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1 Reason for Contribution

OMA-RD-NGSI-V1_0-20090721-D is in formal RD review.  
Summary of Contribution

This contribution presents reviews comments to OMA-RD-NGSI-V1_0-20090721-D.
2 Detailed Proposal

	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2009.07.27
	T
	1
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Very confusing statement about call control and media control “Extensions of existing interfaces for personal communication services”. To a large extent call control and media control is not limited to personal communications…but the capabilities described in the RD relate to control of any interaction where media is setup or streamed…

Proposed Change: Modify the text to not categorize as it is now.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A002
	2009.07.27
	T
	1
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Very confusing statement that “Extensions of existing interfaces for personal communication services” includes relevant charging… What does it means? This is certainly not a personal communication only aspect. 

Proposed Change: Modify the text to not categorize as it is now.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A003
	2009.07.27
	T
	1
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Very confusing statement that “Extensions of existing interfaces for personal communication services” involved “Access to media/data storages and related control mechanism, including federation and management of identities within/across domains “… What does it means? This is certainly not a personal communication only aspect. 

Proposed Change: Modify the text to not categorize as it is now.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A004
	2009.07.27
	T
	1
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: The RD should not reflect OMA organizational consideration. So the categorization provided here should not be presented. 1) it is not finalized 2) organization has nothing to do with this document. 

Proposed Change: Modify the text to not categorize as it is now.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A005
	2009.07.27
	T
	1
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: The RD should not reflect OGSA Suites till these are finalized and the enabler is categorized. This has not yet been done for work in progress. Categorizing as indicated here seems to pre-select suites. Having an enabler in multiple suites while possible is also not something that has been met yet… This is not an discussion worth having for this RD…

Proposed Change: Modify the text to not categorize as it is now.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A006
	2009.07.27
	T
	1 + subsequent structure of doc
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Conferencing is just a particular case of sophisticated media control (Call and media server). 

Proposed Change: Modify the text to express that and consider adding text based on OMA-REQ-NGSI-2009-0092-CR_New_Reqs_Based_0090 or reorganizing conferencing section as a result..
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A007
	2009.07.27
	T
	1 + subsequent structure of doc
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Is extension limited to 3rd party CC and call notification or in fact is it multiparty call control 

Proposed Change: refer to multiparty call control.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A008
	2009.07.27
	T
	1 + where guidance appears and may be definitions 3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Guidance insertion is unclear in the industry and not really defined or explained! 

Proposed Change: Clarify or define.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A009
	2009.07.27
	T
	1 
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: What does behavior configuration mean? It is hardly related to fork or find me. These are not linked to behavior/ is this a statement about behavior or the call or the user? Text can be improved… 

Proposed Change: Clarify or rephrase
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A010
	2009.07.27
	T
	1 
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: “Access to media/data storages and related control mechanism, including federation and management of identities within/across domains” this bullet agglomerates unrelated considerations and renders the intent/meaning very hard to understand! 

Proposed Change: Clarify by separating the concepts in different bullets
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A011
	2009.07.27
	T
	1 
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Unclear why policy management is under context and personalization 

Proposed Change: Do not categorize as currently in RD
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A012
	2009.07.27
	T
	1 
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: “Applications/enablers which make use of network functionality offered through the NGSI interface are out of scope of this document” is fairly unclear. 

1) Applications are NEVER in scope of OMA or standardization in general. It should be stated that way.

2)  Other enablers using NGSI are applications for the purpose of NGSI so the above applies. However as phrased it may lead to confusing: NGSI itself is an enabler exposing the interfaces….  So it should refer to “enablers other than NGSI ...”

Proposed Change: Update as proposed
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A013
	2009.07.27
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: “the list of obligations which have to be fulfilled due to a requested access” in the definition of Composition profile is not clear / understandable. 

Proposed Change: Clarify what is intended
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A014
	2009.07.27
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Composition profile may be a bit problematic:

1) It should be aligned (or reuse) with respect to SOA composition and associated models fro registration / discovery

2) If not SOA that should be explained also

3) How does it relate to the concepts of UDDI? Is it expected to be the same or different? 

We do understand that the RD does not make technology choice, however these are well known industry patterns. It is therefore key that the definition either aligns / recognizes these patterns or be phrased in ways that allows to understand the difference or short comings of the existing patterns for the next steps of specification! The three first bullets are clearly what is entailed in traditional SOA registration / discover (and UDDI as a technology realization). See for example OMA OWSER!

Proposed Change: Clarify to related to existing industry concepts or distinguish here needed / if appropriate.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A015
	2009.07.27
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: “the list of obligations which have to be fulfilled due to a requested access” in the definition of Composition profile is problematic if it refers to the policies (and resulting impact on request – see I0+P) that result from the policies… It should not be in the form of list of obligations…

Either the interface registered or discovered reflect I0+P or information about the policies are communicated (e.g. WS-Policy). In neither case is it done as a list of obligation but rather the modified / impact on interface in the traditional register/discover pattern or access to the policy while interacting….

Proposed Change: Clarify to follow established SOA / industry patterns
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A016
	2009.07.27
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Definition context and context related terms.

The definitions are a bit circular and confusing. What is a context? What is the state of a user, building etc? The definition seems to compound different notions that may not be context but refer to location, presence and other considerations. Definition may fit for a programming object but not really for all the entities identified as context entities…

As a result it is unclear if this is actually other information, like presence, preferences, location, etc…

In my opinion we should distinguish between these notions or express more clearly if we want to be all encompassing. 

My additional concern of course if that if it is all encompassing is also it is unclear how then the context information model will be specified if ever… 

Proposed Change: Clarify context more precisely and if needed relate to already modeled entities (profile/subscription/preferences, presence, location, …)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A017
	2009.07.27
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Why entity and identity instead of principal and principal identity?

Proposed Change: Consider updating as proposed
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A018
	2009.07.27
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Identifier uniquely maps to identity? Define mapping

Proposed Change: Explain / define mapping
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A019
	2009.07.27
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Identifier uniquely maps to identity vs group identifier may be a bit unclear or incompatible as explained… For example, in a group it may not be that obvious how the uniqueness applies…

Proposed Change: Check and fix if needed
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A020
	2009.07.27
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Obligation is a strange terminology not aligned with the notions of policies used at OMA and industry… Why not use instead policy, policy enforcement, actions etc

Proposed Change: re-phrase
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A021
	2009.07.27
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Framework without qualifier is problematic. Recommend calling it 3GPP framework or OSA framework or Parlay Framework

Proposed Change: re-phrase as proposed
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A022
	2009.07.27
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Qualification “in the context of a dedicated relationship to the Identity” is unclear. What does it mean?

Proposed Change: Explain or remove
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A023
	2009.07.27
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: “Representation of an opportunity to use a new service to the end-user”: unclear. It is an invite, notification, recommendation. It is an offer not a representation of an opportunity,..

Proposed Change: Update to address the comments
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A024
	2009.07.27
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: “A URI pointing to the service in the network”: unclear. If the service is not accessed via URI this is not correct and still the statement is almost normative (Shall). Imagine a system where the service notifies without any request from user… Why is there a URI in such a case?

Proposed Change: Update to address the comments
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A025
	2009.07.27
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: “A URI pointing to the service in the network”: unclear. The URI in many case may not point to service but to a) acceptance of service b) subscription management of service c) CRM / self service d) similar cases

The text and definition should be updated 

Proposed Change: Update to address the comments
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A026
	2009.07.27
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: “A representation of the service recommendation to the user (e.g. icon)”: unclear. How can this be addressed if the recommendation is passed in channel where icons are meaningless (voice call, voice mail, SMS, …)… especially noting that the statement is almost normative (Shall).

Proposed Change: Update to address the comments
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A027
	2009.07.27
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: “An invocation tag that states if the service should be invoked and displayed automatically or manually by the receiving user”: unclear. The statement is not really understandable. It also seems limited to a very particular assumption in terms of how this is interacted with, which is surprising, especially noting that the statement is almost normative (Shall). It should be more implementation independent and execution environment independent.

Proposed Change: Update to address the comments
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A028
	2009.07.27
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Considering the comments before it is suggested  that for service recommendation, we do not require to normatively (or sounding normatively) require all the aspects described in the list

Proposed Change: Update to address the comments
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A029
	2009.07.27
	T
	4
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: “convergence of new services across various domains” is not really a defined notion

Proposed Change: Explain or define.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A030
	2009.07.27
	T
	4
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: “NGSI will both define extensions beyond today’s Parlay X APIs (latest version: 3GPP Release 8 Parlay/Parlay X APIs) and define several  new APIs as needed.” Is it a decision at the level of the RD to start from parlay or any other I0 interfaces available in OMA, Parlay, PSA, REST and all the other ones?

Consider also adding a generic definition that NGSI promotes the specification and use of I0 interface for each OMA enabler.

Discuss if NGSI introduce new OMA enabler functions or just interfaces/interfaces for existing OMA enablers…

Proposed Change: Correct statement and update to reflect comments. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A031
	2009.07.27
	T
	4
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: “Considering the evolution of the network in the day-to-day life, shaping the future of the digital life is driven by information sources, social communities, e-commerce, as well as network access and network infrastructure variety up to integrated services.” So? What is this statement adding? What does it mean by the way? If important, explain the implications…

Proposed Change: Clarify or remove. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A032
	2009.07.27
	T
	4
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Second and third paragraph + figure 1:

The problem is that nothing in this RD strongly / clearly supports / follows from these statements. In fact this is more aligned with the REST Full parlay WID than this. It is not that these paragraph are incorrect but much of the functions provided in the current requirement document actually strongly contribute to the capability to develop what is characterized as large scale / major services! This si in fact very good and usefule! Today parlay has suffered from the stigma (correct or not) that it might not be suited for such large scale or major services. NGSI aims also at helping overcome that limitation (if real).

Proposed Change: Consider how to best handle. In particular update text to also reflect that NGSI aims at allowing the use of same tools, interfaces and infrastructure to develop such large scale / major services!  This aspect is key to NGSI and totally lost in the introduction that seems to only emphasize the still widely unproven value (in terms of ROI or long term market viability) of the long tail model. It is much better to emphasize the adequacy to cover both basis.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A033
	2009.07.27
	T
	4
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Second and third paragraph + figure 1:

Instead of speaking of large scale and major services we recommend to rather refer to Communications core services… The large scale and major aspects are consequences of being such core services...

Proposed Change: Update as proposed.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A034
	2009.07.27
	T
	4
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Second and third paragraph + figure 1:

Note that in the industry literature, one typically distinguish a cooperative model (3rd party partners with known business relationship for asset exposure ahead of the long tail). The model here is to simplistic and it may be valuable to discuss if NGSI address asset exposure and long tail web 2.0 or not… reading the introduction I am confused about the long tail. Is it web 2.0 or asset exposure or both. We believe it should be both (+ core service as discussed in previous comment).

Proposed Change: Clarify as requested.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A035
	2009.07.27
	T
	4
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Fourth paragraph:

Barely understandable… Suggest just to state what we want to state, i.e. that application need to be take into account device, preferences, subscription etc. instead of the undefined mumbo jumbo …

BTW as an example, what is ““converged” digital value chain”

Proposed Change: Clarify as requested. Define ““converged” digital value chain” or drop etc…
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A036
	2009.07.27
	T
	4
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: “It will not only allow OMA service enablers to reach their market easier and faster, but also trigger service creation in advanced applications.”  Few comments:

a) Why NGSI achieves this and not just any I0 of OMA enabler? 

b) B) why “advanced”

Proposed Change: Recommend piggy backing on above to state that NGSI is another step to encourage providing I0 interfaces to OMA enablers (many are missing today) and clarifying the extent to which NGSI specifies new enablers or adds such interfaces… Note it is a non trivial set of statements as we believe there are new and existing functions included in the NGSI RD.  
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A037
	2009.07.27
	T
	4
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: The statements in this section are really statement advocating that every enabler should have the right I0 interfaces and that new enablers may be needed or that interfaces may be rich enough… Why not say so and then explain where NGSI helps instead of what is currently explained. Please at least consider explicitly discussing the value of having i) interfaces for every enabler and position NGSI as providing either better I0 or better enablers and if that is the case, which ones.

Proposed Change: Update as proposed.  
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A038
	2009.07.27
	T
	4
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Figure 2 and text “Figure 2 … towards the underlying service and network layer.” Seems

1) Fairly architecture centric. Is it material for an RD?

2) Hard to differentiate with anything that can be said about Parlay, PSA etc It is unclear if this is something that really is to be discussed this and in any way positioned as specific to NGSI.

Proposed Change: Consider clarifying to address comment or removing.  
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A039
	2009.07.27
	T
	4
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Figure 2 positions NGSI interface in a confusing way. It appears as an overlay to OMA enablers. What is that?

1) If it states northbound / I0 interfaces to OMA enablers then great

2) If it states specific bindings to I0, then is this really what the WID committed to or aligned with what is elsewhere in the RD?

3) If it states an additional layer above the enablers that is neither I0 or binding then we do not understand at all what that is

Proposed Change: Consider clarifying preferably to align with option 1).  
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A040
	2009.07.27
	T
	4
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: “In OMA PSA v1.0, the PSA Framework [OMA PSA] is identified and can be implemented as a collection of 3GPP and OMA functionalities (e.g. PEEM can manage and enforce policies on the access and usage of APIs); a detailed specification of the PSA Framework is not in the scope of OMA PSA v1.0 but kept for further study. The same approach applies also for NGSI v1.0.” is farir convoluted. Why not simply state

1) NGSI 1.0 is compatible with OSE PE (e.g. PEEM)

2) NGSI 1.0 is expected to be compatible with PSA framework when it is defined

3) NGSI 1.0 does not specify functions of PE or PSA framework.

Proposed Change: Update along the lines proposed.  Alternatively drop as it is way better stated in section 5.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A041
	2009.07.27
	T
	5
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: “interface functionalities for … management for the composition of services allowing for dynamic service mash-up are included..” is surprising: How can an interface provide management for the composition of services?  What is in fact meant:

1) That NGSI provides life cycle management interfaces for composed services? Is it? The rest of the RD does not seem to imply this. And this is covered by work like WS management at OASIS and TMF SDF etc…

2) Otherwise, we can only infer that the sentence implies that the interfaces must be composable. But, isn’t that something *external* to the interface properties but rather a function of how the interface are used.

Proposed Change: Disambiguate intent and clarify  
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A042
	2009.07.27
	T
	5
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: “and related obligations” is unclear: what does it mean?

Proposed Change: Clarify but please remain compatible with notions of OSE (I0+P) and SOA patterns.  
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A043
	2009.07.27
	T
	5
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: “… allowing for dynamic service mash-up are included” is again ambiguous. Rigorously mash-up is just a composition of elements with a user interaction facade. Is it what is meant here? Then:

1) Oracle.A041 applies

2) It is unclear that NGSI has user interaction facades… versus being able to support mash-ups calling them

3) Relationship to REST work is further confusing as one would expect to be more directly a discussion round the Parlay REST WID and other RETS bindings. Is NGSI about RETS bindings?

Proposed Change: Clarify or correct.  
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A044
	2009.07.27
	T
	5
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: The NGSI v1.0 functionalities are designed as independent of a specific framework architecture or application domain. Respecting the OMA PSA v1.0 enabler, the NGSI v1.0 enabler aims to be compatible with the PSA Framework [OMA PSA] identified in PSA v1.0.” Is this a normative requirement. Where is it captured?

Proposed Change: Make sure there are normative statements supporting this.  
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A045
	2009.07.27
	T
	5
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: “The API functionalities as proposed in the NGSI v1.0 combined with the OMA PSA v1.0 will create a new set of OMA service interfaces for 3rd party access.” Is problematic. RD should not provide statements like this about other enablers… 

Proposed Change: Correct may be to use terms like “could” instead of “will”.  
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A046
	2009.07.27
	T
	5
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: “The API functionalities as proposed in the NGSI v1.0 combined with the OMA PSA v1.0 will create a new set of OMA service interfaces for 3rd party access.” Should not be limited only to 3rd party access… Such APIs can also be used for in-house development and a described some of the functions have direct usage for in house development.

Proposed Change: add “and development of core communications applications”.  
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A047
	2009.07.27
	T
	6
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Consider requirements proposed in OMA-REQ-NGSI-2009-0092-CR_New_Reqs_Based_0090
Proposed Change: Add proposed requirements from OMA-REQ-NGSI-2009-0092-CR_New_Reqs_Based_0090  
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A048
	2009.07.27
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-003
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Is this really a requirement that the interface allows the function or is compatible with identity federation?

Proposed Change: Consider updating accordingly  
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A049
	2009.07.27
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-003
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Recommend defining somewhere what identity federation means!

Proposed Change: provide definition or explanation or reference somewhere. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A050
	2009.07.27
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-004
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Recommend defining federated access!

Proposed Change: provide definition or explanation or reference somewhere. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A051
	2009.07.27
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-005
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Do we mean pseudonyms or anonymization. Pseudonym seems a way to do anonymization. Why impose here?

Proposed Change: Revise as proposed. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A052
	2009.07.27
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-005
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Pseudonyms as Identifier of services? What is intended?

Proposed Change: Clarify. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A053
	2009.07.27
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-006
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Unclear phrasing. Clearly functions like call control applied to a group can’t have same effect (e.g. from 3 rd party CC to multiparty CC)…

Proposed Change: Clarify / rephrase to distinguish what makes sense when and what else is intended by this requirement. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A054
	2009.07.27
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-003, 7, 8, 9, 15
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Why “third party”? This feature is for any requester… Note that other requirement instead correctly refer to applications or services without implying third party…

Proposed Change: Update. We recommend using “requester” but “application” would also work.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A055
	2009.07.27
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-007
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Shouldn’t it refer to authorized requester?

Proposed Change: Update as proposed
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A056
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-008
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Shouldn’t it refer to authorized requester?

Proposed Change: Update as proposed
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A057
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-009
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: “This feedback may include e.g. service capability access rejection limitations, and confirmations” is unclear. What is it?

Proposed Change: Explain, rephrase or  remove
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A058
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-009
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: “to request feedback about the requested access to functionalities from the underlying network” is unclear. What is it? Is it about the +P in I) or something else?

Proposed Change: Explain, rephrase or  remove
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A059
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-010
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Frankly, “media enhancement functions” is undefined and as a result an empty statement… If would be better to refer to media session setup, media server control etc… The information note does not make the requirement better defined…

Proposed Change: Update as proposed.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A060
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-012
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: What is a multimedia list? Why not speak just of multimedia. If there are more than one we will figure it out from the functions to expose.

Proposed Change: Update as proposed or explain and define…
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A061
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-013
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: What is a multimedia list? Why not speak just of multimedia. If there are more than one we will figure it out from the functions to expose.

Proposed Change: Update as proposed or explain and define…
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A062
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-013
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: What is the meaning of activating or deactivating a multimedia (list)?

Proposed Change: Explain and define or remove
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A063
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-014
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Is the nature of the preferences essential or is this a more generic requirement about preferences that should also include for example this information?

Proposed Change: Consider generalizing and use the current data as example.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A064
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-015
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Unclear why this is labeled as a :”management” interface.

Proposed Change: Clarify. If the intent is to mean provisioning / configuration, explain and use that terminology instead.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A065
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-016
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: As explain context is fairly undefined. It seems that this mean any data?

Proposed Change: Clarify. If the intent and scope of context.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A066
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-017
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: What is “Context API functionalities”?

Proposed Change: Clarify. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A067
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-017
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: This requirement, coupled with the ambiguous definitions of context so far opens the door to modeling context as any data and manipulation as any data manipulation. Is it the intent? 

Proposed Change: Update if this is not the intent and then make sure that concepts are clarified/clearly defined. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A068
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-018
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: This requirement is unclear

a) It is life cycle management like say TMF SDF or WS management models?

b) Does it refer to I1?

c) Why is the qualification “which are available for composition” relevant and if it is what does it imply?

Proposed Change: Clarify or remove qualification. Explain management. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A069
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-018
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: As the framework is not defined in this enabler / RD what does it mean to be “managed through the framework?” Does it mean that NGSI will specify I1?

Proposed Change: Clarify or rephrase to be more explicit. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A070
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-019
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: This is harder to imagine… The model is unclear. 1) applications can be in a different domain 2) Applications may not expose any interfaces to allow their management and we can’t impose that they do nor can we predict their management model / execution environment / technology choices etc… 3) even if we look at application that composes NGSI functions it may still consist of “logic responsible for the composition” that can’t be managed as explained above. 

So it seems that at best we should clarify the requirement to explain that we can manage the enablers involved in a composition not the application or the composition itself

Now there is one additional dimension: are we trying to state that we will know all the items composed by an application (We better have requirements to model that then… and BTW that is what TMF SDF tries to do among other things with it SDF lifecycle metadata)? If it is not shouldn’t we then allow an application to just manage the enabler it compose 9and hence have the application drive what to manage where)? Again the requirement should then be rephrased.  

Proposed Change: Clarify or rephrase  + explain. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A071
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-020
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: We do not understand what “controlling the composition of services” means. Composition is part of the application composition logic (e.g. BPEL, Script, Procedural logic, …). What is controlled? And How can an interface play a role in this?

Proposed Change: Clarify or rephrase to be more explicit. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A072
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-020
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: This and other comments about mashup / composition etc lead us to believe that there may be an intention here to model a SDK made available to user or developer to compose services into new services. This is a quite useful concept but 1) is it to be standardized by OMA 2) if OMA supports or rely on appropriate standard technologies (mash-ups, widgets, WS), then such tools already exist and interoperate. The statements about the absence of a technology specific choice for now (e.g. REST) makes however a specific discussion hard.

Proposed Change: Clarify if this is the intent and update or add requirements appropriate taking into account the above it it is.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A073
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2

NGSI-HLF-022
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: What does it mean? Can’t the model simply be that as needed a provider deploys the enablers that are relevant or a developer uses the ones that he needs? I.e. registry/discovery fulfill the need. It is unclear that much more profiling of interface is required… Sure it is possible and sure profiling works but is it needed and why is it justified?

Proposed Change: Consider removing and instead may re-phrasing in the context of allowing SP to deploy the functions it wants and register them and developer to discover what is available and use… 

Otherwise explain what is meant by profile in this context and motivate…
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A074
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2.1

NGSI–SEC-001
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: As the framework is not part of NGSI and as for most enablers it would be better to state that the enabler is compatible with such measures to…

Proposed Change: Update as proposed
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A075
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2.1

NGSI–SEC-001
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: This may be the place to state a requirement of compatibility with PSA framework (and others like PEEM, OSA etc…) for security…

Proposed Change: Update as proposed
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A076
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2.1

NGSI–SEC-002
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Why the restriction to access to context information and nothing else (e.g access to interfaces for other NGSI functions)?

Proposed Change: Clarify or better yet, broaden the statement
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A077
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2.1

NGSI–SEC-002, 3, 4
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Isn’t it again something where compatibility is to be stated instead and for example pointing to PSA framework or other mechanisms if we want to list them explicitly?

Proposed Change: Update as proposed
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A078
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2.1

NGSI–SEC-003
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Requirement is unclear. What is an interface to control identity? There is simply no easy to understand what that consist of and it is certainly not a widely known industry concept…. We suspect this is again rather to be changed as a compatibility requirement

Proposed Change: Clarify and Update as proposed
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A079
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2.1

NGSI–SEC-003
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Requirement is unclear. What is an interface to control identity? There is simply no easy to understand what that consist of and it is certainly not a widely known industry concept…. We suspect this is again rather to be changed as a compatibility requirement

Proposed Change: Clarify and Update as proposed
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A080
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2.1

NGSI-AUZ-001
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Why “third party”? This feature is for any requester… Note that other requirement instead correctly refer to applications or services without implying third party…

Proposed Change: Update. We recommend using “requester” but “application” would also work.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A081
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2.1

NGSI-AUZ-001
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Isn’t it again something where compatibility is to be stated instead and for example pointing to PSA framework or other mechanisms if we want to list them explicitly?

Proposed Change: Update as proposed
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A082
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2.1

NGSI-AUZ-002
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: How could this be? The composition logic is at the application level. NGSI or the environment (e.g. PE/Framework) can at best authorize the calls to the different enablers it uses in composition. It can’t do more. See also the discussion about SDK question above.

Proposed Change: Clarify and correct or remove
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A083
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2.1

NGSI-AUZ-003
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Isn’t it again a compatibility statement and in addition something out of scope of NGSI and rather provided by a PE (not even a framework that only does that for enablers)? NGSI deals with enablers not services built using NGSI… 

Proposed Change: Clarify and correct or remove
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A084
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2.1

NGSI-AUZ-004
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: requirement not immediately understandable. 

Proposed Change: Clarify and correct or remove. Recommend at least evolving into some form of a compatibility statement or so.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A085
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2.2

NGSI-ADM-003
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: recommend changing obligations with policies. 

Proposed Change: Update as proposed.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A086
	2009.07.28
	E
	6.2.3

NGSI- PRV-026001
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Typo in numbering? 

Proposed Change: Correct
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A087
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.2.3

NGSI- PRV-026001
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Isn’t it again a compatibility statement and in addition something out of scope of NGSI and rather provided by a PE (not even a framework that only does that for enablers)? NGSI deals with enablers not services built using NGSI… 

Proposed Change: Clarify and correct or remove
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A088
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.3


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Recommend a short discussion / text that indicates that the notions of call refer to any media or multimedia session; not just traditional voice calls. 

Proposed Change: Add as suggested.

Note this may also be the object of e a definition…(and may be the use of NGSI Call or media call instead of just call throughout the doc (except for dialog management which is really about voice)?)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A089
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.3 NGSI-CSF-001

	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Aren’t the different examples just Uri. Why not use URI and give the others SIP-URI, TEL-URI etc as examples? 

Proposed Change: re-phrase as suggested.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A090
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.3 NGSI-CSF-001

	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Requirement really hard to follow…It seems to me that any call requires address(es) to setup the call. Address of a media resource is not a personalization but a target for termination, source of media, mixing, dialog management etc.

It is unclear if the intent is different (e.g. discuss a resource for background music during call,m ringtone, ring back tone, whatever… The text is so ambiguous that it kind f make no sense here…). 

The example points to customized ring back tone. However again it is unclear how this is expected to be handled. Let me explain.

· For something like a custom ring back tone a composition that works with CC  is:

· Use CC to direct caller to a media server

· Play custom ring back to caller while

· Use CC to establish call to callee

· When callee answers  disconnect caller from media server session and put it in session with the answered call.

(Continued below)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	
	· This example clearly show how this is achieved with simple CC (3rd party / multi party + media server control and without adding additional media resources other than as the terminating media server for ring back tone. 

· Custom  ring back tone call etc are then functions that are composition of the above. The questions are:

· Do we standardize those?

· If we do we need the exact list…

· A priori it is not needed to standardize at this level as these capabilities are trivially  enabled by primitives and tools like SDK can then provide these higher level primitives.

(Continued)
	

	
	
	
	
	· If one still want to create these higher level components, the list is long and guidance must be given in the RD. Note also that it is really not trivial to find the right set and that this should be done based on an analysis of a) developer patterns b) user patterns if we want to have this is a web 2.0 environment. I see no such study behind the current RD….Therefore we recommend postponing to later release  such higher level components (another release or WID)

Proposed Change: Update based on above.
	

	A091
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.3 NGSI-CSF-002


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Requirement is again unclear and it is not obvious if this is a higher level construct… Again a possible interpretation of the scenario could be that when call notification is received, a request can be made for setting/subscription/preferences followed by whatever is needed to setup a media streaming while other actions take place (completing call, whatever…). Discussion is analogous to A090.

In any case also clarify the intent. The requirement is way to open ended to be useful or to result into a clear spec of the expected functions (and has too many degrees of freedom). Decide if building blocks are enough or address the higher level constructs discussions (not recommended for now).

Proposed Change: re-phrase as suggested. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A092
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.3 NGSI-CSF-003


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Scenario and expected function cannot be teased out from this requirement. As it is, the requirement will be fulfilled based on pure conjecture of the intent, use case etc… It is simply not understandable. See few previous comments (A090, A091) for possible directions or ways to address.

Proposed Change: re-phrase as suggested. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A093
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.3 NGSI-CSF-004


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment:.”… configure the delivery method of the specified resource (e.g. provide the link, …” is unclear.

1) Provide the link is push or? So what is the scenario for this? We want to push a link? Anything else does not require such a spec… Also are there other implications beyond the push?

2) Is it configure or indicate? I.e. is it really done in advance? I don’t think so… It’s IMHO passed as a parameter

Proposed Change: Clarify and re-phrase as suggested. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A094
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.3 NGSI-CSF-005/6


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: And the difference between requirement 5 and 6 is? If the phrasing is too subtle it may not be that useful as a distinction. I can’t figure it out

Proposed Change: Clarify and re-phrase as suggested or combine the requirements….
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A095
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.3 NGSI-CSF-008


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Why does simultaneous matter? Does it matter or can we just run at the application level simultaneous calls to establish a call? So what is the issue here?

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A096
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.3 NGSI-CSF-007


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Note that this can be done wit simple CC functions. It’s just a higher level construct as discussed previously

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A097
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.3 NGSI-CSF-008


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Note that this can be done with simple CC functions. It’s just a higher level construct as discussed previously

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A098
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.3 NGSI-CSF-009


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Note that this can be done with simple CC functions. It’s just a higher level construct as discussed previously

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A099
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.3 NGSI-CSF-012


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Requirement is not unambiguously understandable. It seems to assume very specific setting that is not obvious. For example what is the background that this requirement talks about. This really has nothing to do with anything that is to standardize An application on a device can easily use CC and preference access to buld such a feature) versus may be a client using these capabilities 

Proposed Change: Clarify or better yet, remove the requirement.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A100
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.3 NGSI-CSF-012


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: No matter how tis is diced, it has nothing to do with policies…

Proposed Change: Correct
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A101
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.3 NGSI-CSF-013


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Scenario and expected function cannot be teased out from this requirement. As it is, the requirement will be fulfilled based on pure conjecture of the intent, use case etc… It is simply not understandable. See few previous comments (A090, A091, A092) for possible directions or ways to address.

Proposed Change: re-phrase as suggested. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A102
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.3 NGSI-CSF-014


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Scenario and expected function cannot be teased out from this requirement. As it is, the requirement will be fulfilled based on pure conjecture of the intent, use case etc… It is simply not understandable. See few previous comments (A090, A091, A092) for possible directions or ways to address.

Proposed Change: re-phrase as suggested. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A103
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.3 
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Recommend to best address the issues with the requirements in this section to 

1) List the elementary reusable functions needed

2) List the scenarios that must be supported by composing these elementary reusable CC functions

3) If needed, and although absolutely not recommended, higher level construct that implements some of these scenario may also be required but then they need to be described in a crystal clear manner (not as they are today)

Proposed Change: re-phrase and add as suggested across the whole section
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A104
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.4


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: This section is all over the place… It mixes many aspects that 1) are not rigorously defined 2) not clearly aligned with industry practices 3) seem to be aspects that NGSI must support/be compatible with rather that aspects that NSGO should expose (after all framework etc are out of scope…)

Proposed Change: clearly separate and explain the concepts. Remove statement about exposing providing and replace with compatibility statements
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A105
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.4 NGSI-IDC-001, 2, 3, 4


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: It is doubtful that this is an interface. It seems rather a parameter that can be passed with some specific CC calls…

Proposed Change: rephrase as suggested
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A106
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.4 NGSI-IDC-005


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Huh? Not understandable or at least my understanding makes no sense… There is no way that we would allow the requester to get access to the resolved identities that have been anonymized. That would be brain damaged… All what we could accept is that if an identifier is passed the correct identity is used by NGSI

Proposed Change: Remove, correct or rephrase as suggested
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A107
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.4 NGSI-IDC-006


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Huh? Not understandable or at least my understanding makes no sense… There is no way that we would allow the requester to get access to the resolved identities that have been anonymized. That would be brain damaged… All what we could accept is that if an identifier is passed the correct identity is used by NGSI considering who else is involved

Proposed Change: Remove, correct or rephrase as suggested
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A108
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.4 NGSI-IDC-007


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Very questionable… If the identity is known… why anonymize for own usage? Think carefully what is requested here…

Proposed Change: Remove, correct or rephrase as suggested
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A109
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.4 NGSI-IDC-008


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Very questionable… It really opens significant security issues… note it is revoking an identity; not an identifier!

Proposed Change: Remove, correct or rephrase as suggested
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A110
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.4 NGSI-IDC-013


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: define federated access!

Proposed Change: Define or explain
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A111
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.4 NGSI-IDC-013


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: It is unclear that this is about providing an interface but rather a compatibility statement

Proposed Change: Remove, correct or rephrase as suggested
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A112
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.5 NGSI-PREF-001, 2, 3, 4


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Communication services appear as a “limitation” unfortunately it is not defined! 

Proposed Change: Define or remove the restriction. Consider also re-organizing around the profile input proposal in OMA-REQ-NGSI-2009-0092-CR_New_Reqs_Based_0090.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A113
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.5 NGSI-PREF-003, 4


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: isn’t this rather a framework, PE or policy aspect out of scope of NGSI

Proposed Change: Replace with a compatibility statement.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A114
	2009.07.28
	T
	6.6


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Conferencing should really be a subset of media srever control as discussed in OMA-REQ-NGSI-2009-0092-CR_New_Reqs_Based_0090
Proposed Change: Re-organize to add section as proposed +move this section as subset of media server control.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A115
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.6 NGSI-ECE-001, 2


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Aren’t the different examples just Uri. Why not use URI and give the others SIP-URI, TEL-URI etc as examples? 

Proposed Change: re-phrase as suggested.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A116
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.6 NGSI-ECE-001 ++


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Again this is an example where individual media server control (see  OMA-REQ-NGSI-2009-0092-CR_New_Reqs_Based_0090) and call control are sufficient to implement what we believe are the scenario below. We again recommend to follow the same approach as for call control as discussed throughout the section and summarized in comment A103

Proposed Change: re-phrase as suggested (same recommendation applies as A103 + equivalent requirements in 6.3 applies to requirements in 6.6)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A117
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.6 NGSI-ECE-001


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Continuing on A116 for ECE001, as we understand the requirement, this can be directly implemented as 1) notification when leg is added removed 2) audio mixed in session… Many other secanrios can be considered (like first redirect the leg via CC to a dialog etc…)

Proposed Change: Adapt considering the fact that this is a composite / higher ;level construct is trivially supported with the rights set of basic CC and media srever control. Again, besides the fact that it is bad practice to standardize services built on the building blocks instead of the building blocks, also haveng such a high level construct is restricted to this scenario, not proven the best high level construct and does not allow implementing other scenarios…
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A118
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.6 NGSI-ECE-002


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Continuing on A116 for ECE002, as we understand the requirement, this can be directly implemented as 1) notification when leg is added 2) create session 3) add audio to session till notification of another added leg…

Proposed Change: Adapt considering the fact that this is a composite / higher ;level construct is trivially supported with the rights set of basic CC and media srever control. Again, besides the fact that it is bad practice to standardize services built on the building blocks instead of the building blocks, also haveng such a high level construct is restricted to this scenario, not proven the best high level construct and does not allow implementing other scenarios… Rather state as compatibility statements to support such scenarios.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A119
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.6 NGSI-ECE-03
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Requirement very scenario specific and ambiguous. There is no way to understand clear what is the expected scenario.

Proposed Change: Clarify or remove + adapt considering the fact that this is a composite / higher ;level construct is trivially supported with the rights set of basic CC and media srever control. Again, besides the fact that it is bad practice to standardize services built on the building blocks instead of the building blocks, also haveng such a high level construct is restricted to this scenario, not proven the best high level construct and does not allow implementing other scenarios… Rather state as compatibility statements to support such scenarios.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A120
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.6 NGSI-ECE-04
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Requirement very scenario specific and not understandable. In addition this requirement makes little sense at the enabler level. It refers to an application build on it. Recommend change to a compatibility statement understanding that the details of the UI etc also are notthinks that we can or should impose!

Proposed Change: Clarify as compatibility statement or remove + make sure iut is not standardizing application or look and feel!
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A121
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.6 NGSI-ECE-04
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: The discussion about the network side aspects is frankly not understandable and we do not believe that it is correctly distinguishing a non application specifica aspect. Clarification is needed but we believe this has to be drop!

Proposed Change: Drop 1) informational note 2) mention of network side 3) any application specific aspect (the latter is the object of A120)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A122
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.6 NGSI-ECE-05
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: This should be changed into a compatibility statement. Alternatively it is to be understood that again this is standardizing and application / particular scenario with a very specific approach that can easily be supported with the individual constructs described in say OMA-REQ-NGSI-2009-0092-CR_New_Reqs_Based_0090 but noting that such an approach would instead not impose the scenario. As we understand the scenario it can be realized for example as: 1) CC brings leg to address of conference application 2) notification of incoming leg 4) leg is redirected to dialog manager 5) dialig manager collects id and password via voice or DTMF, or … 6) application use info to redirect leg to media server session. 7) conference app proceed as needed.

Proposed Change: We recommend again 1) requiring the building block 2) not requiring scenarios but instead support /compatibility with tehse scenarios.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A123
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.6 NGSI-ECE-08
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: We recommend rephrasing: this is not an application observing or coaching. This is allowing adding legs to a conference session. Nothing more!

Proposed Change: Rephrased as proposed
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A124
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.6 NGSI-ECE-09
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: We recommend rephrasing: this is enumerating the control function on legs (CC) and media server session that are required. 

Consider also combining with OMA-REQ-NGSI-2009-0092-CR_New_Reqs_Based_0090 to facailitate and generalize beyond just conferencing application. 

Proposed Change: Rephrased as proposed
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A125
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.7

+ NGSI-MLH-001 to NGSI-MLH-009
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Multimedia list is a) undefined b) for very specific use case c) at best just a particular type of preference data / subscription data to be able to represent. This certainly does not warrant the dedicated section as it has now…

Proposed Change: Just treat as particular prefernce / setting. Also, add clarification, explanatiosn , definition of this concept WITHOUT implying very restricted application level data (e.g. only for very specific applicatiosn / scenarios)..
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A126
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.8
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Why the limitation of “in the netwrork”? That limitation is a) meaningless b) a deployment or implementation statement c) factually disputable when associated to say subscription data orpreferenecs rather contained in OSS or BSS!!!

Proposed Change: Remove restriction and consider extending to any data owned by SP 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A127
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.8
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Why is this limited to XML… sources are often not inn XML format! Shoudn’t it be possible tow ork with HLR, HSS etc?

Proposed Change: Remove restriction and turn it into may be hwo the data is exposed to the application, not how the source / data owner has that data.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A128
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.8 NGSI-ADN-005
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Why the limitation to 3rd party. This should be for any requester

Proposed Change: Remove restriction and generalize requirement.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A129
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.8 
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: In general it would be a good idea to have a virtualization requirement whereby, it is recognized that relevant data is in different format in different data woner but NGSI provides an interface to access a virtualized aggregated /federated view of that data (or subset) and may allow tuning what that view is.

Proposed Change: Consider adding. It may also relate to the profile described in OMA-REQ-NGSI-2009-0092-CR_New_Reqs_Based_0090
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A130
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.8 and NGSI-ADN-001 to NGSI-ADN-005
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Do we really need to impose data exposure to be in XML? Why?

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A131
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.8 NGSI-ADN-002
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Why the limitation to 3rd party. This should be for any requester

Proposed Change: Remove restriction and generalize requirement.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A132
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.9  
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: There seems to be a few fundamental confusions in this section:

1) It seems to specify client behavior beyond the scope of NGSI instead of limiting the assumption to what is transmitted to the client in say conventional ways like messaging/push

2) It seems to specify an enabler beyond interfaces…

3) It seems to confuse how subscription work… namemly it is an application (e.g. campaign management) that generates offers via messaging interfaces (or web) and when user interct positively a CRM application will update subscription data that in turn may reslt into complex OSS/BSS flows being executed across OSS / BSS 9order fulfillment). 

All what NGSI has to do is support 1) messaging 2) possibly access to subscription to check if an offer is to be done etc + access to preferences/profile etc 3) while one may then suggest a write of the subscription  this is in fact a HUGE mustake. Instead it should be a call to CRM to ensure that all the flos and implications are respected by having the subscription data owner performing the next steps, not by allowing change sto subscription dat without any way to ensuer all the implicatios are acted upon (e.g. rate /  billing plan updates, phone provisioned etc…)

Proposed Change: Consider limited to compatibility statement and tease out requirements that remain on NGSI from above. + do not impose client look and feel etc on this.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A133
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.9  NGSI-SR-001
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: It is doubtful that it is a requirement an interface to get recommendations. It is rather a set of requirements on enabling flows as described in A133. 

Proposed Change: Update as requested
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A134
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.9  NGSI-SR-002
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: This requirement makes it even more important that the building block to support this are availbel not a macro construct to just support tehis scenario. That is simply not possible.. 

As phrase the requirement is about building an application that is very constrained itw hat it can do and NOT a reusable building block for other scenario where recommendations etc is needed! 

Oh and one does not standardize such application level IMHO…

Proposed Change: change into requirement on building blocks and ability to support such scenarios.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A135
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.9  NGSI-SR-003
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: This requirement is not understandable and / or quantifiable… Again decompose into what is needed as building block and compatibility statements.

Do not ask to specify a vertical application feature!

Proposed Change: Update as requested or drop.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A136
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.10 
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Context is undefined and unclear. As a result these requirement read as “any data I decide to consider relevant to do something (i.e. if I think it’s relevant it’s contexct)...” BTW that is IMHO right… So the requirements hsoudl really be about allowing any such data to be used / access / manipulated and way s to dynamically determined the schema or know what you ask for ,….

Proposed Change: Update as requested. If the group does not agree, A LOT of clarification, explanation and details on what context is and what is in scope or not MUST be added.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A137
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.10 

NGSI-CTX-001, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 15, 16,. 18
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: what is a context entity. Definition as discussed earlier is unclear rendering the requirement impossible to assess!

Proposed Change: Clarify / define then the section/requirement must be re-reviewed once we know what it is about!
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A138
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.10 

NGSI-CTX-001, 2, 3, 5, 6, 8,9,10, 11, 12, 13
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: what is a network service? I don’t know that…. Why is it suddenly used here?

Proposed Change: Define
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A139
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.10 

NGSI-CTX-002, 3, 4
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: What does it meant to discover Context entities? That is not a known DB, data access or SOA or otherwise usage pattern that I am aware of… Needs to be clarified. We believe this is not discovery by data access and search!

Proposed Change: Clarify / define then the requirement must be re-reviewed once we know what it is about + consider rephrasing as we propose.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A140
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.10 

NGSI-CTX-003, 4
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: This is more a framework, PE function out of scoep of NGSI. Should be rather a compatibility statement

Proposed Change: Rephrase as a compatibility statement!
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A141
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.10 

NGSI-CTX-004, 6
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: This is a strange requirement.. It seems to describe the technical solution which 10 it should not 2) may not be done this wayl. Instead of assuming the proposed phrasing replace that the requester is able to search with possible advance search criteria the repository.

Proposed Change: Rephrase as proposed
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A142
	2009.07.30
	T
	6.10 

NGSI-CTX-008, 9
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: This requirement is not understandable! What is a contet announcement? Why not state notification instead?

Proposed Change: Clarify and rephrase as proposed
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A143
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.10 

NGSI-CTX-008
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: requirement 007 is missing

Proposed Change: Renumber
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A144
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.10 

NGSI-CTX-010
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Framework is out of scope. Asking for storage in framework is at the minimum a deployment / implementation statement that should not be made in this release of NGSi nor in an RD (or OMA spec).

Proposed Change: rephrase to remove framework as storage place.

In general do not specify / impose where any of this is stored. Tehse are i2 considerations that OMAs does not impose…
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A145
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.10 

NGSI-CTX-010
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: what is a context component?

Proposed Change: Clarify, define  or rephrase
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A146
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.10 

NGSI-CTX-011
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: “provide interfaces to allow an application or network service to install and manage a new context processing component in the framework.” Remove this requirement it is out of scope for so many reasons:

1) This is frameowkr requirement stated earlier as out of scope

2) This is a requirement on execution environment that is not appropriate nor aligned with how this would be done.

Proposed Change: Remove this requirement as proposed.

If want to keep then at best just indicate that we can provide a different content processing component
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A147
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.10 

NGSI-CTX-011
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: What is a context processing component?

Proposed Change: Define!
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A148
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.10 

NGSI-CTX-012
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Unclear for many reasons:

· As explained it really looks like it is part of the application logic not something any body cares about from a standardization point of view

· It probably just need to be described here as a capability to support listerners to events on context (assumeing we know what context is) and hence have interface that support registering listeners. That is all what matters from a standardization of NGSI point of view.

Proposed Change: Rephrased as proposed (listeners / event notification in interface for context and or probably also many other things unless if context can be anything as its eems to be right now). BTW 14/15 seem to cover that already…
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A149
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.10 

NGSI-CTX-013
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: And from a NGSI standard point of view, we care exactly why? This is a requirement on what the requsting application does. Guess what? It can do whatever it wants. It’s not a requirement on NGSI.

Proposed Change: Remove.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A150
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.10 

NGSI-CTX-016, 17, 18, 19
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Recommend changing terminology to express compatibility as it is not clear what are the true normative statements here.

Proposed Change: Rephrase as proposed
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A151
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.10 

NGSI-CTX-016, 17
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Recommend stating 1) if an information modle is to be specified 2) if it is mandatory to support it or not instead of trying to detail what that model will look like. If this is to give technical requiremenst on the information model, 16 and 17 are pretty useless! 

Proposed Change: Retarget as proposed
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A152
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.10 

NGSI-CTX-018
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Define virtual identity! 

Proposed Change: Define + explain or remove
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A153
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.10 

NGSI-CTX-019
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: What is a quality of context! 

Proposed Change: Define + explain or remove!
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A154
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.10 

NGSI-CTX-020, 21, 22
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: What is a Context access language! There may be confusion here…An interface is all what is needed. A access language seems a much more ambitious task AND it is not celar why and hwo that would even be either needed, justified or used… examples provided are not an access langue but an interface any way!

Proposed Change: stick to interface requirements to access context (whatever that is)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A155
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.10 

NGSI-CTX-022
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Just state this is extensible interface. We agree it is needed as context is anything under the sun! Do not limit to operation but also manipulated data…

Proposed Change: rephrase as extensible interface! 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A156
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.10 

NGSI-CTX-021
	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: What is a context enabler

Proposed Change:  Defined, explain or rephrase/remove 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A157
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.11 


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Remove any limitation to 3rd party

Proposed Change:  Update as described 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A158
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.11 


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: “interface functionalities for … management for the composition of services allowing for dynamic service mash-up are included..” is surprising: How can an interface provide management for the composition of services?  What is in fact meant:

1) That NGSI provides life cycle management interfaces for composed services? Is it? The rest of the RD does not seem to imply this. And this is covered by work like WS management at OASIS and TMF SDF etc…

2) Otherwise, we can only infer that the sentence implies that the interfaces must be composable. But, isn’t that something *external* to the interface properties but rather a function of how the interface are used.

Note composition takes place with logic on application side. There can not be requirements on that and these are not interface aspects!

Proposed Change: Disambiguate intent and clarify respecting the comments above. We in fact recommend removing the whole section!
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A159
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.11 


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: “Thus, the provider of an application could easily detect which services are currently available and registered for composition purpose.” Is simply not the way it is done and not aligned with industry patterns like SOA! Registration / discovery and binding is for usage. Usage does not distinguish if it is part of a composition or not (it’s impossible to determine on the provider side)…

We discussed earlier the fact that there may be an intent to model SDK/TCK on user side t compose mashup. This shodul not be standardized here but simply be captured wityh statements that the interfaces are composable ro requirements to support mashup, RETS or other widegt technologies 9remembering the need to respect EEN).

Proposed Change: Correct intention or remove section and requirement with wrong assumptions
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A160
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.11 


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: “Further, interfaces to manage the relevant composition profiles are required which is needed to define the respective authorization to use a service by a particular application in general or on behalf of a specific user..” Is also not understandable ro aligned with common practices / patterns…

Proposed Change: Correct intention or remove section and requirement with wrong assumptions
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A161
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.11  NGSI-COS-001, 2


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: All commenst against composition profile made earlier apply

Proposed Change: Remove concept / requirements about it.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A162
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.11  NGSI-COS-001, 3


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: SOA registration is for usage. It is not possible nor enforceable to register for composition only or not for composition.

Proposed Change: Remove requirement
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A163
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.11  NGSI-COS-004


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Remove requirement. Everything is wrong + framework is out of scope.

Proposed Change: Remove requirement
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A164
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.11  NGSI-COS-006


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Define / dexplain “on specific profile information”. We believe all what is proposed here is to be able to search available services based on search query parameters…

Proposed Change: rephrase as proposed or remove. Define otherwise but it probably still will require removing when checking the disposition…
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A165
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.11  NGSI-COS-007


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Speak of policies and / or I0+P if the policy impact affectsteh discovered interfaces.

Proposed Change: rephrase as proposed … this may also be a compatibility statement.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A166
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.11  NGSI-COS-008


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Speak of policies and this is out of scope / a PE / framework function. NGIS must only be compatible with these.

Proposed Change: rephrase as proposed + make it as a compatibility requirement.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A167
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.11  NGSI-COS-009


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Makes no sense! It’s the application logic that matters as it dictates the composition. NGSI does not care about it. Only as it at execution use the services does it matter…

Proposed Change: Remove requirement
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A168
	2009.07.30
	E
	6.13  NGSI-SYS-001


	Source: Oracle

Form: INP doc

Comment: Framework is out of scope. Rephrase as a compatibility statement and if doen tshi way make sure that which framework or frameworks are refered to are clearly stated (PEEM, OSE PE, PSA framework, OSA framework, …?)

Proposed Change: rephrase as proposed or ensure a framework independent requirement (e.g. factoring out roles/concerns of of framework from the role/concerns of NGSI)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>


3 Intellectual Property Rights
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4 Recommendation
We request that these comments be added to the NGSI RDRR and addressed.
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