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1 Reason for Contribution

BT-MAE submitted the Browsing RD to REQ for informal review. No individual company comments were received by email or R&A. REQ has an action as a group to provide early feedback on this document to MAE.

2 Summary of Contribution

The contribution contains very few specific comments and the author’s opinion about the general considerations that can be found in the REQ Best Practices.

3 Detailed Proposal

Comments received while on the REQ call

· Title
· The Browsing Convergence may be more appropriate than Browsing Enhancement. Also, the “EnhancementPhaseTwo” is confusing for the RD name for Browsing 2.4. 

Recommendation: Consider the appropriate naming to avoid confusion. 

· Informal References

· The RME-AD appears both in Normative and Informative References

Recommendation: Delete the redundant RME-AD reference in Informative References.

· Actors, Stakeholders, Market Drivers etc:

· The different character name in each use case is confusing.
Recommendation: Consider using the consistent character name among use cases.

· Use Cases

· Remove the use case templates in 5.4 and 5.5 (There are only three use cases)

Recommendation: Consider editorial clean up.

· Functional Requirements
· The template-based requirements remain in 6.1.2, 6.1.3, 6.1.4, et al are confusing
Recommendation: Consider editorial clean-up for clarification.

· Typo: “cocvergence” in Section 6.1 Functional Requirements
Recommendation: Consider editorial fixes.

· What is the relation between RME-AD and SVG-T?
Recommendation: Consider the clarification.

Questions for consideration from REQ Best Practices annex on how to handle informal reviews.

· Scope and Introduction: 

· Does the scope/introduction fit the expectations given in the WID?

There is a single WID (Browsing Enhancements) which seems to result in several enabler releases (2.3 and 2.4 at least). The WID is not specific at all about what the expected enhancements to the Broswing enablers should be, but it does mention that one of the deliverables of the WID is a “roadmap” for enhancements and different enabler releases.

Recommendation: It would be useful to refer to that “roadmap” if it exists and explain the background of this RD, eg describe what are were the enhancements that were added in the previous release (2.3) and what are the expected additions in this new release (2.4).

· If this is a part of the WID, does the RD draft mentions phasing to cover the full intention of the WID?

See previous point. Another question that should be clarified is whether this v2.4 will cover everything in that WID that has not been covered yet or whether other enabler releases eg Browsing 2.5 are to be expected. In this case unaddressed areas to be covered in further releases should be mentioned.

Recommendation: clarify if some unaddressed areas will be covered in a further release of the enabler and if so, identify them.

· Actors, Stakeholders, Market Drivers etc:

· Does the RD contain a high-level picture? If so is it limited to the actors and stakeholders and their relationships?

The RD does not contain a high level picture. If this material was available in previous versions of the RD it would be advisable to include it here for clarity but this is not mandatory.

· The Actor Benefits section of a use case should give the reader some idea about the market drivers for the requirements to expect. Have the use cases adequately and clearly addressed the actor issues and benefits?

Recommendations:

· Be consistent in presenting issues and benefits for all actors included in the flows.

· Do not define actors that don’t take part of flows

· Do not define actors within the flow (eg don’t write “Jim, a content author in a content provider company …” but rather, define Jim as a content author in the actors section of the use case

· Consider providing extra work on the use cases to better illustrate the market benefits for end users, service providers, application developers and content authors.

· Not expected to be complete, but: ( Do the requirements clearly identify the actions/operations by the actors from which the interfaces/functional components can be identified in OMA work following the RD phase??

No issue identified / Not applicable

· Re-use of enablers, earlier versions, backward compatibility:

· If the enabler is a new version of an existing enabler, is backwards compatibility assumed? If so are those components/features requiring backwards compatibility identified in the RD?

Recommendation: Consider whether backwards compatibility requires explicit requirements.

· Are requirements that create a dependency on other enablers or underlying network resources clearly marked, e.g. through use of normative references?

External/Internal references are used. No issue identified

· If certain requirements are to be enabled by other service enablers or system components are they worded correctly? E.g. “SHALL permit suitable mechanisms”.

No issue identified

· Are any of the requirements outside the scope of the enabler, or focused on a service rather than the service enabler?

No issue identified

· From the special checklist:

· Identify any dependency on other enablers or WGs. Identify use cases which are likely to require support by other enablers.  Indicate whether the work on the other enablers is already ongoing.

· Identify any aspects which could be re-used by other enablers.

· Identify any requirements which are likely to impact other enablers.

No issue identified (the goal of the RD seems to be identifying such dependencies)

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

REQ should review and discuss the material in section 3, decide if it is appropriate as REQ feedback to BT-MAE and identify specific issues (if any) which should be considered individual company feedback. REQ is ultimately requested to agree these recommendations and provide them as REQ feedback to BT-MAE.
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