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1 Reason for Contribution

OMA-RDRR-GSSM-V1_0-20070515-D has been uploaded. It contains disposition of the BSS related comments that do not addresses the original comments.

2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution proposes a way forward to address these comments.
R01 adds a supporter and updates the proposed resolution.
3 Detailed Proposal

3.1 Analysis of RDRR
Our analysis is based on OMA-RDRR-GSSM-V1_0-20070515-D and OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070528-D.
· Comments 33/34 are in our view not yet well addressed. According to the current definition it seems that applications and OSS/BSS information is maintained / manipulated by GSSM. The definition and the RD seem to imply that GSSM manages the subscriber profile. However, section 4.3 discusses the fact that service preferences may be partially part of the SID and partially outside the SID (service versus product) by stating that the Subscription Profile includes preferences that relate to the commercial agreement. Furthermore it states that other preference is out of scope. That implies that the preferences modelled by GSSM are entirely modelled by SID and hence owned by the BSS. It seems that the answer is that GSSM includes the SID. Is this correct? If yes, it should be clear that GSSM can not manipulate this information. It must be manipulated by the BSS (i.e. eTOM flows). These comments should not be closed.
· Comment 35 is not addressed. The comment is about subscription profile. It still holds and as explained above the explanation given in section 4.3 implies that GSSM manipulates the SID that is “owned” by the BSS. The definition should explicitly mention that preferences may be BSS data and relates solely to commercial preferences. We believe that this also affects the definition of subscriber preferences that should reflect the above. These comments should not be closed.
· Comment 46 is not at all addressed and can not be closed. The GSSM RD is not about subscription to services but about requirement on a subscription management enabler. Compatibility with OSS / BSS and therefore TMF specifications is essential (eToM, SID, TAM).These are not AD or specification issues these are fundamental requirements that the next stages must satisfy; even if how this is achieved may be for later stages.
· Comment 49 is not addressed and should not be closed. The comment indicated that the notion of subscription manipulation directly conflicts with the BSS responsible for managing this data and the OSS responsible for acting on the subscription changes (e.g. provisioning, activation…). Compatibility between GSSM and such system are essential requirements even if how this is achieved may be for later stages.

· Comment 54: As explained compatibility to OSS/BSS is something to require in the RD. It is a requirement item not for later stage that solely focuses on how the compatibility is ensured. The comment should not be closed till this is addressed.
· Comment 62 is not appropriately addressed. Section 4.1 mentions that “Subscription management operations are sources of potentially chargeable events”. This makes very little sense. Subscription management changes provisioning and activation of OSS/BSS responsible for charging and billing (and possibly the pricing for pre-rated charging request via charging enabler). However the chargeable events are at run time. Therefore the subscription management operations are not the sources of any chargeable events. The run time may generate them instead. This comment can’t be closed at this stage.

· Comment 66 is not addressed regarding the second part. It’ cant be closed until the relationship between OSS/BSS and GSSM is clarified as recommended.

· Comments 74/75 is not addressed and be left open. The relationship between GSSM and BSS matter because GSSM seems to manipulate data that is owned by BSS and for which data changes are supposed to be performed through very specific OSS/BSS flows to ensure consistency. It is essential that the GSSM RD identify that and guarantees that it requires consistency of the behaviour between GSSM and BSS when manipulating the same data. As explained regarding analysis of disposition of comments 33/34, the analysis and new text in section 4.3 does not address these issues of “compatibility” or “coherent behaviour” across OSS/BSS and GSSM. 

· Comments 082/088/090/092/093/109/116 have been brushed away and not addressed to the satisfaction of the reviewer until some text relates this to the OSS/BSS. We have explained above why this is not OK.

· Comment 098 is not addressed as all the data is in fact managed by the BSS. It should not be closed.

· Comment 126 is not addressed and may not be closed at this stage. As we explained it is essential to have requirements to cover the consistent coexistence between GSSM and OSS/BSS. The explanation is irrelevant. The issue is not about where the data is stored by who manages it and how to deal with assumption of side process associated to management operation by OSS/BSS when GSSM does the operation instead. 
· Comment 134/139/161 (part on OSS/BSS) have not been addressed and they may not be closed at this stage. This is a similar issue as comment 126. it should be clear that requiring consistent coexistence between GSSM and OSS/BSS is essential and within the scope of GSSM RD!
· The following comments are also affected by the issue of consistent coexistence between GSSM and OSS/BSS:

· 180

· 189

· 201

3.2 Proposed resolution and compromise as way forward on OSS/BSS issues
We propose adding in section 6.1 the following requirement:
HLF–X: 

· When GSSM manipulates data shared with an external system (e.g. OSS/BSS), the data changes MUST be consistent with data integrity rules and processes imposed by the external system..

HLF-X+1

· If GSSM manipulates data owned by external systems (e.g. OSS/BSS), the data changes MUST initiate the same flows in the external system as if the changes were performed by theexternal system itself.

3.2.3 Potential impact on RDRR

With such changes we would agree to close comments:

· 33

· 34

· 35

· 46

· 49

· 54

· 66
· 74

· 75

· 082

· 088

· 090

· 092

· 093

· 109

· 116
· 098

· 126

· 134

· 139

· 161

· 180

· 189

· 201

3.3 Proposed resolution on comment 61

Comment 61 can be closed if the text in section 4.1 is changed from “Subscription management operations are sources of potentially chargeable events” to “Subscription management operations may impact the details of related chargeable events”.
4 Intellectual Property Rights
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5 Recommendation

We recommend that GSSM group agrees to proposal in section 3.2. If it is the case, we agree with the closure of the comments and suggest closure of more comments as mentioned in section 3.2.1
We also suggest agreeing to the proposal in section 3.3 to accept closure of comment 61.
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