and the enabler should be limited to this scope
	Status: Closed   



	A022
	2006.02.02
	 
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

· Content (channel) selection / subscription

This assumes prior knowledge about the content being served.
	Status: Closed


	A023
	2006.02.02
	 
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

· Content personalization and customization

This assumes prior knowledge about the content being served
	Status: Closed   

Second bullet, from the list of bullets in this section “Content delivery on-demand or as scheduled’ is removed from this list and the word ‘’includes’ in the sentence above the bullet points, “These responsibilities include, but are not limited to, the key functions of:” is changed to ‘integrates with’. 

The modified sentence looks as following, “These responsibilities integrate with, but are not limited to, the key functions of” and followed by the remaining bullet points. 

 

	A024
	2006.02.02
	 
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

· Content storage management

This should be limited to supporting asynchronous delivery only.
	Status: Closed   

See A023

	A025
	2006.02.02
	 
	4
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

· Content charging

This should be out of scope
	Status: Closed  

See A023

	A026
	2006.02.02
	 
	5.3.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

Referring to Short description

Content display should not belong to DCD enabler
	Status:  Closed   

 

	A027
	2006.02.02
	 
	5.3.5
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

First paragraph

This is application logic and should be left to the device
	Status: Closed   

 

	A028
	2006.02.02
	 
	5.6
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

Use case 5.6.

This appears to be a deployment scenario and should not belong to an enabler

	Status: Closed   

 

	A029
	2006.02.02
	 
	5.7
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

Use case 5.7.

Personalization is an application issue and should not be part of a delivery enabler

	Status: Closed   

 

	A030
	2006.02.02
	 
	5.8
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

Use case 5.8.

Notification by client application should not be defined by the delivery enabler
	Status: Closed   

 

	A031
	2006.02.02
	 
	5.8.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

Ref.: DCD icon display on the device status bar; or by the use of a DCD Ticker

This is a usability aspect and should not belong to a delivery enabler.


	Status: Closed   

 

	A032
	2006.02.02
	 
	5.9
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

Use case 5.9.

This is also an application concept that does not fit in enabler scope
	Status: Closed   

 

	A033
	2006.02.02
	 
	5.10
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

Use case 5.10.

Yet another application concept
	Status: Closed   

 

	A034
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form OMA-REQ-2006-0029

There is a dearth of high level requirements for DCD.

Section 6.1 is supposed to be high level functional requirements. Many of these requirements are low level requirements trying to specify how things are done rather than the need. E.g. DCD-STAT-007 – 011 could be one high level requirement. There are other examples
	Status: Closed   



	A035
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.2
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

SYS-001: Reword - discovery
	Status: Closed
Agreed to change the word ‘finding’ in the requirement to ‘discovery’.

	A036
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.2
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

SYS-002: Content authors or providers
	Status: Closed
Agreed to change to ‘Content Providers’ instead of ‘Content Authors’

	A037
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.2
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

SYS-003: Seems better to say “shall support OMA DM for management of datasets and application”
	Status: Closed   

See A039

	A038
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.2
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

SYS-004 & 005: these seem service rather than enabler requirements
	Status: Closed   

No changes were made except a change from ‘Content authors’ to ‘content providers’ to make it in line with earlier agreement as in A036

	A039
	2006.01.27
	 
	6.2
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-MAE-2006-0039
DCD-SYS-003
I don’t think this requirement is needed. The management of content by different Management Authorities and enabled by DCD Enabler is covered by DCD-SYS-005
	Status: Closed
Agreed to delete DCD-SYS-003 completely

	A040
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-SYS-005
This assumes that the content is known. We should only focus on delivery


	Status: Closed


	A041
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029

FUNC001: the enabler is initiated whenever some element invokes the enabler’s I0.  The RD does not dictate when the I0 is used.
	Status: Closed
Agreed to delete ‘a DCD-Enabled Client Application’ from the first sentence in this requirement.



	A042
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029

FUNC002: the enabler’s I0 can be initiated by any authorized actor, not just SP
	Status: Closed
Added some additional wording in the end of the sentence to say, ‘…including on behalf of any authorized actor’, 

	A043
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029

FUNC003: OMA does not define a service, only enablers.  
	Status: Closed
Explained that Service in this context means the operation for  DCD Enabler to facilitate the re-establishment of the service   

Also agreed to add the extra wording in the end of requirements FUNC-003 and FUNC-004, ‘where sufficient information allows’.  



	A044
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029

FUNC006 - 008: the spec should not define all the detail but say efficient and reliable data transfer is required
	Status: Closed   

Agreed to also change from ‘The DCD Server and Generic Client SHALL’ to ‘DCD Enabler’ instead. Also this applies to FUNC-008.

	A045
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029

FUNC003 and 004: enablers should not define or limit the actual initiation mechanisms (reset/clear) – outside scope
	Status: Closed
See A043

 

	A046
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029

FUNC005: the spec should not define how to initiate the enabler
	Status: Closed
Agreed to delete FUNC-005 since it is covered by requirement FUNC-001   

 

	A047
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029

FUNC006 should refer to the enabler, not a guess at the possible components that perform the function.  Same for FUNC008 and other requirements.
	Status: Closed
  See A044 

 

	A048
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029

FUNC007: transport level compression is outside scope of this enabler
	Status: Closed   



	A049
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029

FUNC009 should refer to “authorized principals” not specify who is permitted (user and SP) since this is a deployment choice, not part of spec
	Status: Closed
Added the following wording, ‘including on behalf of authorized actors’ as in A042

After the changes the requirement looks as following: 
“The DCD Enabler SHALL enable the user and DCD service provider, including  on behalf of authorized actors, to manage the DCD Content delivery options, e.g. content delivery schedule, channel / content selection etc

	A050
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029

FUNC010 and others – why not have a high level requirement re DCD content needs be have a managed lifecycle.
	Status: Closed
A gap to capture ‘expire and replacement of the outdated content’ was identified.

Agreed to modify requirement FUNC-010 to the following:

The DCD Enabler SHALL support the content expiry ‘and replacement information’ along with the content delivery


	A051
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029

How do FUNC010 and FUNC011 differ?
	Status: Closed
For first part, see A050. 
Func-011 agreed to delete.

	A052
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

FUNC011 should say the enabler provides expiry function, not specify who can use the function (deployment choice)
	Status: Closed   

See comment A051

	A053
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

In FUNC013 & 014: These requirements are too service oriented. A requirement like “the DCD enabler SHALL support asynchronous delivery of content” should suffice. Everything else (pre-fetch, newly-subscribed) is dubious for the scope of the enabler as its service related
	Status: Closed   

New wording for Func-013 was agreed:
 “The DCD Enabler SHALL support background delivery of additional related content as initiated by the DCD client application or DCD server” 
and Func-014 agreed to be deleted.

	A054
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

In FUNC013, delete “to the DCD Client Device's local content storage” since the spec will not define where the data is stored
	Status: Closed   

Addressed by A053


	A055
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

Why does FUNC014 refer to DCD Service not Enabler?  I don’t understand how the notion of “deliver…as soon as…available” is part of the enabler specification.
	Status: Closed   

Addressed by A053

	A056
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

FUNC015—displaying of content without user interaction is outside scope of the enabler, part of application
	Status: Closed   

The following wording is agreed:

“The DCD Client SHOULD be able to receive content and deliver it to the DCD-enabled client Application without user interaction.”

	A057
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

FUNC-016 is vague as to intent. Does it mean the same content dispatched to multiple applications, or a 1:1 relationship between content type and application or declarative indication of destination application and latter is it expected that this is manageable, by whom etc.
	Status: Closed   

Requirement stays unchanged, clarification that this was a generic requirement to say that multiple DCD client applications can be in a single device was enough.

	A058
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

FUNC017—is this intended to imply a broadcast function, or does it mean allowing one invocation to generate messages to multiple users (eg a group mechanism)
	Status: Closed   

The following wording was agreed. 

“The DCD Enabler SHALL support simultaneous delivery of DCD Content to multiple end-users, e.g. broadcast.”

	A059
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

FUNC018 – this sentence does not parse correctly (“ability … to manage the handling of that content”)?
	Status: Closed   

Agreed to change to: 

“The DCD Enabler SHALL provide the ability to deliver DCD Content and related meta data to DCD-enabled applications”.



	A060
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

FUNC-018: Surely the intent is to ensure the content and associated meta information is treated as a single combination entity.
	Status: Closed   

Addressed by A059

	A061
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

FUNC019: what is “progressive download”
	Status: Closed   



	A062
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

FUNC-019: Progressive download’s role is unclear. What is expected
	Status: Closed   

Requirement is OK for now, however it requires more discussion at next stages.

	A063
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

FUNC020: what is an “update…Client” – is this a DM software change, or parameter change?  Word the the requirement like others: “DCD enabler SHALL …”
	Status: Closed   

Changed from SHALL to SHOULD as given below:

“The DCD Client SHOULD support update of its software via the relevant OMA enablers”

	A064
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

FUNC021: this requirement is on the DCD service not enabler?  Is the content a part of the enabler spec – if not, how can the enabler define how to customize or personalize it
	Status: Closed   

REQ stays the same with a change to  SHOULD instead of SHALL as shown below.
“The DCD Enabler SHOULD provide the ability to personalize and customize DCD Content for users subscribed to a DCD Service”

	A065
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

FUNC-022: Out of scope. Its service. No specific requirement for protocol, client or server.
	Status: Closed   

The following wording was agreed: 

“The DCD Enabler SHALLl support content filtering via the relevant OMA enablers”

	A066
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

FUNC- 023: Out of scope. Location, presence and any other useful knowledge about the user can be used at the service level. There are no requirements justifying this requirement 
	Status: Closed   

Agreed wording: 

“The DCD Enabler SHALL support content personalization and/or customization using OMA Presence or Location information”

	A067
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

FUNC024: don’t constrain the notification to the SP, but rather whomever sends the content (i.e. initiated the enabler)
	Status: Closed   

Requirement left unchanged

	A068
	2006.01.27
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-MAE-2006-0039
DCD-FUNC-020
What updates on DCD Generic Client we are talking about here. It is not very clear. Is it content update performed by DCD Generic Client or what?
	Status: Closed   

See A063

	A069
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: TME

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0021

The DCD Generic Client SHALL be able to receive, and allow the DCD-Enabled Client Application to display the content without user interaction, if the user has previously configured the DCD-Enabled Client Application to behave this way.

Our understanding is that the displaying of content without user interaction has to be an option available within the configuration of the DCD-Enabled Client Application. Moreover, we would like to have a SHALL to have a stronger condition on the availability of this functionality
	Status: Closed   

 

	A070
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: TME

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0021

The DCD Enabler SHALL support the notification of delivery status upon the receipt of the DCD Contents if required by the DCD Service Provider.

The feedback information from the client is very important to keep the service up to date of what has happened to delivered contents so we would like to have e little bit stronger condition just to make sure that DCD implementations offer this functionality (as I said, considered very important for us).
	Status: Closed   

 

	A071
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-FUNC-001

a) upon DCD-Enabled Client Application user manual action, e.g. selection of a content refresh option
This is application specific and should not belong to a delivery enabler.
	Status: Closed   

 

	A072
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-FUNC-009
There may be cases where only one of the two has this privilege
	Status: Closed   

 

	A073
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-FUNC-009
This is an application concept
	Status: Closed   

 

	A074
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-FUNC-014

Not a meaningful requirement. E.g. an application may decide to receive content only during off-peak periods.
	Status: Closed
Closed by A053   

 

	A075
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-FUNC-021

This goes beyond the scope of a delivery enabler
	Status: Closed
Agreed to add a note in DCD-FUNC-021 to say ‘Transformation of content is outside the scope’, 
 

	A076
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-FUNC-022

This is again an application notion
	Status: Closed   

Not changed

 

	A077
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-FUNC-023

Personalization should be out of enabler scope


	Status: Closed
Agreed to remove requirement DCD-FUNC-023 and modify DCD-FUNC-021 by adding
‘such as based upon OMA Presence and Location information’ 

 

	A078
	2006.02.03
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: O2

Form: Email

DCD-FUNC-015

The above is a concern regarding battery drain.  The DCD Client should not be displaying content when the phone is in "idle" (i.e. screen on low power because the user has placed it in a drawer, pocket, beltclip, purse etc.).
	Status: Closed   

Already addressed. See RD March 1st. 

 

	A079
	2006.02.03
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: O2

Form: Email

DCD-FUNC-020

The above should be implemented by DM and not by DCD 1.0
	Status: Closed
Already addressed. See RD March 1st.   
 

	A080
	2006.02.03
	 
	6.1.1.1
	Source: O2

Form: Email

DCD-FUNC-022

The above should be implemented by DM and not by DCD 1.0
	Status: Closed  

Already addressed. See RD March 1st.

	A081
	2006.02.08
	
	6.1.1.1


	Source: Three

Form: Face to face meeting, Paris 

Suggested to capture the concept of Pseudo-Push

(DCD client updates its content without the need for a Push alert/SMS client)
	Status: Closed
Addressed by FUNC-001



	A082
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

SVCR001: this is outside the scope of the enabler.
	Status: Closed
Different wording was agreed: 

“The DCD Client SHALL have the ability to register with a DCD Service upon detection of the change of subscription identity, including upon SIM insertion and power-up” 

 

	A083
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.2
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029

SVR-001 & 002: at best these are provisioning at worse out of scope. Could simply merge with provisioning.
	Status: Closed
  Addressed by A082 

 

	A084
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

SVCR003 & 004: this is a requirement on the service, not the enabler
	Status: Closed
Comment rejected

 

	A085
	2006.01.27
	 
	6.1.1.2
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-MAE-2006-0039
DCD-SVCR-002

This requirement seems to be similar to DCD-SVCR-004. It is known that after SIM insertion and power-up, next step is registration to DCD and you can’t send anything before the registration is performed. 

Suggested to delete one of the requirements
	Status: Closed   

Comment agreed. DCD-SVCR-004 deleted

	A086
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-SVCR-001
Needs to be re-stated in an agnostic manner
	Status: Closed
 Addressed by A082

	A087
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-SVCR-004
Service issues should be out of enabler scope
	Status: Closed
See A085   

 

	A088
	2006.02.03
	 
	6.1.1.2
	Source: O2

Form: Email

DCD-SVCR-001

The above seem to be Bootstrap issues which should be covered by DM.  Phrases like "SIM insertion" should not be used - there should be more generic statements
	Status: Closed 
 

	A089
	2006.02.03
	 
	6.1.1.2
	Source: Andy Pearson, OZ Communications

Form: INP doc

SVCR001 & 2: In general OZ agrees with other comments that this is outside the scope of the enabler. However – even if considered to be within the scope, OZ believes that the requirement should be rephrased as the current wording makes this functionality mandatory for all clients, which effectively precludes the use of J2ME clients as a possible solution for DCD. OZ believes strongly that the option of using J2ME  to implement DCD is a valuable one which should not be discarded at this stage.


	Status: Closed
Already addressed by earlier comments. 

 

	A090
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CSUB001: this requirement seems to apply to the service, not the enabler which delivers the content
	Status: Closed
 

	A091
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CSUB-002: It seems it would be better to say something like “It SHALL be possible for users to self-subscribe to DCD channels” and this covers several requirements in the document as a whole
	Status: Closed   

Following text was agreed: 

“The DCD Enabler SHALL provide the capability for a user to self-subscribe to DCD-enabled content services.” 

This replaces CSUB-003 and makes CSUB-002 redundant. CSUB-002 is deleted. 
 

	A092
	2006.02.03
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: O2

Form: Email

DCD-CSUB-002

The parts about customer care or through the web cannot be tested in an implementation and therefore are not a requirement for the OMA DCD Enabler
	Status: Closed   

 

	A093
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CSUB-004: Scope of this requirement is questioned. No requirements on client or server. It’s a separate management interface from the service provider. One option might be to wrap it into a DCD general management capabilities
	Status: Closed   

Proposed to change to: 

“The DCD Enabler SHALL provide the capability to establish content delivery when initiated by Content Providers on behalf of users.”

Above change agreed. 

	A094
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: TME

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0021

DCD-CSUB-004:
The DCD Enabler SHALL provide the capability for a DCD Service Provider to originate a request for content subscription on behalf of an end-user subscribed to the DCD Service.

See comments in CSUB-008
	Status: Closed
Comment not agreed as proposed. Instead, requirement DCD-SEC-006 was modified by adding “e.g. with user’s confirmation if necessary” at the end of the original requirement.

Agreed wording: “The DCD Enabler SHALL ensure that only authorized agents are permitted to update DCD provisioning information on client devices e.g. with user’s confirmation if necessary”


	A095
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-CSUB-004

This is also an application notion
	Status: Closed   

 

	A096
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CSUB-005 Service not enabler requirement. Scrap it
	Status: Closed
See A097   



	A097
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: TME

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0021

DCD-CSUB-005:

The DCD Service SHALL be informed of a change of subscriber identity, e.g. (U)SIM as defined in 3GPP.

See comments in CSUB-008
	Status: Closed   

Comment rejected. 

Instead, agreed to change to: 

 “The DCD Enabler SHALL be informed of a change of subscriber identity, e.g. (U)SIM as defined in 3GPP”

	A098
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-CSUB-005

What does this mean? Will the user have to notify the service provider if the SIM changes?
	Status: Closed   

See A097

	A099
	2006.02.03
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: O2

Form: Email

DCD-CSUB-005

It is not clear what the above means.  If a user takes out one UICC and inserts another, then the subscription is completely different and the service relationship is different.  Maybe this would be better phrased that the DCD service should be advised if a DCD user starts to use a new terminal.  This requirement is insufficient for example without considering a UICC from a different service provider (in which case the DCD Service mentioned above will change when the UICC changes).
	Status: Closed   

See A097

	A100
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-CSUB-006

Why is this mandatory? Channel subscriptions are dynamic and storing them on SIM may not be the best options.
	Status: Closed  

CSUB-006 and CSUB-007 combined in one requirement and the new wording agreed: 

“The DCD Client SHALL support the portability of subscription information and service options between devices (e.g. using smart cards, (U)SIM, removable disks, network storage)”.



	A101
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CSUB-007: Seems another part of a  general provisioning requirement
	Status: Closed
See A100 . CSUB-007 deleted  

 

	A102
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-CSUB-007

Why is this mandatory? Channel subscriptions are dynamic and storing them on SIM may not be the best options.
	Status: Closed   

See A109

CSUB-007 deleted. Combined with 006.

	A103
	2006.02.03
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: O2

Form: Email

DCD-CSUB-007

The above should be implemented by DM
	Status: Closed   

See A100. CSUB-007 deleted

	A104
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CSUB-008 + 009: This requirement is vague. Is DCD expected to be aware of its identity ? If so there is no requirement for such. If not how is DCD expected to do this ? Given this it appears out of scope or needs clarification. 
	Status: Closed   

See A105 and A107

	A105
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: TME

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0021

DCD-CSUB-008: 

Upon detection that a change of subscriber has occurred for a device with previously activated DCD Service, the DCD Enabler SHALL to automatically activate the DCD Service for the latest subscriber, as a new subscriber to DCD.

We think this requirement needs some clarification: 

- Does the user need to be a have a previous subscription to the service? 

- Is the user informed of this process? 

Our understanding of this situation is: 

1.- The device should indicate the user that a DCD Service is available in the terminal and ask him if he want to use it. 

2a.- If so, the device should check if the user has a subscription to that service.

3a.- If so (the user has a previous subscription to the DCD Service), the device should use the user’s content selections and service options (CSUB-009).

3b.- If no (the user wants to use the service but has NO previous subscription to the DCD Service), the device should initiate the process to subscribe him to the service (this process does NOT imply the download of an application).

So, we think some clarifications or even new requirements are needed to solve and clarify these issues. Affected or related requirements are CSUB-004, CSUB-005, CSUB-008, CSUB-009, MISC-005 and SEC-007
	Status: Closed   

DCD-CSUB-008 modified by adding ‘have the capability to’ after SHALL. 

The following wording agreed:

“Upon detection that a change of subscriber has occurred for a device with previously activated DCD Service, the DCD Enabler SHALL have the capability to automatically activate the DCD Service for the latest subscriber, as a new subscriber to DCD”

	A106
	2006.02.03
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: O2

Form: Email

DCD-CSUB-008

This seems to overlap with CSUB-005
	Status: Closed   

See A105

	A107
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: TME

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0021

DCD-CSUB-009: 

Upon DCD subscriber-change detection, if the new subscriber had a previously active subscription to a DCD Service and the device has been previously activated in the DCD Service, the DCD Enabler SHALL automatically activate the DCD Service with the content selections and service options for the current subscriber.

This requirement should be oriented to solve the comments given and the behaviour proposed in CSUB-008
	Status: Closed   

Similar to A105. 

Following wording agreed: 

“Upon DCD subscriber-change detection, if the new subscriber had a previously active subscription to a DCD Service and the device has been previously activated in the DCD Service, the DCD Enabler SHALL have the capability to automatically activate the DCD Service with the content selections and service options for the current subscriber”

	A108
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CSUB-010: question of scope. Seems like CSUB-004
	Status: Closed   

Proposed to change to: 

“The DCD Enabler SHALL provide the capability to terminate content delivery when requested by Content Providers on behalf of users.”

Above change was agreed.

	A109
	2006.01.27
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-MAE-2006-0039
DCD-CSUB-011
Is the intent here to say that a DCD user can not always cancel any content channel that had subscribed to? I believe DCD user should always be able to cancel any subscribed channel.


	Status: Closed
Agreed to delete ‘that allows un-subscription’ at the end of the sentence 

 

	A110
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CSUB-011: scope. Seems part of CSUB-002, general subscription
	Status: Closed  

Wording changed to: 

“The DCD Enabler SHALL provide the capability for a user to terminate the subscription to DCD-enabled content services” 



	A111
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CSUB-012: scope. Seems like CSUB-011 to be part of subscription and CSUB-004 management
	Status: Closed
See A113. 
 

	A112
	2006.01.27
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-MAE-2006-0039
DCD-CSUB-012
Not clear who is this capability for, DCD Service Provider, DCD User or both? Not clear
	Status: Closed  

Agreed wording: 
“The DCD Enabler SHALL support instant user cancellation to the existing contents”
Later on agreed to remove CSUB-012 completely. See A111(DCD-CSUB-012, Nokia)

	A113
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-CSUB-012

This is an implementation detail
	Status: Closed 

CSUB-012 deleted

CSUB-013 to be modified if needed after the action item is addressed. 



	A114
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CSUB-013: “as soon as possible” is vague. More guidance might be useful to the spec phase.
	Status: Closed
Duplicate from actions taken in A113.  
Agreed wording: “DCD Enabler SHALL stop delivery of DCD content upon notifying the content provider of subscription termination”
 

	A115
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.3
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CSUB-014: presumes client awareness and handling of subscriptions … and there appear no requirements for that.
	Status: Closed
Comment from IBM is noted.  Group consensus is to leave requirement as-is.

	A116
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.4
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CPRE-001: What does this mean? Interoperable manner ?
	Status: Closed
The term “interoperable” is well-known and understood.  Comment from IBM is noted, but requirement was left as-is.

	A117
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.4
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CPRE-002: This should be out of scope re EEN. Presumes a runtime environment that at best supports a windowing environment and worst the ability to handle multiple application contexts in sequence which is not consistent with any other enabler.
	Status: Closed
Requirement CPRE-002, as written is out-of-scope, as it addresses a presentation requirement.  However, the intent of the requirement is to allow multiple simultaneous channels.  
Therefore, requirement CPRE-002 is to be REPLACED by the following two requirements:
CPRE-002-a: “The DCD Enabler SHALL support multiple delivery channels.”

CPRE-002-b: “The DCD Enabler SHALL allow a single application to subscribe to more than one delivery channel.”

	A118
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.4
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CPRE-003: What does this mean ? Does it mean the content is matched to device capabilities or user preferences for the content or the user can set local controls for the presentation of content.
	Status: Closed
Agreed to DELETE requirement CPRE-003.

	A119
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.4
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CPRE-004 & 005: poorly worded re intent. Does it mean restore the defaults for the previous application or pick up where it left off or what?
	Status: Closed
(1) Agreed to delete CPRE-004 as it is purely presentation-related.

(2) Change wording of CPRE-005 to “The DCD Enabler SHOULD allow a DCD-enabled client application to provide preemptive presentation of high priority content.

(3) Agreed to delete CPRE-006.


	A120
	 
	 
	6.1.1.4
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 (This also applies to section 6.1.1.5 as shown in the next box)

CPRE-006 (& CONT-001: Where is the general requirement for priority delivery ? is it CONT-001 ? CONT-001 could be better worded re intent
	Status: Closed
CPRE-006 was removed via the result of A119.

CONT-001 agreed to leave as-is.

	A121
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.4
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CPRE-007: What does this mean ? As worded it says DCD implementations must handle the content nicely. Surely that’s not the intent
	Status: Closed
Agreed to delete CPRE-007 since it is a presentation-oriented requirement as it is written and out-of-scope for the Enabler.

	A122
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.4
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CPRE-008: What does this mean ? Does it mean the device capabilities need to be borne in mind when the content is generated or that the content is simply rendered as best the device can. Suggest it is more clear as to intent.
	Status: Closed
Agreed to delete CPRE-008 since it is a more detailed, redundant requirement covered by CPRE-001.

	A123
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.4
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CPRE-009: Seamlessly without knowledge of where the content is or does the user need to know
	Status: Closed
Agreed to reword CPRE-009 as, “The DCD Enabler SHOULD ensure content location transparency to the DCD-Enabled Client Application.”

	A124
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-CPRE-009
What is remote content?
	Status: Closed
Comment withdrawn.  Addressed by result of A123.

	A125
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.4
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CPRE-010: Another prioritisation requirement without requirements in the delivery
	Status: Closed
Agreed to delete requirement CPRE-010 as it is another presentation-related requirement.

	A126
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.4
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CPRE-012: Again the question of scope. Seems this relates to a windowsing environment. See previous comment
	Status: Closed
Agreed to delete requirement CPRE-012 (out-of-scope).

	A127
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.4
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CPRE-013: related to priority. See previous comment. Suggest combining if needed at all.
	Status: Closed
Agreed to delete requirement CPRE-013 (out-of-scope).

	A128
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.4
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CPRE-014: not clear re intent. Client, server/service etc.
	Status: Closed
Agreed to delete requirement CPRE-014 (out-of-scope).

	A129
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

All presentation requirements should be outside the scope of DCD enabler. We do not want low-level details specified in this manner
	Status: Closed
Comment withdrawn.  Addressed by resolutions of previous issues.

	A130
	2006.01.27
	 
	6.1.1.5
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-MAE-2006-0039
DCD-CONT-002
This is not clear. Is the intent here to say that DCD service or DCD Server will be able to retrieve content stored locally in a handset, or is it that DCD Client application will be able to do it? If the later is the case, then this is covered by ‘DCD-CPRE-009‘.

	Status: Closed
(1) Agreed to reword CONT-002 as, “The DCD Enabler SHALL support DCD-Enabled Client Application retrieval of cached content or persistently stored content for an item from the DCD Client Device’s local content storage.”

(2) Agreed to editorial change to move CPRE-009 next to CONT-002 for document clarity.

	A131
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.5
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CONT-003: service, not enabler
	Status: Closed
Agreed to delete requirement CONT-003 since it is a service requirement, not an enabler requirement.

	A132
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.5
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-CONT-003
An example will be helpful to understand this.
	Status: Closed
Requirement CONT-003 has been removed by resolution to A132.  Comment is no longer relevant.

	A133
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.5
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CONT-004 and 010: should be part of a general content life-cycle requirement.
	Status: Closed
Reword CONT-004 as, “The DCD Enabler SHALL support defined time-spans for DCD channel and content item availability.”

Agreed to delete CONT-009.

Agreed to reword CONT-010 as, “The DCD Client SHALL support a content storage period for each content item delivered via DCD.”

Agreed to delete CONT-012.

Agreed to reword CONT-013 as, “The DCD Server SHALL support content delivery based on DCD Client content storage availability.”

Agreed to reword CONT-014 as, “The DCD Client SHALL be able to rely on a minimum dedicated content storage/cache.”

	A134
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.5
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CONT-005: service not enabler
	Status: Closed
Agreed to delete requirement CONT-005.

	A135
	2006.02.03
	 
	6.1.1.5
	Source: O2

Form: Email

DCD-CONT-005

Topical Content Model is not defined
	Status: Closed
Addressed by removal of CONT-005 as part of resolution of A135.

	A136
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.5
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 (As above)

CPRE-006 (& CONT-001: Where is the general requirement for priority delivery ? is it CONT-001 ? CONT-001 could be better worded re intent
	Status: Closed

Agreed to leave CONT-001 as-is (see A120).

	A137
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.5
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CONT-008: presumes too much of the language. Should be cast in terms of requirements sort of content that is desired, e.g. images, text, multimedia ….
	Status: Closed
Agreed to delete CONT-008.

	A138
	2006.02.03
	 
	6.1.1.5
	Source: O2

Form: Email

DCD-CONT-009
The DCD Enabler needs to store all content in the phone, otherwise the user will never see the content which means a waste of airtime and battery life
	Status: Closed
Comment against CONT-009 has been superseded by the deletion of the requirement as a result of A134.

	A139
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.5
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-CONT-010
Content storage period needs to be defined
	Status: Closed
Requirement CONT-010 has been reworded as given in A134.

	A140
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.5
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CONT-011: use of the term “generic client” as a distinct entity here presumes too much of the AD, TS and implementation activity 
	Status: Closed
Agreed to delete CONT-011.

Note: Requirement CONT-011 may be addressed in later versions of the DCD Enabler.

	A141
	2006.01.27
	 
	6.1.1.5
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-MAE-2006-0039
DCD-CONT-012
Not clear. Is this about the allocated available storage in the DCD server for a particular user or something else?

	Status: Closed
Comment against CONT-012 has been superseded by the deletion of the requirement as a result of A134.

	A142
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.5
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CONT-013: service level requirement. Nothing specific called out that impacts the enabler
	Status: Closed
Requirement CONT-013 has agreed wording change given as a result of A134.

	A143
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.5
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

The enabler must be content agnostic. All these requirements should be out of scope
	Status: Closed
Comment withdrawn, addressed by all previous changes.

	A144
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.6
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

All requirements : these seem service rather than enabler so are questionable re scope
	Status: Closed
Comment withdrawn, addressed by previous changes.

	A145
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.6
	Source: TME

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0021

DCD-PERS-003:
The DCD Server SHALL NOT deliver content that violates user content filtering preferences.

Any idea of how this content filtering is going to be done? Could it be convenient to add references to CSCS or CBCS activities?
	Status: Closed
Requirement PERS-003 has been previously deleted.

	A146
	2006.02.03
	 
	6.1.1.6
	Source: O2

Form: Email

DCD-PERS-003

The above should be implemented by CBCS
	Status: Closed
Requirement PERS-003 has been previously deleted.

	A147
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.6
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

Personalization and customization should be out of delivery enabler scope
	Status: Closed
Agreed to reword PERS-001 as, “The DCD server and DCD client shall be able to integrate with other OMA enablers to enable content personalization and customization.”

Agreed to leave PERS-004 as-is.

Agreed to delete requirement PERS-005.

	A148
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.7
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

STAT-002 & -005: Requirement seems service rather than enabler. Where is the requirement on the enabler?
	Status: Closed   

STAT-002 – remove the “user”  relation (
Agreed to reword STAT-002: 

“The DCD Enabler SHALL enable suspension and resumption  both server-initiated and client-initiated DCD Content delivery requests, based on dynamic and static conditions, e.g. on a set schedule or based upon roaming status”.
STAT-005 – agreed to be deleted.

	A149
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.7
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

STAT-006: Presumes the client knows the state of the service. Prefer this to be SHOULD NOT or clarity the behaviour if it does, e.g. Suspension is ended.
	Status: Closed      

STAT-006 – modify (
STAT-006: “The DCD enabler SHALL minimize ineffective content delivery attempts when either the DCD Server or DCD Client is inaccessible”.



	A150
	2006.03.29
	
	6.1.1.7
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM 
Form: Confcall 

STAT-012: modify in same context as A150.
	Status: Closed   

STAT-012 – modify to 

When a previously suspended DCD Service is resumed, any content that is ready to be delivered SHALL be delivered, except for expired and outdated content.



	A151
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.7
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

STAT-007 – 011 Could be rationalised into just one requirement re inaccessible. Also should 007 be a SHALL for consistency ?
	Status: Closed   

Agreed to delete STAT -007 to STAT-011.

	A152
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.8
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

INTG-001: scope. This is implementation not enabler.
	Status: Closed   

INTG-001 – modify (
The user SHOULD be able to use the device for any purpose without either waiting for DCD client-server interaction to complete, or impacting the reliability of the DCD Service.



	A153
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.8
	Source: TME

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0021

DCD-INTG-001:

The user SHALL be able to use the device for any purpose without either waiting for DCD client-server interaction to complete, or impacting the reliability of the DCD Service.

See comments in USA-001
	Status: Closed   

Agreed to be solved with A152

	A154
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.8
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

INTG-002 & 003: OK re browser but does the browser need provisioning with bookmarks etc or what other requirement is there on the location of the service guide
	Status: Closed    

Merge INTG-002 and INTG-003 into

INTG-002 – modify to (
The DCD-Enabled Client Application SHALL be capable of launching the device browser through a directed URL, e.g. to access a Service Guide, content discovery, selection and subscription.

Agreed to delete INTG-003.



	A155
	2006.01.27
	 
	6.1.1.8
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-MAE-2006-0039
DCD-INTG-004

Not very much different from DCD-CONT-011, as given below, in terms of accessing the service Guide. Mixed roles between DCD Generic client and DCD-Enabled Client Application. Some clarification is needed here.


	Status: Closed     

DCD-CONT-011 has been deleted previously. So, this comment is not valid anymore.

	A156
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.9
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CAPA-001: this describes design work, not functional requirements such as "content should be customized appropriate for device"
	Status: Closed
CAPA-001 – modify to (
The DCD Enabler SHALL advertise device capabilities.


	A157
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.9
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CAPA-002: Implies devices support multiple time zones. Is this the intent ?


	Status: Closed  

CAPA-002 – modify to (
The DCD Client SHOULD support UTC time synchronization for the content cache.


	A158
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.9
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-CAPA-002
SHOULD
	Status: Closed  

See solution in A157 above. 

	A159
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.9
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-CAPA-003

MUST be network agnostic
	Status: Closed   

Agreed to have: “The DCD Enabler SHOULD support point-to-point and broadcast technologies”


	A160
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.10
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

MISC-001: Define “user” is that the same as IMSI etc or is it Mickey.Mouse@Disney.com , others ?
	Status: Closed    

MISC-001 –  agreed to modify to (
“The DCD Service SHALL support device and subscriber identification and be aware of the client version”.



	A161
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.10
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

MISC-003: Is it “shall not” in lower case deliberately or not ? If deliberately its not a normative requirement.
	Status: Closed
MISC-003 – agreed to modify to (
Shall not ( “SHALL NOT”

	A162
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.10
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

MISC-004: If connection profile means the parameters re the communications connection between client and server (e.g. GPRS PD) where are the requirements to justify this ? DCD is above the physical and IP layers and thus should be agnostic and not need to specify anything 
	Status: Closed 

MISC-004 – 

The DCD Enabler SHALL allow   association of a Connection Profile to each DCD Channel.

	A163
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.10
	Source: TME

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0021

DCD-MISC-005:
When a change of subscriber has occurred for a device with previously activated DCD Service, the DCD Generic Client SHOULD delete (or hide) the DCD Content of the previous subscriber.

The user should be prompted before the deletion of previously received DCD Content. This could prevent from situations like, for example, those in which a very short SIM change make a subscriber lose all him DCD Content. In any case, DCD Content shall not be accessible by the new user in the device.

The behaviour described by or derived from this requirement should be related with the one described in CSUB-008 and related requirements
	Status: Closed 

DCD-MISC-005:
When a change of subscriber has occurred for a device with previously activated DCD Service, the DCD Generic Client SHOULD  hide the DCD Content of the previous subscriber.



	A164
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.10
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

MISC-006: 
Client or server/service ? If later there is a question of scope
	Status: Closed   

See A165

	A165
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.10
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-MISC-006

This is an implementation detail
	Status: Closed   

REQ DCD-MISC-006 deleted.

Comment closed

	A166
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.10
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

MISC-007: Duplicates a previous requirement *FUNC-020 and -024
	Status: Closed   

Requirement reworded and moved from Miscellaneous section (6.1.1.10) to Content Delivery section (6.1.1.1).
Agreed wording: “DCD enabler SHOULD support the notification of new DCD content delivery regardless of application state”


	A167
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.10
	Source: TME

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0021

DCD-MISC-007:
The DCD Enabler SHOULD support notification of new Content Item delivery to the User (e.g. audio, visual, ticker, icon, vibration) in the ACTIVE or INACTIVE state.

See comments in USA-007
	Status: Closed  

See A166

 

	A168
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.1.10
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

MISC-008: Seems implementation not enabler
	Status: Closed 

Addressed by A169  

 

	A169
	2006.01.27
	 
	6.1.1.10
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-MAE-2006-0039
DCD-MISC-008
Not sure if it should be DCD Client Device. It may be better to say DCD Generic client …, since it is the DCD Generic client that is used by DCD-Enabled Client Application for DCD service provision. Check the definition for DCD- client application
	Status: Closed   

Agreed to delete ‘Device’ after 

The following wording agreed: “The DCD Client SHALL support the manual launch of the DCD-Enabled Client Application”.

	A170
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.1.10
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-MISC-009

What does this mean?
	Status: Closed  

Proposed to change to:

“DCD Enabler SHALL NOT limit the mechanism used to establish subscriber identification”. 

This wording was agreed.

	A171
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

SEC-001 and others: This requirement deals with the client appl and content server, both outside the realm of DCD enabler.
	Status: Closed   

Agreed to modify the requirement and expand to two requirements. Following wording for both separate requirements was agreed: 
 “The DCD Enabler SHALL support an authentication relationship between the DCD client and DCD server for all interactions over the DCD Enabler”. 

 “The DCD Enabler SHALL support an authorization relationship between the DCD client and DCD server for all interactions over the DCD Enabler”

Agreed that requirements SEC- 001- SEC-005 to be deleted and be replaced by the two agreed requirements as above

REQ 001 deleted 

REQ 002 deleted

REQ 003 deleted

REQ 004 deleted

REQ 005 deleted

REQ 006 stays with the change from ‘agents’ to ‘actors’
“The DCD Enabler SHALL ensure that only authorized actors are permitted to update DCD provisioning information on client devices, e.g. with user’s confirmation if necessary”

	A172
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.2
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

SEC-001: presumes the client has knowledge of subscriptions which is not a hard requirement so far.  Also its before the client authorises acceptance of any information.
	Status: Closed
 

	A173
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.2
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

SEC-002 – 005, 007: authorization. Not within scope.

006 to also be discussed and this closes A175

SEC-002 – 007: authorization. Not within scope.


	Status: Closed   

See A171

	A174
	2006.01.27
	 
	6.1.2
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-MAE-2006-0039
DCD-SEC-005
I believe the intent here is to say the ‘identity of DCD Client’ instead of ‘User’ since it is the DCD Client that communicates with the Subscription server as shown in SEC-001
	Status: Closed   

See A171

	A175
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.2
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

SEC-006: authorisation. Agents ? Which
	Status: Closed   

‘Agents’ changed to ‘Actors’ and comment is closed and covered by A171 

	A176
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.2
	Source: TME

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0021

DCD-SEC-007:
Upon detection that a change of subscriber has occurred for a device with previously activated DCD Service, the DCD Enabler SHALL prevent access to all device-resident DCD subscription information of the previous subscriber, as specified by previous subscriber.

See comments in CSUB-008
	Status: Closed   

No changes made

 

	A177
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.2
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-SEC-008
When required
	Status: Closed   

Agreed wording: 

“The DCD Enabler SHALL support secure delivery of DCD Content if required”

	A178
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.2
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

SEC-009: Requirement is vague. Does this mean there needs to be several strengths etc of security and the enabler can decide which? My view is the enabler should NOT specify strength (it’s a policy of the Service Provider)
	Status: Closed   

Agreed wording: 
“The DCD Enabler SHALL support specification of security requirements on a per channel basis”.

 

	A179
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.2
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

SEC-011: Is logging really in scope?  How can it be tested? What is to be done with the logs? Generating them for no purpose is wasteful. DCD RD might that the enabler logs problems, not that the client does so (this is AD phase work). 
	Status: Closed   

It refers to requirement SEC-010 and not SEC-011.

Agreed to delete

	A180
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.3
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CHAR-001: service not enabler
	Status: Closed   

Addressed by A181


	A181
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

CHAR-001 – 005: dealing with "advice of charge" are all outside the scope of the DCD enabler, but a part of a service that uses the enabler.
	Status: Closed   

Agreed to keep requirements CHAR-001, 002, 006 and 007 from section 6.1.3 in the RD and remove the rest, CHAR-003, 004 and 005. 


	A182
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.3
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

Charging comes into picture only in a service deployment scenario. These requirements should not belong to a delivery enabler
	Status: Closed   

Covered by A181

	A183
	2006.01.26
	 
	6.1.3
	Source: Lucent

Form: REQ Conf call

What is ‘Advice of Charge’? I think it is 3GPP term and maybe you need to define in DCD context
	Status: Closed   

New definition proposed: “Advice of Charge: a notification of service charges, with optional interaction (e.g. confirmation, payment)”

This definition was agreed



	A184
	2006.02.08
	
	6.1.3
	Source: Three

Form: Face to face meeting, Paris 

, ‘To capture the concept of online charging for subscribed content/service content (personalised by the customer) that is chargeable in real-time
	Status: Closed   

Addressed by requirements: DCD-CHAR-001 and DCD-CHAR-006 that refers to OMA Charging enabler, which addresses the online charging.

	A185
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.4
	Source: TME

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0021

DCD-ADM-001:

The DCD Enabler MUST support initial and continuous client provisioning using the OMA Client Provisioning [OMA-CP] and / or OMA Device Management [OMA-DM].

As provisioning and support of the client is a very important feature for the user experience and business model progression we would like to have a stronger condition involving the provisioning of the client using the included references
	Status: Closed   

No changes agreed.

	A186
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-ADM-006
This is an application notion.
	Status: Closed   

Requirement is deleted

	A187
	2006.01.27
	 
	6.1.4
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-MAE-2006-0039
DCD-ADM-008
Conflicts with the next requirement, ADM-009. Not clear who has higher priority, Service Provider or DCD Generic Client

	Status: Closed   

Agreed wording as following:

“The DCD Enabler SHALL support the DCD Service Provider or Subscriber to limit the frequency of the content update from a mobile device”

In addition, agreed to delete DCD-ADM-009

	A188
	2006.01.27
	 
	6.1.4
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-MAE-2006-0039
DCD-ADM-009
See the comment above, A011. Suggested to either make MAY or clarify by saying that DCD Service Provider takes priority

	Status: Closed   

See A187

 

	A189
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

ADM-009 & 010: in one case the authorized principal is an actor (SP) and in the other is a software component (device).  Perhaps should say that the DCD enabler should allow authorized principals to specify the frequency.  The deployment, not the spec, should identify who is are authorized principals.
	Status: Closed
See A187   

 

	A190
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.5
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

USA-001: should be covered by previous requirement re UI
	Status: Closed   

See A191

	A191
	2006.01.27
	 
	6.1.5
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-MAE-2006-0039
DCD-USA-001
Not specific and clear enough to capture the intent to cover the ability for background content delivery  when phone calls and other network activities happen in parallel.

Suggested to change to: DCD Enabler Service SHALL NOT be restricted or hindered by Voice or other network activities. This means Voice calls would be possible when DCD content transfer is in progress
	Status: Closed  

Covered by A152 and USA-001 agreed to delete 

	A192
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.5
	Source: TME

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0021

DCD-USA-001:

The access to the dialing application SHALL NOT be restricted or hindered by the DCD Enabler.

Reworded to make it more general than only referring to the dialing application: Requirement very related with INTG-001. Proposed wording: 

The access to any native functionality or application in the terminal (dialing, messaging, etc.) SHALL NOT be restricted or hindered by the DCD Enabler
	Status: Closed   

See A191

	A193
	2006.02.03
	 
	6.1.5
	Source: O2

Form: Email

DCD-USA-001

The above needs to be applied to all the applications on the device, not just the phone capability but also IM, SMS, MMS, Browser, Music Player, etc
	Status: Closed   

See A191

	A194
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.5
	Source: TME

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0021

DCD-USA-003:

The DCD Enabler SHALL provide the user with a means to discover a list of contents that the user currently has subscribed.

The use of the word “receive” suggests that the DCD Enabler only allows to manage the subscribed contents in something like an off-line request/response model. We propose to use the word “discover” to be sure that online access to and management of this kind of information is supported (e.g. throught the web browser).
	Status: Closed   

To change to ‘have access to’ instead of ‘receive.

“The DCD Enabler SHALL provide the user with a means to have access to a list of content that the user currently has subscribed to”

	A195
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.5
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-USA-004
This is again an application requirement
	Status: Closed
Withdrawn   

 

	A196
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.5
	Source: TME

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0021

DCD-USA-007 (suggested to be a new requirement):

The DCD Enabler SHALL be able to give some indication (e.g. some logo in the screen) to indicate that the DCD Enabled Client Application is in the INACTIVE state.

This proposed new requirement is related with MISC-007 (shown below). Usability requirements should help the user to have a better experience and to exactly know what’s happening in every moment. So, we think this requirement could improve this user experience.
	Status: Closed   

Withdrawn

	A197
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.6
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

IOP-001: communicate with rather than be able to obtain content from. It’s a interoperable protocol statement
	Status: Closed  

Already covered

	A198
	2006.02.03
	 
	6.1.6
	Source: O2

Form: Email

DCD-IOP-002

What does the above mean?  Roaming should be orthogonal to DCD.  A user should be able to use DCD whether or not they have a roaming subscription.  If a roaming subscription is available then the user should be able to set whether DCD can be active or not when the user is roaming due to potentially different and expensive charging regimes when roaming
	Status: Closed   

Considered as out of scope of DCD and suggested to delete.

Instead, agreed to change to: “DCD Enabler SHALL be operational when roaming”

	A199
	2006.02.02
	 
	6.1.6
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0030 

DCD-IOP-003
This needs to be outside the scope of delivery enabler
	Status: Closed
Addressed by A116 and CPRE-001 
Is deleted

	A200
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.6
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

IOP-004: enabler yes, what about implementations?
	Status: Closed   

Following wording agreed:
“The DCD Enabler MAY support standard international character sets”


	A201
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.6
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

IOP-005: seems a replication of 004
	Status: Closed   

IOP-005 is deleted and requirement covered by:

CAPA-001 and MISC-001

	A202
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.7
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

PRIV-001 & 004: This seems less of a privacy statement and more of an authorisation statement
	Status: Closed   

PRIV-004 deleted

	A203
	2006.01.23
	 
	6.1.7
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: OMA-REQ-2006-0029 

PRIV-002 and 003: Questionable as to whether these are privacy
	Status: Closed   

PRIV-002 deleted and PRIV-003 changed to: 

“The DCD Client SHALL allow to delete locally cached content manually” and  agreed to move to section 6.1.1.3 
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