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1 Reason for Contribution

Requirements Development and its subsequent implementation in the technical specifications is causing sometimes problems in understanding how the requirements are meant to be realized into the specs. This contribution targets to add some text in order to make the understanding of requirements regarding a new feature and its functionalities more clear and provides examples to be included in the BPD for illustration.
2 Summary of Contribution

The requirements for an enabler are made up of certain features to be fulfilled. Several of those features are containing different levels of functionalities in order to reach the potential of the feature. Besides the feature itself, also the different functionalities of a certain feature could be fulfilled in the same or different enabler release.
The modifications to the BPD section 5.9 want to address:

· clarification to identify clearly the proposed feature and its conditionality (mandatory or optional) for the proposed enabler

· Clarification of the related functions for the feature and outlining the involved dependency between requirements.

· Clarification that functionalities for a certain feature can belong to different releases.

· Example on illustrating the above issues

3 Detailed Proposal

5.9
Handling Of Requirements Tables
5.9.1 Differentiation of Feature and Functional requirements and related dependencies
In general, the requirements for the enablers can be structured in clearly defined features and the required functions for those features. The requirements table shall provide the requirement’s conditionality of a certain feature using the normative terms SHALL/SHOULD/MAY. Dependent on a certain kind of feature, the relation between the feature’s conditionality and it’s functional requirements needs to be provided.
The requirements MAY be structured in the rows for the description of the feature’s conditionality on the enabler’s entities, e.g. server and client side.  The functionalities involved to realize the feature MAY be separated in the rows after the features description. A populated example and its interpretation for a requirements reference table is shown in Table 2. 
	Label
	Description
	Enabler Release

	Conditionality of Features

	FOO-0001
	The FOO Server SHALL support the exchange of XYZ settings.
	Foo 1.0

	FOO-0002
	The FOO Client MAY support the interworking with the FOO-BAR system.
	Foo 1.0

	Functional Requirements

	FOO-0003
	The FOO Server SHALL exchange the XYZ settings via the FOO-PROV enabler.
	Foo 1.0

	FOO-0004
	The FOO Server MAY interwork for the dynamic XYZ settings with the FOO-DYN enabler.
	Foo 1.0

	FOO-0005
	If the FOO Client supports feature [FOO-0003], the client SHALL be able to receive CHOW content via the FOO-CHOW enabler.
	Foo 1.0

	FOO-0006
	If the FOO Client supports feature [FOO-0003], the client MAY send confirmation of CHOW content via the FOO-CHOW enabler.
	Foo 1.1


Table 2: Populated Example for dependent requirements and its interpretation of Reference Table Entry in RD Template
Interpretation:
1)
FOO-0001: It is expected that implementations claiming conformance to the enabler specification must support this feature.
2)
FOO-0003: It is expected that implementations claiming conformance to the enabler specification must support this  functionality for feature FOO-0001.

3)
FOO-0004: It is expected that implementations claiming conformance to the enabler specification may support this  functionality if implementing feature FOO-0001.

(4)
FOO-0002: It is expected that implementations claiming conformance to the enabler specification may support this  feature.
(5) 
FOO-0005: It is expected that implementations claiming conformance to the enabler specification which are supporting the optional feature FOO-0002 must support this functionality for feature FOO-0002.

(6) 
FOO-0006: It is expected that implementations claiming conformance to the enabler specification which are supporting the optional feature FOO-0002 may support this functionality for feature FOO-0002.  As of the defined requirement the optional implementation is proposed for enabler release Foo V1.1.
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Fig. X: Illustration of dependencies on feature and functional requirements for the example in table 2
5.9.2 Assignment of Requirements to Enabler Releases
The OMA Process specifies that OMA specifications have to address all normative requirements specified in the Requirements Document. However, due to the fact that all normative requirements are not always satisfied in a single release of specification, therefore, the RD template has a column per requirement to indicate in which release the requirement is planned to be fulfilled. The guidelines are provided as follows for how to handle this column in each phase of an Enabler Release development.

	Label
	Description
	Enabler Release

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Table 1: Reference Table Entry in RD Template

The “Enabler Release” column provides information on the Enabler Release which covers the requirement, indicating a specific release if it is known.  Examples are “PoC V1.0” or “Future”.  It could also indicate the linkage to a related enabler, for example “not in PoC, covered in Presence V1.0 (see AABBCC in [RD])”.  In some cases some additional work may need to be done prior to implementation of the requirement and in these cases, text like “Future, dependent on XYZ support” might be appropriate.

5.9.3
Requirements Table Development

During the initial work on the RD a first assessment will be undertaken on the Release appropriate for implementation of each requirement.  For a new enabler it may be too ambitious to plan beyond the initial release and so fields should be set to “XYZ V1.0” or “Future”, although in some cases it may be immediately obvious that the appropriate release is “XYZ V1.1”.

Prior to Consistency Review some revisions may be needed based on the technical accomplishments achieved for the enabler.  The RD would be updated by means of CR which would revise the fields where needed.  If a requirement is partially covered then it should be split into two parts, the part which is covered and the part which is not covered, for example REQ-ABC is split into REQ-ABC-a and REQ-ABC-b.  The descriptions should be expanded by clarifying the covered and not-covered parts of the original requirement.  See example in section 5.8.2

Hint for the Editor: adjust all following section numberings accordingly, if needed.
4 Intellectual Property Rights

Members and their Affiliates (collectively, "Members") agree to use their reasonable endeavours to inform timely the Open Mobile Alliance of Essential IPR as they become aware that the Essential IPR is related to the prepared or published Specification.  This obligation does not imply an obligation on Members to conduct IPR searches.  This duty is contained in the Open Mobile Alliance application form to which each Member's attention is drawn.  Members shall submit to the General Manager of Operations of OMA the IPR Statement and the IPR Licensing Declaration.  These forms are available from OMA or online at the OMA website at www.openmobilealliance.org.

5 Recommendation

Discuss the proposal to be added to the REQ Best practise document.
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