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1. Instructions

Review comments should be collected and aggregated into a single review report.  This will facilitate efforts to resolve issues:

· If the review involves more than one document (e.g. ERP), use a separate table for each document.

· Avoid changing Comments once drafts have been published – source of possible confusion.

· The Type column should indicate 'E' for Editorial comment or 'T' for Technical comment

2. Review Information

2.1 OMA Groups Involved

	Name Of Group
	Role
	Invited
	Comments Provided

	Requirements
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Architecture
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Security
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	IOP
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	XXX
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	<add others as appropriate>
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	


2.2 Review History

	Review Type
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	Review Method
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	Full Document Id

	Select: Full /
	2007.03.09
	Select: F2F 
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	Select: Full /
	2007-03-27
	ConfCall
	REQ GSSM AHG
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	Select: Full /
	2007-04-19
	ConfCalls and F2F
	REQ GSSM AHG
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	ConfCall
	REQ GSSM AHG
	OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D

	Select: Full /
	2007-05-29
	ConfCall
	REQ GSSM AHG
	OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D

	Select: Full /
	2007-06-06
	ConfCall
	REQ GSSM AHG
	OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D

	Select: Full /
	2007-06-12
	ConfCall
	REQ GSSM AHG
	OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D


3. Review Comments

3.1 <doc ref>

	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2007.03.23
	T + Process
	All + Process
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc > and R&A

Comment: Oracle has logged an objection to approval in R&A of document and therefore start of the formal review. 

“We object to agreeing to document OMA-REQ-2007-0039-INP_GSSM_RD_For_Formal_Review because it proposes to initiate GSSM RD formal review. As we could not attend the REQ CC, we take advantage of the notice posted by the REQ chair notifying that the proposal to put in formal review is in R&A (see recommendations of OMA-REQ-2007-0039-INP_GSSM_RD_For_Formal_Review). After GSSM presented its answers in San Francisco to the ARC CBCS questions, it became clear that there are many fundamental open issues around the notions subscription validation and its relationship to OSE, The overlap with TMF work, the function duplications with BSS and relationship with charging. As a result a detailed presentation to ARC was scheduled. At this call none of the issues were resolved. It is clear that multiple companies are concerned about these issues and ARC recognized the need to resolve on its side some of these issues. Proposals like OMA-ARC-2007-0051-INP_Remove_Section_6.1.1.2_from_GSSM_RD and OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0030-CR_Remove_Section_6.1.1.2_from_GSSM_RD were submitted as a result. They (especially OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0030-CR_Remove_Section_6.1.1.2_from_GSSM_RD) has not been addressed and despite such issues and flagrant need to address the divergent view, GSSM is now proposed for formal review. It is not in a state that warrants such a review and review will only be longer and complex if pursued this way. We recommend that GSSM discusses and address these issues before going for formal RD review. We recommend that REQ therefore asks GSSM AHG to first resolve these issues internally.”

Proposed Change: 

We recommend that this formal review be rather treated as an informal review. Comments can be treated but we first address other issues before what could be expected as a much shorter R&A.

Considering that the R&A has completes today without consensus, we demand in any case that the ambiguity between the R&A on the request to have review and the period of comments be resolved by extending the review period by two weeks.
	Status: CLOSED

OMA-ARC-2007-0051-INP_Remove_Section_6.1.1.2_from_GSSM_RD and OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0030 did not gain consensus in the ARC WG due to the nature of the comments being AD related not RD related. Therefore this comment is closed on this basis and also that it was agreed on the REQ reflector that if considered appropriate (e.g. if dramatic changes to the spirit of the RD are agreed as a result of those concerns) a second round formal review period can be requested.
See also resolution to A152

	A002
	2007.03.23
	E
	General
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP Doc

Comment: General comment: Capitalization for headings is not consistent.

Proposed Change: Make it consistent.
	Status: CLOSED
Editorial comment agreed. Editor to do a general check of RD

	A003
	2007.03.23
	E
	1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: 

Proposed Change: 

See attached file: 

-To change GSSM enabler to service subscription management for value added services.

To change word manipulation to handling

To change data storage to information. 
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as proposed. Also, 2nd proposal will close A014 from Siemens (manipulation -> handling). 
Also agreed to change Subscription or Un-subscription to ‘subscribe or unsubscribe’ (1st sub-bullet)



	A004
	`
	T
	1.0
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  subscription validation is an action that the PE of OSE does.  We should not define a new enabler to do that same job.

Proposed Change: remove the validation function from GSSM, throughout doc
	Status: CLOSED

See resolution to comment A001 and A152

	A005
	20 March 2007
	
	1
	Source: CMCC
Form: OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D


· Service subscription validation
Questions to English native speakers: Is “verification” or “check” more appropriate than “validation”? 

Suggestion:

If so, we may need a replacement within the whole document.
	Status: CLOSED

Scope and definitions are unambiguous on Subscription validation. It was agreed that it is unnecessary to change validation to checking 

	A006
	2007.03.23
	T
	1
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 

We believe however that this definition differs from the definition (use of term evaluate) and usage throughout the rest of the document where it seems to also include PDP or policy enforcement functions. 

We disagree with giving to the definition of validation any notion beyond: returning status of subscription and possibly meta data about the subscription to allow evaluation or enforcement by the GSSM requester
Proposed Change: 

Update explanation in section 1 for validation:

Update second sub-bullet to say: 

· Service subscription validation

· Providing information about the existence of service subscription for any service requests

· Providing information to support the consistency of a service request and corresponding subscription by checking whether the service request complies with subscription parameters set in service subscription profile

	Status: CLOSED

See resolution to comment A001 and A152

	A007
	2007.03.23
	T
	all
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The use of validation is not consistent throughout document  
Proposed Change: 

Ensure consistency with proposed resolution of comment 4.


	Status: CLOSED

Not agreed. See A006.

	A008
	20 March 2007
	
	1
	Source: CMCC
Form: OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D


· Checking the consistency of a service request and corresponding subscription by checking whether the service request complies with subscription parameters set in service subscription profile

Suggestion:

“subscription  parameters” -> “subscription specific parameters”

	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as: “checking whether the service request complies with subscription specific parameters set in the service subscription profile”.

	A009
	22 Mar 2007
	T
	1
	Source: Siemens+Nokia
Form: doc #0031
Comment:

"Checking the consistency of a service request and corresponding subscription by checking whether the service request complies with subscription parameters set in service subscription profile” 
How can GSSM validate the consistency of a service request? Only the application/enabler that provides the service can validate this and GSSM can only validate if there is an appropriate subscription to this service
Proposed Change: 

Change to:

“Authorisation of a service request by checking whether the service request complies with subscription parameters set in service subscription profile”
	Status: CLOSED

See A009 

	A010
	20 March 2007
	
	1
	Source: CMCC
Form: OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D

· Service subscription notification and confirmation

Suggestion:

Should be “Service subscription provisioning”

	Status: CLOSED

This bullet is not about provisioning – but notification - proposal not agreed.

	A011
	2007.03.23
	T
	1
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Regarding third bullet, it seems that the GSSM in general often may not be bale to make the change (e.g. if this is performed by the BSS). So it can not notify of a change but only notify of a request and expect confirmation if the change has take place or not.
Proposed Change: 

Add a sub-bullet that states:

“making request of subscription changes to other entities and receiving confirmation of success or  failure”


	Status: CLOSED

No Action.

It is considered an intrinsic function of GSSM to be able to make changes to subscriptions. If the service subscription data is located in other resources, GSSM could make a request to change the subscription.

	A012
	20 March 2007
	
	1
	Source: CMCC
Form: OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D

Last paragraph:
“Scope” section is the top section of RD document. 

Suggestion:

The general description of GSSM functions should be moved to a sub-section in Section 4: introduction

	Status: CLOSED
See OMA-REQ-GSSM-0041.

	A013
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  does GSSM apply to enabler subscriptions, or also to services?  First sentence refers to “services” yet second refers to enablers.  This confusion is throughout the doc.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED 
GSSM applies to Service Subscriptions and not Enabler Subscriptions.

It was agreed to clarify the 2nd sentence of section 1 as follows:

“The focus is on the functional requirements that are generic to all OMA service enablers and which could be re-used by those enablers which require subscription management functions”

	A014
	22 Mar 2007
	T
	1
	Source: Siemens+Nokia

Form: doc #0031
Comment: 

“Dynamic manipulation” 
What is meant with dynamic here? In addition this term is only used here and in the appendix. When looking at the requirements, they talk about management
Proposed Change: 

Delete “Dynamic” and replace “manipulation” with “management”.
	Status: CLOSED

See A003.

	A015
	2007.03.23
	T
	1
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: What is ”dynamic” manipulation? Any manipulation is dynamic!
Proposed Change: 

Add a definition or explain.


	Status: CLOSED
See A003

	A016
	2007.03.23
	T
	1
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The scope should mention how the dynamic manipulation of subscriber data.

Clearly some of these will have to be synched with BSS&OSS if they are “contract affecting” from a CRM perspective. Contract affecting means that the change made is of relevance from a BSS and OSS perspective. Examples are: creates a one-time or changes recurring charges that should go on invoice (non just rated usage) or have impact to the “installed asset/base” repository in CRM to enable accurate trouble ticketing & problem resolution functionality.

Furthermore, if the subscription is expected to initiated OSS or BSS sequences of processes or actions, any corresponding operation performed by GSSM MUST ensure that it initiates the corresponding sequences of actions (i.e. flows) without resulting into duplications.
Proposed Change: 

There is a need for a strong statement that the manipulation of subscription data that may be also manipulated by the OSS or BSS will be done in a way that is coordinated and consistent with the OSS / BSS.
	Status: : CLOSED

Agreed to clarify interaction with external systems (e.g. BSS/OSS) by adding new requirements as proposed in OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0049R01-INP_Proposal_Fix_BSS_issues.

	A017
	2007.03.23
	T
	1
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 

We believe that we miss a statement that the subscription information may be provided by other systems and therefore GSSM essentially abstract these systems for the application and allows retrieval of the information about the subscription and associated meta data (e.g. for validation).

Proposed Change: 

Add a main bullet to that effect.

	Status: CLOSED 
No Action.

Such a statement already exists (in Introduction).



	A018
	2007.03.23
	T
	2.2.
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: We recommend more informative reference, SID is not enough

One to TMF in general

One to eTOM

One to TAM

Proposed Change: 

Add references
	Status: CLOSED

The need to mention the specifications referenced here was not agreed. The existing section 2.2 only includes references that are mentioned in the document. 

	A019
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	3.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  last sentence says the whole doc is informative, but 6. is normative

Proposed Change: delete last sentence
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed as proposed.

	A020
	2007.03.23
	E
	3.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP Doc

Comment: Definitions are not in alphabetical order

Proposed Change: Sort definitions alphabetically.
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as proposed.

	A021
	23 Mar 2007
	E
	3.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  alphabetize the dictionary terms

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as proposed. 

	A022
	2007.03.23
	T
	3.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: 

Comment: Definitions of Service contains unnecessary reference to charging.

Proposed Change: See the attached file: Remove charging related sentence from the definition. 
	Status: CLOSED

No Action.
Proposed change deviates from OMA Dictionary.

	A023
	22 Mar 2007
	T
	3
	Source: Siemens+Nokia
Form: doc #0031
Comment: 

Definition of "Service" is different from the OMA Dictionary. GSSM interacts other OMA enablers which use the definition in OMA Dictionary. Changing definition would cause unexpected misunderstanding.

Proposed Change: 

See [OMA-DICT].

Use definition from OMA Dictionary or write a CR to the OMA Dictionary to change that definition
	Status: CLOSED. 

Agreed to align to OMA Dictionary.

	A024
	2007.03.23
	T
	3.2 
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The definition of service should be updated. 

Portfolio of offering is not rigorous. If needed relate to the terminologies use by TMF or PSA Catalyst (Product Service Assembly)

Proposed Change: 

A product made available by a service provider, which principals may subscribe to and be optionally charged for.  A service may involve any combination any resources.
	Status: CLOSED

See A023 

	A025
	2007.03.23
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 

Is the definition of service consistent with TMF definitions?
Proposed Change: 

Check with TMF and use or update to be consistent with TMF definition
	Status: CLOSED
See A023/A024

	A026
	2007.03.23
	T
	3.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: 

Comment: Definition of Subscriber: Are these subscriptions not part of the subscription mentioned in the previous section? It also does not bring anything to the definition of it. (See the attached file.) 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED
See A027

Note it was agreed to move second sentence of definition to Introduction (2nd paragraph of 4.2).
Requirement about “…registering authorized user(s) for using the service…” is already covered by existing requirement SSO-3.

	A027
	22 Mar 2007
	T
	3
	Source: Siemens+Nokia
Form: doc #0031
Comment: 

Definition of "Subscriber" is different from the OMA Dictionary. GSSM interacts other OMA enablers which use the definition in OMA Dictionary. Changing definition would cause unexpected misunderstanding.

Proposed Change: 

"See [OMA-DICT]."

Use definition from OMA Dictionary or write a CR to the OMA Dictionary to change that definition
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as proposed. 

	A028
	2007.03.23
	T
	3.2


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  Definition of subscriber is not clear. A subscriber is often not “engaged” in most part of the subscription process.

Proposed Change: 

Update definition: a subscriber is a principal known by the service provider and who may be entitled to use service under contractual business agreements
	Status: CLOSED

No Action

The group believes that both the OMA dictionary and proposed text are aligned with TMF. The group prefers to align with the OMA dictionary.

	A029
	2007.03.23
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Is the definition of subscriber consistent with TMF definitions?
Proposed Change: 

Check with TMF and use or update to be consistent with TMF definition
	Status: CLOSED
See A028

	A030
	2007.03.23
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 

Is subscriber a notion related to Service provider or to a service or both? How to distinguish then? 

Proposed Change: Clarify or make sure the whole document is consistently using these terms…
	Status: CLOSED

It was agreed that further clarification is not required as definition and section 4.2 are both clear that Subscriber applies to both Service Provider and Service

	A031
	2007.03.23
	
	3.2


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: One would expect a clearer relationship with subscriber… What is the difference?

Proposed Change: 

Clarify 

	Status: CLOSED

See A030

	A032
	2007.03.23
	E
	3.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP Doc

Comment: Definitions of Subscription Profile is not well structured.

Proposed Change: Rewording. (See the attached file.) 
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed as proposed in OMA-REQ-2007-0042-INP_GSSM_RD_Formal_Review_comments_from_Ericsson

	A033
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	3.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  definition of “subscription profile” includes lots of information that is NOT maintained by the GSSM enabler.  Some of the data will be maintained by the service (eg hours that it is valid), subscriber info (in BSS or HSS), etc.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

See A032
Agreed to clarify interaction with external systems (e.g. BSS/OSS) by adding new requirements as proposed in OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0049R01-INP_Proposal_Fix_BSS_issues.

	A034
	2007.03.23
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The definition of subscription profile should allow relation to SID, customer data hub etc as met at TMF. Is it derived from it or different?

Proposed Change: 

Clarify
	Status: CLOSED

The relationship between Subscription Profile and TMF is described in 4.3. 
Note also, a specific definition of ‘Subscription Profile’ in the TMF documents could not be found.
Agreed to clarify interaction with external systems (e.g. BSS/OSS) by adding new requirements as proposed in OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0049R01-INP_Proposal_Fix_BSS_issues.

	A035
	2007.03.23
	T
	3.2


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The subscriber and the high level view of the subscription will be related to customer hub as they are stored there together with attributes that are relevant to store for BSS and OSS purposes. More level information that is used only by the production environment and not “contract affecting” will not be requiring synch with customer hub (passwords, mail auto forward settings etc.) If too low level information is kept in CRM it becomes impossible to keep it up to date as low level production type settings can be changed very frequently and through many channels not going through BSS.

Proposed Change: Therefore we recommend that the subscriber profile clearly details these differences so that GSSM can  model a distinction between BSS information and additional meta data provided by GSSM but not described by SID etc
	Status: CLOSED

The GSSM RD does not use the term ‘Subscriber profile’.

A high level description of Subscription Profile is already provided in 4.3
Agreed to clarify interaction with external systems (e.g. BSS/OSS) by adding new requirements as proposed in OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0049R01-INP_Proposal_Fix_BSS_issues.

	A036
	2007.03.23
	T
	3.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP Doc

Comment: Definitions of Service Subscription Provisioning mentions User/subscriber. 

Proposed Change: Replace with principal. (See the attached file.) 
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as proposed in OMA-REQ-2007-0042-INP_GSSM_RD_Formal_Review_comments_from_Ericsson

	A037
	2007.03.23
	T
	3.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP Doc

Comment: Definitions of Service Preferences is missing.

Proposed Change: Add definition. (See attached file.) 
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as proposed in OMA-REQ-2007-0042-INP_GSSM_RD_Formal_Review_comments_from_Ericsson

	A038
	2007.03.23
	T
	3.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP Doc

Comment: Definitions of Subscription Validation mentions limits defined in the Subscription Profile.

Proposed Change: Use “in accordance with the Subscription Profile” instead. (See the attached file.) 
	Status: CLOSED

No change required. Existing definition is aligned with the 3GPP definition of Subscription Preferences.

	A039
	2007.03.23
	T
	3.2 + All
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 

We have a major problem with the use of subscription validation.

We recommend to use two distinction concept:

- The notion of providing the information about the subscription and associated meta data
- The notion of using the subscription data and meta data to perform policy evaluation or enforcement.

The first is done by GSSM. The second is done by GSSM requester or other actors, not by GSSM

The current definition of GSSM to make it behave as an evaluation point is not acceptable. Evaluation as well as enforcement is performed by the requester.

This must be updated
Proposed Change: 

- Update definition to introduce both concepts

- Update whole document to appropriate use the correct terminology and distinguish what is done by GSSM and by the requester.
	Status: CLOSED

See A001 and A152

	A040
	2007.03.23
	T
	3.2 + All
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Definition of subscription evaluation indicates because of the notion of evaluation that GSSM plays role of PE and PEEM. This is not appropriate
Proposed Change: Restrict  definition to ensure that GSSM only provides data on subscription and meta data and does not perform any task that would be done by PE or PEEM. 

Update whole document to ensure this is consistent in eh whole document
	Status: CLOSED

 See A001 and A152 

	A041
	22 Mar 2007
	T
	3
	Source: Siemens+Nokia
Form: doc #0031
Comment: 

Definition of "User" is different from the OMA Dictionary. GSSM interacts other OMA enablers which use the definition in OMA Dictionary. Changing definition would cause unexpected misunderstanding.

Proposed Change: 

"See [OMA-DICT]."

Use definition from OMA Dictionary or write a CR to the OMA Dictionary to change that definition
	Status: CLOSED
Proposal not agreed. OMA DICT refers to ‘entities’. Principal is preferred because it includes a group of individuals.

	A042
	2007.03.23
	T
	3.2
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: While we are Ok with definition of content provider, why isn’t it also there also a definition of third party service provider? 
Proposed Change: We recommend adding.
	Status: CLOSED

No Action.

The inclusion of third party service provider is not justified as such an actor is not mentioned in any of the use cases.

	A043
	2007.03.23
	T
	3.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP Doc

Comment: Definitions of Related Resource is missing.

Proposed Change: Add definition. (See the attached file.) 
	Status: CLOSED
No Action.

Not necessary to have a separate definition for ‘Related Resource’ as definition for ‘Resource’ is already in the RD (OMA-DICT).



	A044
	2007.03.23
	E
	4
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP Doc

Comment: Introduction section mentions GSSM.

Proposed Change: Use generic description. (See the attached file.) 
	Status: CLOSED 
Agreed as proposed in OMA-REQ-2007-0042-INP_GSSM_RD_Formal_Review_comments_from_Ericsson

	A045
	20 March 2007
	
	4
	Source: CMCC
Form: OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D

1st  paragraph, 1st sentence:

This sentence is talking about general scope of the RD document.

Suggestion:

move to the scope section

	Status: CLOSED
No action. See A044 and A012.

	A046
	2007.03.23
	T
	4
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Regarding ” Prior to the definition of the GSSM enabler, the management of service subscription information was not specified in OMA in a generic manner. The goals of the GSSM enabler are to deliver the following benefits”,

GSSM should not perform the TMF BSS functions! At least for full management! 

We don’t think OMA needs to cover all aspects of service management but it is good if OMA points out all relevant use cases for the OMA context, both towards BSS-OSS and HSS type subscriber repositories. These must then be done in a consistent / coordinated manner with these systems preferably via delegation of actions and virtual view of the resulting repositories!
Proposed Change: Update to reflect comment
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed to clarify interaction with external systems (e.g. BSS/OSS) by adding new requirements as proposed in OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0049R01-INP_Proposal_Fix_BSS_issues.

	A047
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  the term “service provider” encompasses the class of operators, so not necessary to mention operators in addition to service providers – lots of places in doc

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED 
No Action.
The group is happy to make this distinction because the Service Provider may or may not be the Operator

	A048
	2007.03.23
	T
	4


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The sub-bullet on “to manage subscriber identity, subscriptions” seems Not consistent with profile definition or scope. 
Proposed Change: Make it consistent
	Status: CLOSED

See Changes agreed to A044.

	A049
	2007.03.23
	T
	4
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: First sub-bullet: How does it relate to BSS and identities? 

Proposed Change: 

Remove the words or tone done (e.g. state that CPM will allow users to move from using one communication channel to another more easily.
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed to clarify interaction with external systems (e.g. BSS/OSS) by adding new requirements as proposed in OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0049R01-INP_Proposal_Fix_BSS_issues.

	A050
	2007.03.23
	T
	4
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Billing is wrong. That is pure BSS information. 

If one type or recurring charges are affected then that would be contract affecting and needs to go via BSS as it can affect bundles, contracts etc. that are not known to run time. 

f it just usage then that would be catered for through charging enabler so billing is a bit wrong here…

Proposed Change: 

If you want to mention indicate that GSSM could provide an information about billing charging or rating obtained from the BSS.
	Status: CLOSED

See Changes agreed to A044.

	A051
	2007.03.23
	T
	4
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: First bullet: to manage subscriptions is way too strong. 

Doing so overlaps with BSS and will create inconsistencies. It will also most probably create inconsistencies with HSS.
Proposed Change: 

Referring to comment made before limit management to:

· data not managed by OSS/BSS

· delegate manage to OSS/BSS for data managed by them
	Status: CLOSED

See Changes agreed to A044.

	A052
	2007.03.23
	T
	4


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 
First bullet: ensure that billing does not result into double charging:

Charging by GSSM and charging by OSS/BSS
Proposed Change: 

Clarify.
	Status: CLOSED

No Action. ‘Billing’ is now removed, see changes agreed to A044.

	A053
	2007.03.23
	T
	4


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: First bullet: billing is not consistent with profile def or scope so far…
Proposed Change: 

Clarify
	Status: CLOSED

No Action. ‘Billing’ is now removed, see changes agreed to A044.

	A054
	2007.03.23
	T
	4


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Second bullet: Relation to BSS?

Proposed Change: 

Clarify

Indicate distinction between OSS/BSS managed data and other. Preference can fit as “other”.
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed to clarify interaction with external systems (e.g. BSS/OSS) by adding new requirements as proposed in OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0049R01-INP_Proposal_Fix_BSS_issues.

	A055
	2007.03.23
	E
	4.1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP Doc

Comment: Section 4.1.

Proposed Change: Use principal instead of subscriber plus other editorial changes. (See the attached file.) 
	Status: CLOSED 
Agreed to change ‘subscriber’ to ‘principal’

Change from ‘customization’ to ‘adaptation’ not agreed.

All other changes agreed.

	A056
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	4.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  first bullet should say that “principal is permitted”.  If person is subscriber, then has already subscribed

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as proposed. 

	A057
	2007.03.23
	T
	4.1
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: First bullet: Isn’t that in BSS and mostly credit validation, if account exists etc? How can this be done by GSSSM?
Other evaluation / enforcement are done by PE/PEEM
Proposed Change: 

Rephrase as delegation to OSS/BSS of verifications managed by OSS/BSS (e.g. credit check). 

Explain the rest (run time related evaluations or enforcements: i.e. am I authenticated etc…) is provided by PE/PEEM not by GSSM
	Status: CLOSED

Change 1st bullet to:

· New Service Subscription: by checking if a subscriber is permitted to subscribe to a service
Note also, subscription validation is covered by SV-4.

For second part of comment, see resolution to A001.

	A058
	2007.03.23
	T
	4.1
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: First sentence: Service subscription only describes a part of the commercial relationship between subscriber and operator so I think this statement is too strong.
Proposed Change: 

Clarify
	Status: CLOSED

No Action.

The text is consistent with OMA-DICT. 

	A059
	2007.03.23
	T
	4.1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP Doc

Comment: Section 4.1 Unclear what “Major reference for charging” means.

Proposed Change: Clarify. 
	Status: CLOSED
Change 3rd bullet to:

· Charging: Subscription management operations are sources of potentially chargeable events.


	A060
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	4.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  don’t understand wording of 3rd bullet – “major reference”?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED
See A059.

	A061
	2007.03.03
	T
	4.1
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 

Third bullet (on charging): What does the sentence mean?
Proposed Change: 

Rephrase into meaningful sentence
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed to change proposed in OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0049R01-INP_Proposal_Fix_BSS_issues:

“Subscription management operations may impact the details of related chargeable events”

	A062
	2007.03.23
	T
	4.1 
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Third bullet (on charging): Charging can not be a GSSM function. As explained this is a function that must be delegated to application, PE/PEEM or OSS/BSS.

GSSM should only allow you to ask information about charging (e.g. what is the rate at this time).
Proposed Change: 

Update accordingly
	Status: CLOSED 
Note, 3rd bullet only states that chargeable events may be generated as a result of subscription management operations.

Note that Charging is not expected to be a GSSM function. However, the charging entity could be included as a 'related Resource' as mentioned in other requirements.



	A063
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	4.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  bullet 4 makes no sense.  How does choosing SP set the preferences?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED
Service Delivery: depending on the service provider choices, some service…

	A064
	2007.03.23
	T
	4.1 
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Fourth bullet on service delivery: rephrase to express that it is service specific subscriber information 9e.g. settings, preferences, history)…
Proposed Change: 

Rephrase
	Status: CLOSED
No Action.
The text is about ‘service subscription information’ not ‘service specific subscriber information’.

	A065
	2007.03.23
	T
	4.1


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Four first bullets. Make sure that these are information about the subscriptions not evaluation or enforcement (i.e. processing) of the workflows. These are to be done by the requester or delegated to OSS/BSS when related to information managed  by OSS/BSS.
Proposed Change: 

Rephrase accordingly. Today it seems to include evaluation and enforcement steps.
	Status: CLOSED

No Action. See A001 and A152.

How the BSS is re-used/interfaced-with/collaborated-with is not identified at RD stage

	A066
	2007.03.23
	T
	4.1


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Same comment to last paragraph
Proposed Change: 

Rephrase to ensure that we have clear limitation of the scope to returning subscription information and meta data and:

-not performing evaluation or enforcement

- Not managing directly data managed by OSS/BSS but rather delegating to OSS/BSS.
	Status: CLOSED

See A001 and A152.

Agreed to clarify interaction with external systems (e.g. BSS/OSS) by adding new requirements as proposed in OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0049R01-INP_Proposal_Fix_BSS_issues.

	A067
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	4.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  First para after the bullets makes no sense – service availability is not affected by individual subscriptions.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

Rephrase this sentence to:

Service subscription includes (among other pieces of information like service customizations and other subscription parameters), the subscribed service(s) that are available to a principal.


	A068
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	4.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  dashed line in figure is misleading – there is no communication between principal and “other authorized principals”

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED
No Action.

The figure only represents the relationships between Actors and does not show communication flows.

	A069
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	4.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  under Figure, don’t use “SP/CP” since CP is an instance of SP

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

No Action 
The majority of use cases for clarity, list CP’s and SP’s as separate entities.

	A070
	2007.03.23
	T
	4.2


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Clarify and be rigorous on role between user and subscribers. The distinction is underqualified
Proposed Change: 

Clarify
	Status: CLOSED

No Action.

‘User’ is defined as per OMA-DICT.

2nd pragragh adequately identifies this relationship. 

See also A026, proposal to move part of definition to this section

	A071
	2007.03.23
	E
	4.3
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP Doc

Comment: 4.3. 

Proposed Change: Proposed better wording. (See the attached file.) 
	Status: CLOSED

Changes to 4.3 in OMA-REQ-2007-0042-INP_GSSM_RD_Formal_Review_comments_from_Ericsson are agreed except the removal of the following two sentences:

“GSSM scope relates to Service Subscription aspects, therefore the Enabler requirements only apply when the Subscription Profile is involved.  In particular if a given Service Preference has no impact on the Subscription (i.e. is not part of the Subscription Profile), then managing this Service Preference is out of GSSM scope.”

	A072
	2007.03.23
	T
	4.3


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: 
Regarding: “and related subscription specific parameters, preferences and/or service usage constraints.”)”

Are we sure we don’t confuse subscription preference with service meta data and related run time preferences?
Proposed Change: 

Clarify. 

As explained earlier distinguish data managed by OSS (e.g. HSS) /BSS (e.g. CRM) from other data.
	Status: CLOSED

No Action.

See A071 (this sentence is removed) 

	A073
	2007.03.23
	T
	4.3


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: regarding: “Contains the service preferences chosen for a user. Each user configures his preferences for a particular subscribed service, but only within the limits defined by the Subscription.”) “

What does it mean and how relate to service data and BSS settings? 
Proposed Change: 

Clarify in ways consistent with comments made before
	Status: CLOSED

No Action.

See A071 (this sentence is removed)

	A074
	2007.03.23
	T
	4.3


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Regarding “which Service Preferences should be part of the Subscription Profile or not, because it all depends on the business choice of the service provider with regards to which Service Preferences have to go into the scope of the commercial relationship with the subscriber or not”

This depends on what the BSS handles or not… 
Proposed Change: 

Rephrase to make sure that any data manipulated directly by GSSM is consistently done / coordinated with OSS/BSS for any data managed by OSS/BSS 
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed to clarify interaction with external systems (e.g. BSS/OSS) by adding new requirements as proposed in OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0049R01-INP_Proposal_Fix_BSS_issues.

Generally, the group does not see why GSSM requirements should depend on what a specific BSS could handle.

	A075
	2007.03.23
	T
	4.3


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Regarding “A subscription describes the commercial relationship between the subscriber and the service provider.”).  For example, a Service Preference that will not be considered as a Subscription Profile for a service provider X (“I want to receive a news update on my phone every hour”), may actually be part of the Subscription Profile for a service provider Y  --for example because the subscriber has explicitly subscribed (i.e. commercial relationship between the subscriber and the service provider ) to news update being pushed every hour.”

Ok so service meta data s in profile.  Correct? That’s ok. It’s not BSS subscription data…. It’s for me service / run time preferences I am ok with this but we need to make sure that this is how we understand it in GSSM: GSSM manage itself only that data not the one managed by OSS/BSS
Proposed Change: 

Clarify as needed. Ensure is consistent with this. the rest of document 


	Status: CLOSED

 See A074

	A076
	2007.03.23
	T
	4.3


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Regarding: This approach is aligned with the TMF SID model [TMF GB922v6], which defines both a “Product” and “Service” business entity.  The Subscription Profile relates to the SID “Product” business entity, while the “Service Preferences” relates to the “Service” one.  The defined relationship “Product” – “Service” in the TMF model makes possible to have some Service Preferences being part of the Subscription Profile, while others are not.  The section B.1 in Appendix provides further details on the service subscription data models compatibility.”

Question is some of the user preference outside the BSS user preference or subscription profile? If yes then that is what GSSM may create and manage if not then GSSM can not create / manage it. It must be done via BSS … In RD we must state that this is delegated to BSS. 

The overlap between BSS and GSSM should be as small as possible to minimize the complexity and risk for inconsistency as well as duplication of logic. In my mind the best is if GSSM is a more detailed extension of the BSS installed asset having a minimal overlap only where absolutely required. For the rest it shows view of OSS/BSS data and delegate manipulation to OSS/BSS.
Proposed Change: 

Update text accordingly.

Ensure document is consistent with this view. 
	Status: CLOSED

 See A074/A075


	A077
	2007.03.23
	T
	4.3


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: regarding 
This section only relates to Service Specific Parameters without impacting other elements of the Subscription Profile, such as subscriber, service, user(s), status of the subscription.
What does it mean?
Proposed Change: 

Remove this text
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as proposed 

	A078
	2007.03.23
	E
	4
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: It misss a discussion of TMF subscription management. 

Proposed Change:
Relate to TMF subscription management

Add also corresponding references in the right section
	Status: CLOSED

No Action

Section 4.3 together with Appendix already describes the relationship with TMF.

	A079
	2007.03.23
	T
	4


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: It misses a discussion of 3GPP subscription management. 

Proposed Change:
Relate to 3GPP subscription management

Add also corresponding references in the right section (e.g. GUP)
	Status: CLOSED
See OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0051R02-INP_User_Profile_and_Subscription_management_models_analysis

	A080
	2007.03.23
	T
	4


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: It misses a discussion of TISPAN subscription management. 

Proposed Change:
Relate to TISPAN subscription management 

Add also corresponding references in the right section
	Status: CLOSED
See OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0051R02-INP_User_Profile_and_Subscription_management_models_analysis

	A081
	2007.03.23
	E
	5
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP Doc

Comment: Chapter 5.

Proposed Change: Several editorial changes on the wording in the use cases. (See the attached file.) 
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed to implement editorial changes to this section only in OMA-REQ-2007-0042-INP_GSSM_RD_Formal_Review_comments_from_Ericsson


	A082
	2007.03.23
	T
	5.1


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  

In this use case I think it looks like GSSM is doing all fulfilment and nothing is done through BSS-OSS. I think the order fulfilment/provisioning solution in BSS-OSS should take care of the upper parts in this use case and then invoke for GSSM for more low level logic specific to the SDP domain.

For example in step 2, we overlap with BSS. Without showing / explaining the BSS I am not OK with this use case. It MUST explain that this is done by BSS or with BSS. Unless if it is assume not managed by BSS and in that case that must be *explicitly stated* as an assumption in the use case!

This needs to be made in line with or through BSS if this news feed is not only regarded as usage within the boundaries of the base subscription James subscribes to in BSS. To me the fact that it says in the beginning of the use case that “James agrees to pays for the service” indicates that he is really placing an order for a new service, not just using one, and that definitely needs to create an order in BSS.
So even if caveat is made about BSS we need an alternate flow that explains what happens when OSS/BSS is there and BSS manages this information.
Proposed Change: 

Fix whole use case to fit this comment
	Status: CLOSED

It is was agreed by the group that it is premature to change the Use Cases/Informative text unless the proposed change has a demonstrated impact on the requirements or is editorial in nature.
Agreed to clarify interaction with external systems (e.g. BSS/OSS) by adding new requirements as proposed in OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0049R01-INP_Proposal_Fix_BSS_issues.

	A083
	20 March 2007
	
	5.1.5
	Source: CMCC

Form: OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D


Figure 3  –
We do not prevent service portal to be an application server with/without a client. 

Suggestion: 

Change Service portal ( service system or service platform. 

Contributions should be made for checking the consistency in this use cases and following use cases.

	Status: CLOSED 
It was agreed by the group that it is premature to change the Use Cases/Informative text unless the proposed change has a demonstrated impact on the requirements or is editorial in nature.

	A084
	20 March 2007
	
	5.1.5
	Source: CMCC
Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D


Step 1, 2nd sentence:
Therefore James is interested in trying the service.


Suggest:
James initiates a service subscription on the service system.


	Status: CLOSED

Agreed to change as follows:

“James initiates a service subscription on the service portal”.


	A085
	20 March 2007
	
	5.1.5
	Source: CMCC
Form: OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D

Step 2:
James subscribes the digital newspaper service on GSSM via the service portal,


Suggestion:
The service system sends the service subscription requests to GSSM, with the delivery time of the digitial news paper set to 8 am every morning.


	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as: 
“The service portal sends the service subscription requests to GSSM, with the delivery time of the digital news paper set to 8 am every morning.”

	A086
	20 March 2007
	
	5.1.5
	Source: CMCC
Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
Step 3:
GSSM sends a notification about the James’ subscription to BeijingMobileInfo.com.


Is this step a part of service subscription provisioning?

Suggestion:

Add a note for this concern or modify the 4th step as “other service subscription provisioning take place”.


	Status: CLOSED 

No action

It was agreed by the group that it is premature to change the Use Cases/Informative text unless the proposed change has a demonstrated impact on the requirements or is editorial in nature. 


	A087
	20 March 2007
	E
	5.1.6
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
Step 3:
When James does not confirm the subscription, it is not necessary to send notification to BeijingMobileInfo.com.


Suggest:
Move step 3 after step 5. 


	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as editorial change only. 

	A088
	2007.03.23
	T
	5.1.6


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Alternate use case has same issue as 45 (Oracle comment to 5.1) regarding assumption no OSS/BSS involved.
Proposed Change: 

Fix as for 4.5 (Oracle comment to 5.1)
	Status: CLOSED

No action

It was agreed by the group that it is premature to change the Use Cases/Informative text unless the proposed change has a demonstrated impact on the requirements or is editorial in nature.
Agreed to clarify interaction with external systems (e.g. BSS/OSS) by adding new requirements as proposed in OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0049R01-INP_Proposal_Fix_BSS_issues.

	A089
	20 March 2007
	
	5.1.7
	Source: CMCC
Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D 
Figure 5:


Suggest:
Remove the figure since it does not differ much from the normal flow.


	Status: CLOSED

No action

It was agreed by the group that it is premature to change the Use Cases/Informative text unless the proposed change has a demonstrated impact on the requirements or is editorial in nature.


	A090
	2007.03.23
	T
	5.1.7


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Alternate use case has same issue as 45 (Oracle comment to 5.1) regarding assumption no OSS/BSS involved.
Proposed Change: 

Fix as for 4.5 (Oracle comment to 5.1)
	Status: CLOSED

No action

It was agreed by the group that it is premature to change the Use Cases/Informative text unless the proposed change has a demonstrated impact on the requirements or is editorial in nature.
Agreed to clarify interaction with external systems (e.g. BSS/OSS) by adding new requirements as proposed in OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0049R01-INP_Proposal_Fix_BSS_issues.

	A091
	20 March 2007
	
	5.1.8
	Source: CMCC
Form: OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D

Alternative Flow:

This alternative flow does not bring any new requirement.
Suggestion:
Remove. Otherwise we need to find some new requirements for it.

	Status: CLOSED

 No action

It was agreed by the group that it is premature to change the Use Cases/Informative text unless the proposed change has a demonstrated impact on the requirements or is editorial in nature

	A092
	2007.03.23
	T
	5.1.8


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Alternate use case has same issue as 45 (Oracle comment to 5.1) regarding assumption no OSS/BSS involved.
Proposed Change: 

Fix as for 4.5 (Oracle comment to 5.1)
	Status: CLOSED

No action

It was agreed by the group that it is premature to change the Use Cases/Informative text unless the proposed change has a demonstrated impact on the requirements or is editorial in nature.
Agreed to clarify interaction with external systems (e.g. BSS/OSS) by adding new requirements as proposed in OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0049R01-INP_Proposal_Fix_BSS_issues.

	A093
	2007.03.23
	T
	5.1.9


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Alternate use case has same issue as 45 (Oracle comment to 5.1) regarding assumption no OSS/BSS involved.
Proposed Change: 

Fix as for 4.5 (Oracle comment to 5.1)
	Status: CLOSED

No action

It was agreed by the group that it is premature to change the Use Cases/Informative text unless the proposed change has a demonstrated impact on the requirements or is editorial in nature.
Agreed to clarify interaction with external systems (e.g. BSS/OSS) by adding new requirements as proposed in OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0049R01-INP_Proposal_Fix_BSS_issues.

	A094
	20 March 2007
	
	5.2
	Source: CMCC
Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
This use case is largely covered by the use case of “multi-enabler based service: digital pets”.
Suggest:

The use case can be removed.


	Status: CLOSED

No action

It was agreed by the group that it is premature to change the Use Cases/Informative text unless the proposed change has a demonstrated impact on the requirements or is editorial in nature.

	A095
	20 March 2007
	E
	5.2.5
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
Step 2&3

Suggestion:

Should be ”subscription validation request/response” 

	Status: CLOSED 
Agreed as an editorial change to figure and flow text. Editor to make same change elsewhere in use cases

	A096
	20 March 2007
	E
	5.2.5
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
Step 3:

The GSSM validates that the subscription check meets the service level agreements for both Blue Dogs Records (content provider) and Todd (subscriber).
Suggestion:

Meet the service level agreements? Should be “meet the subscription profile”

	Status: CLOSED
Agreed as:

“…within the limits defined by the subscription profile…”

	A097
	20 March 2007
	E
	5.2.7
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
Suggestion:

It should be explicitly described if the SLA of content provider is within the commercial agreement. Otherwise it should not be included in subscription profile, which is out of scope of GSSM.


	Status: CLOSED 
Agreed to change 1st sentence of step 3 to:

“The GSSM validates that the service request is within the limits defined by the subscription profile for Todd (subscriber).”

	A098
	2007.03.23
	T
	5.3


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Not ok same issue as 45 regarding morning aspect (step 2). 
But we of BSS if described like this if there is a difference between service preferences and BSS service catalog/ profile. 

Proposed Change: 

Distinguish in use case between preference managed by BSS (i.e. explicitly not by OSS/BSS) from other OSS/BSS information managed by OSS/BBS
	Status: CLOSED
No action

It was agreed by the group that it is premature to change the Use Cases/Informative text unless the proposed change has a demonstrated impact on the requirements or is editorial in nature. 
Agreed to clarify interaction with external systems (e.g. BSS/OSS) by adding new requirements as proposed in OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0049R01-INP_Proposal_Fix_BSS_issues.

	A099
	20 March 2007
	Y
	5.3.1
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
4th sentence.

Suggest:

users -> every user.

Contributions should be made for checking the consistency in this use cases and following use cases.


	Status: CLOSED

Change ‘user’ to: ‘each individual user’
 

	A100
	20 March 2007
	
	5.3.2.2
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
2nd sentence.

Suggest:

Make it as two benefits as below:

· Easily changes the subscription to include more group users and remove existing group users.
· Easily subscribes new services and unsubscribes services.

	Status: CLOSED

No action

It was agreed by the group that it is premature to change the Use Cases/Informative text unless the proposed change has a demonstrated impact on the requirements or is editorial in nature. 


	A101
	20 March 2007
	Y
	5.3.5
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
Step 2:

Suggest:

“to Alice and Bob” should be “the user group” (the group is set to be include Alice & Bob)


	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as proposed (editorial change only). 

	A102
	20 March 2007
	E
	5.4.5
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
Step 3: 

Suggest:

“After checking the subscription” -> “After Subscription validation”

	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as proposed (editorial change only).

	A103
	20 March 2007
	
	5.6
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
The normal flow brings no new requirements, but the alternative one does.

Suggest:

Remove the normal flow.


	Status: CLOSED

No action

It was agreed by the group that it is premature to change the Use Cases/Informative text unless the proposed change has a demonstrated impact on the requirements or is editorial in nature. 


	A104
	2007.03.23
	T
	5.6.5
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP Doc

Comment: Chapter 5.6.5. The figure and text do not present the use case correctly.

Proposed Change: Show the interaction with the charging entity, GSSM and the entity that initiates request for charging. (See the attached file.) 
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed as proposed in OMA-REQ-2007-0042-INP_GSSM_RD_Formal_Review_comments_from_Ericsson.

	A105
	2007.03.23
	T
	5.6


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Step 2: Portal is in fact done via CRM…in OSS/BSS. Relationship is to be discussed at least in terms of assumptions
Proposed Change: 

Address as mentioned
	Status: CLOSED
No action

It was agreed by the group that it is premature to change the Use Cases/Informative text unless the proposed change has a demonstrated impact on the requirements or is editorial in nature. 


	A106
	20 March 2007
	
	5.6.5
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
Step 3&4: 

Suggest:

Change to “notify charging entity for subscription change”.


	Status: CLOSED

See A104.

	A107
	2007.03.23
	T
	5.6


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: This use case is absolutely not OK because of step 3. It is BSS provisioning or charging at run time 9Charging enabler or OSS/BSS) that does that! This will duplicate OSS/BSS. There must be statements that BSS will not do as an assumption and alternate flows that show when OSS or BSS carriers these functions as well as when done via charging enabler by PEEM / PE or requester to GSSM or application itself.

This use case shows GSSM doing policy evaluation or enforcement instead of the requester. This should be removed. If indeed these functions can be provided they are not provided by GSSM. GSSM is only used to extract the information to use to perform the evaluation or enforcement elsewhere. So if we want to keep the use case make sure to remove these functions as performed by GSSM.
Proposed Change: 

Fix as indicated. We recommend removing the use case!
	Status: CLOSED

No action. See A152
It was agreed by the group that it is premature to change the Use Cases/Informative text unless the proposed change has a demonstrated impact on the requirements or is editorial in nature.
See also earlier statements about re-use/collaboration with BSS/OSS.

	A108
	22 Mar 2007
	T
	5.6.6
	Source: Siemens+Nokia
Form: doc #0031
Comment: 

This subchapter is wrong. Charging entity does not query or send information to other entity spontaneously.

Proposed Change: 

Delete this subchapter.
	Status: CLOSED
Not agreed, see A104

	A109
	2007.03.23
	T
	5.6.6


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Same issues as 52 (Oracle Comment to 5.6)
Proposed Change: 

Fix as for 5.6
	Status: CLOSED
No action

It was agreed by the group that it is premature to change the Use Cases/Informative text unless the proposed change has a demonstrated impact on the requirements or is editorial in nature.
Agreed to clarify interaction with external systems (e.g. BSS/OSS) by adding new requirements as proposed in OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0049R01-INP_Proposal_Fix_BSS_issues.

	A110
	2007.03.23
	T
	5.7


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Remove the use case. Again GSSM is not performing evaluation or enforcement functions like charging. This is done by requester (e.g. PE, PEEM, application, …)
Proposed Change: Remove use case or correct so that GSSM does not perform these functions.
	Status: CLOSED
No action

See A001 and A152. Relationship to PE or PEEM is an AD issue.


	A111
	2007.03.23
	T
	5.7 + all


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Step 3: Confuses subscription with balance tracking! Not ok

Symptomatic of a fundamental confusion between provisioning, service checks and charging
Proposed Change: 

Remove confusion throughout the document. GSSM does not perform these functions. It may provide information to allow other entities to perform them
	Status: CLOSED
No action. See A110.

How GSSM is architected is not an issue for the RD to address.

	A112
	2007.03.23
	T
	5.7


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: step 9 duplicates other run time functions in network or charging enabler. Risks are big to have double charging if provided elsewhere in runtime or OSS/BSS.
Proposed Change: 

Remove concept as performed by GSSM. Must be performed by others.
	Status: CLOSED
No action

It was agreed by the group that it is premature to change the Use Cases/Informative text unless the proposed change has a demonstrated impact on the requirements or is editorial in nature.

See also earlier statements about re-use/collaboration with BSS/OSS.

	A113
	2007.03.23
	T
	5.7.5
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP Doc

Comment: Chapter 5.7.5. The figure and text do not present the use case correctly.

Proposed Change: Show the interaction with the charging entity, GSSM and the entity that initiates request for charging. (See the attached file.) 
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as proposed in OMA-REQ-2007-0042-INP_GSSM_RD_Formal_Review_comments_from_Ericsson.

	A114
	20 March 2007
	Y
	5.8.5
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
Figure 23: Step 2

The step 2 is not properly described in the figure.

Suggest:

Change to “Subscription Request”. Contribution should be made the description consistence in chapter 5.8.


	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as editorial change only. 

	A115
	20 March 2007
	Y
	5.8.5
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
Step 2

Suggest:

“validate” -> “validating”.


	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as editorial change only.

	A116
	2007.03.23
	T
	5.8


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: steps 2/3/4 are not OK unless if we explicitly assume that this refers to preferences not used / administered by OSS/BSS.

Note we are OK with flows associated to figure 24.
Proposed Change: 

Make explicit assumption 

Add/elaborate on an alternate case where it is managed by OSS/BSS and GSSM delegates to OSS/BSS
	Status: CLOSED

No action

It was agreed by the group that it is premature to change the Use Cases/Informative text unless the proposed change has a demonstrated impact on the requirements or is editorial in nature.

Agreed to clarify interaction with external systems (e.g. BSS/OSS) by adding new requirements as proposed in OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0049R01-INP_Proposal_Fix_BSS_issues.

	A117
	20 March 2007
	Y
	5.8.6
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
Last paragraph, 1st sentence.

Suggest:

“describes” -> “describe”.


	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as editorial only. 

	A118
	20 March 2007
	Y
	5.8.7
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
Step 3

Suggest:

“Movie” -> “MTV”.


	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as editorial only.

	A119
	2007.03.23
	T
	5.9


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: GSSM is shown performing evaluation or enforcement functions instead of returning data to allow others to do them. This is to be fixed
Proposed Change: Remove use case or indicate clearly that evaluation or enforcement functions are performed by other entities and GSSM only returns subscription and meta data to allow such steps to be performed.
	Status: CLOSED

No Action.

See A001 and A152. Relationship to PE or PEEM is an AD issue.



	A120
	20 March 2007
	Y
	5.10.3
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
1st sentence.

Suggest:

“managers” -> “manages”.
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as editorial only.

	A121
	20 March 2007
	Y
	5.10.7
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
Step 2

Suggestion:

There are two “managers”, delete one.

	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as editorial only.

	A122
	2007.03.23
	T
	5.10


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  GSSM should not send notification at step 4 and 5 to other system. It should delegate to other system

Proposed Change: Replace notification by delegation to other system
	Status: CLOSED

Not agreed

The ability for GSSM to send notifications to other systems is agreed functionality.


	A123
	2007.03.23
	T
	5.10


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  Management of identity should be done most probably by requester / PE. 
Proposed Change: Add sentence to that effect to parenthesis.
	Status: CLOSED

No Action.

See A001. Relationship to PE or PEEM is an AD issue.



	A124
	2007.03.23
	T
	5.10


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: In our view alternate flow 5.1.0.7 is the only correct one.
Proposed Change: Replace use case by just alternate case 5.10.7
	Status: CLOSED
No Action 
There was no consensus to modify the Use case in this way as this would affect requirements derived from this use case.

	A125
	20 March 2007
	
	5.10.7
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
Alternative Flow:

The management of user identity in this alternative flow neither has anything with GSSM, nor brings any new requirement for GSSM.

Suggestion:

We recommend removing this alternative flow. 


	Status: CLOSED

No Action.

Although this flow does not bring any new requirements it is used to justify the optional requirement in 6.1.7. 

	A126
	2007.03.23
	T
	HLF-1 and HLF-2
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  Requirement must distinguish between data managed by OSS/BSS and other data not managed by OSS/BSS that can be managed by BSS.

Proposed Change: Update requirements accordingly to qualify that the first type of data management is delegated to OSS/BSS or add a requirement that states that 

When data is managed by OSS/BSS, the GSSM enabler MUST delegate management to OSS/BSS and supported consistent OSS/BSS flows.
	Status: CLOSED 
No Action
The RD makes no assumption on the service subscription data storage location, (see Introduction). See also HLF-4
Agreed to clarify interaction with external systems (e.g. BSS/OSS) by adding new requirements as proposed in OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0049R01-INP_Proposal_Fix_BSS_issues.

	A127
	2007.03.23
	T
	6.1, HLF-2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: 

Comment: Chapter 6.1. HLF-2 Actor is missing

Proposed Change: See the attached file.
	Status: CLOSED 
Agreed to change HLF-2 as follows:

The GSSM Enabler SHALL provide a mechanism for Principals to create, query, update, delete Subscription Profiles.


	A128
	22 Mar 2007
	T
	6.1.1

HLF-2
	Source: Siemens+Nokia
Form: doc #0031
Comment: 

Scope of GSSM is service subscriptions

Proposed Change: 

Change requirement to:

“The GSSM Enabler SHALL provide a mechanism for the creating, querying, updating, deleting of service subscription profiles.”
	Status: CLOSED
It was felt that the definition for Subscription Profile clearly refers Service Subscription 

	A128bis
	22 Mar 2007
	T
	6.1.1

HLF-2
	Source: Siemens+Nokia
Form: doc #0031
Comment: 

Is creating a subscription profile the same as subscribing to a service (SSO-1) ?

Proposed Change: 

If yes, change accordingly.

If no, explain what the difference is
	Status: CLOSED

No action.

The group is clear that HLF-2 is about data management while HLF-1 and SSO-1 are about subscription management.

	A129
	20 March 2007
	
	6.1
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
HLF-3 should make use of existing definition, since we have the definition of subscription validation.

Suggestion:

The GSSM Enabler SHALL be capable of providing subscription validation mechanism.


	Status: CLOSED
Agreed as:

The GSSM Enabler SHALL provide a mechanism for Subscription Validation 


	A130
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	6.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  HLF-3: PE is the OSE entity that should validate a subscription.  GSSM can provide the data needed to make that determination, but PE makes the decision.

Proposed Change: delete the reqt
	Status: CLOSED

Not agreed. No Action.

See A001 and A152. Relationship to PE or PEEM is an AD issue.



	A131
	2007.03.23
	T
	HLF-3


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  As discuss either validation does no include evaluation or enforcement or validation is done outside GSSM and GSSM provides the information to allow other entities to perform validation.

Proposed Change: Remove requirement or rephrase as:

The GSSM Enabler SHALL support data required to allow a requester to validate a subscription to a service for a principal.
	Status: CLOSED

Not agreed. No Action.

See A001 and A152. Relationship to PE or PEEM is an AD issue.



	A132
	2007.03.23
	T
	6.1, HLF-4
	Source: Ericsson

Form: 

Comment: Chapter 6.1. HLF-4 No need to mention architecture aspects at this stage.

Proposed Change: Remove the sentence mentioning architectural aspects. Some editorial changes are also proposed. (See the attached file.) 
	Status: CLOSED
See A133.


	A133
	20 March 2007
	
	6.1
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
HLF-4

Suggestion:

The GSSM Enabler shall be capable of ensuring that the service subscription provisioning is done upon request for service subscription management operation.


	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as follows:

The GSSM Enabler SHALL be capable of ensuring that Service Subscription Provisioning is done (either doing so itself or by delegating to other Resources) upon request for service subscription management operation(s).


	A134
	2007.03.23
	T
	HLF-4


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  requirement is not understandable. 

As stated earlier this is a function provided by OSS/BSS and not something provided by Other OMA capabilities (what’s that by the way???).

Proposed Change: rephrase to state that GSSM MUST delegate service provisioning functions performed by OSS/BSS to OSS/BSS and then ….[Can continue for GSSM itself for steps not supported by OSS/BSS]

Alternatively add a requirement that states that GSSM enabler MUST remain consistent by delegating without overlap with OSS/BSS for all the flows that it performs/initiates.
	Status: CLOSED 
Agreed to clarify interaction with external systems (e.g. BSS/OSS) by adding new requirements as proposed in OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0049R01-INP_Proposal_Fix_BSS_issues.

	A135
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	6.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  HLF-5: why does the requirement apply to only network-initiated service?  The term “network-initiated” is unclear because the reqt mentions the content is “requested by … principal” –does not sound “network initiated”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED 
No Action.

The rationale is that the network initiated service delivery is pre-requested by an authorized principal. 

	A136
	2007.03.23
	T
	HLF-5


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  requirement is unclear and not needed.
Proposed Change: Remove 
	Status: CLOSED

See A135. 

	A137
	2007.03.23
	T
	6.1.1, SSO-1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: 

Comment: Chapter 6.1.1. SSO-1 Editor‘s note

Proposed Change:  Remove editor’s note (See the attached file.) 
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed as proposed.

	A138
	2007.03.23
	T
	SSO-1


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  Authorized principal is what to use as the authorization is a policy enforcement step performed before reaching GSSM 
Proposed Change: Use authorized principal.
	Status: CLOSED

Not agreed because the RD already contains requirements that a principal must be authorized to subscribe to a service 

	A139
	2007.03.23
	T
	6.1.1: SSO-1 to SSO-7


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  All these must be done consistent with OSS/BSS if aspect is managed with OSS/BSS or results into OSS/BSS flows.
Proposed Change: 

Add a requirement that any function performed by authorized principal MUST be delegated to OSS/BSS if managed by OSS/BSS or if any flows are expected to result in OSS/BSS 

Add a requirement: Any flow initiated by GSSM as a result of a function performed by authorized principal MUST be consistent and not overlapping with OSS/BSS flows.

Otherwise qualify with both these aspects every requirements in 6.1.1
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed to clarify interaction with external systems (e.g. BSS/OSS) by adding new requirements as proposed in OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0049R01-INP_Proposal_Fix_BSS_issues.

	A140
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	6.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  must fix the Note in SSO-1

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED
See A137.

	A141
	20 March 2007
	Y
	6.1.1
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
SSO-1

Suggestion:

The GSSM Enabler SHALL be capable of providing the principal with a mechanism to subscribe to a service.

	Status: CLOSED

Comment withdrawn. 

	A142
	20 March 2007
	
	6.1.1
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
SSO-1

Suggestion:

Editor Notes should be removed.


	Status: CLOSED
See A137

	A143
	20 March 2007
	
	6.1.1
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
SSO-2

Suggestion:

The GSSM Enabler SHALL provide the principal with a mechanism to subscribe to a service with subscription specific parameters (e.g., contents, channels, valid term, group members).
	Status: CLOSED 
Agreed as follows in SSO-1:
The GSSM Enabler SHALL provide the principal with a mechanism to subscribe principal(s) to a service.

	A144
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	6.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  should SSO-2 use the word “create”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED 
Comment Withdrawn

	A145
	2007.03.23
	T
	6.1.1, SSO-2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: 

Comment: Chapter 6.1.1. SSO-2 Subscription Specific Parameters

Proposed Change: Introduce the definition of the Subscription Specific Parameters, (See the attached file.) 
	Status: CLOSED 
Comment Withdrawn

	A146
	2007.03.23
	T
	6.1.1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: 

Comment: Chapter 6.1.1. SSO-3 Subscription Profile Data 

Proposed Change: Use Subscription Specific Parameters. (See the attached file.) 
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed change below:

The GSSM Enabler SHALL provide the authorized principal with a mechanism to change the Subscription Profile. 

	A147
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	6.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  SSO3 – the eg in parentheses says “which may result in updating subscription profile data”.  What else could “change” affect other than profile data?  Don’t include the “notification” aspect because that applies to ALL the operations in the section.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED 
Comment Withdrawn

	A148
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	6.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  how do SSO-3 and HLF-2 differ?  Maybe the latter should say “manage” subscriptions, and the SSO section should say that they are the operations constituting “managing subscriptions”?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed to remove SSO-3.

	A149
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	6.1.1 
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  should SSO-3 use the word “update” or “modify”

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

See 148. 

	A150
	2007.03.23
	E
	6.1.1, SSO-7
	Source: Ericsson

Form: 

Comment: Chapter 6.1.1. SSO-7 Subscription Profile 

Proposed Change: Use the term from the definitions. (See the attached file.)
	Status: CLOSED 
Agreed the below changes:

The GSSM Enabler SHALL support the selective retrieval of Subscription Profiles based on the criteria in the Subscription Profile (e.g. subscription creation time, subscriber, user, service, subscription specific parameters).


	A151
	20 March 2007
	Y
	6.1.2
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
Suggestion:

Title should be “Subscription Validation Operations” to make all of the sub-chapters’ names consistence. Correspondingly, the “SV” tag should be renamed as “SVO”.


	Status: CLOSED 
Agreed the comment.

	A152
	2007.03.23
	T
	SV-1


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  Evaluation or enforcement is to be done by requester, not GSSM. 
Proposed Change: Remove the requirement or phrase that:

The GSSM Enabler SHALL return to requester the information so that the requester is capable of validating a…
	Status: CLOSED
See OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0044-INP_Subscription_Validation_Compromise.doc and addition of new requirement to this section:
“The GSSM Enabler SHALL support selecting and requesting either subscription validation or retrieval of the Subscription Profile data, for example in order for the requestor to perform itself the validation operations”

	A153
	20 March 2007
	
	6.1.2
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
SV-1

Suggestion:

The GSSM Enabler SHALL be capable of validating a subscription based on at least following criteria:


	Status: CLOSED 
Comment Withdrawn

	A154
	2007.03.23
	E/T
	6.1.2, SV-1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: 

Comment: Chapter 6.1.2. SV-1 “frequency” unclear

Proposed Change: Add an example for clarification. (See the attached file.)
	Status: CLOSED 
Agreed the changes.



	A155
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	6.1.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment: do not agree with SV-1 – PE does this 

Proposed Change: delete
	Status: CLOSED
See A152

	A156
	2007.03.23
	T
	SV-2


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  Evaluation or enforcement is to be done by requester, not GSSM. Delegation for this purpose is outside GSSM. Request to GSSM is one of the delegation steps by the requester.
Proposed Change: Remove the requirement 
	Status: CLOSED

See A152

	A157
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	6.1.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  SV-2—what is a “related resource”

Proposed Change: delete “related” in all requirements, or describe what it means
	Status: CLOSED 
No action.

The group believes there is not need to remove the “related”.  

	A158
	2007.03.23
	E
	6.1.2, SV-2,3,4,6
	Source: Ericsson

Form: 

Comment: Chapter 6.1.2. SV-2,3,4,6 “related resources”

Proposed Change: Use “Related Resources” from the Definitions. (See the attached file.)
	Status: CLOSED
No action..

See 43.



	A159
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	6.1.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  SV-3 – this is a requirement on other enablers?  Can’t do that in this RD.  What other enablers?  What information?

Proposed Change: delete
	Status: CLOSED 
This requirement is not intended to place additional requirements on existing resources. However it was agreed to modify the requirement as follows:

“The GSSM Enabler SHALL be capable of querying and retrieving from related Resources using existing interfaces, the necessary information to validate a subscription”.



	A160
	2007.03.23
	T
	6.1.2, SV-4
	Source: Ericsson

Form: 

Comment: Chapter 6.1.2 SV4

“pricing plans” used incorrectly

Proposed Change: Use “product offerings” instead. (See the attached file.)
	Status: CLOSED 
Amend the 2nd bullet as follows:

· Check if current pricing plans or product offerings for the user allows for subscribing to this service



	A161
	2007.03.23
	T
	SV-4


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  Evaluation or enforcement is to be done by requester, not GSSM. Delegation for this purpose is outside GSSM. Request to GSSM is one of the delegation steps by the requester.

The listed examples are incorrect even in how OSS/BSS should be used (e.g. black list is typically not a BSS info, …)
However we agree with the need to delegate. 

Note we may however accept that it should be possible to validate with BSS for certain transactions where GSSM is not master of the information (all transactions that are contract affecting). But again we do not expect that it is a GSSM function. GSSM just returns the data useful for that validation.
Proposed Change: Remove the requirement

Rephrase in another section as:

The GSSM Enabler SHALL be capable of delegating to related resources (such as business support systems, backend systems) subscription management functions and resulting OSS/BSS flows.

	Status: CLOSED 
No Action. 

See OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0044-INP_Subscription_Validation_Compromise for first part of the comment.
Agreed to clarify interaction with external systems (e.g. BSS/OSS) by adding new requirements as proposed in OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0049R01-INP_Proposal_Fix_BSS_issues.

	A162
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	6.1.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  SV-4 – again is describing reqts on other entities.  Not definitive.  Not appropriate.  What would be in the GSSM enabler spec for this?

Proposed Change: delete
	Status: CLOSED 
This requirement is not intended to place additional requirements on existing resources. However it was agreed to modify the requirement as follows:

“The GSSM Enabler SHALL be capable of delegating to related resources using existing interfaces…”
It was also agreed to make the same change to SV-2


	A163
	20 March 2007
	
	6.1.2
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
SV-4

This is a step in new subscription, therefore should be a requirement of provisioning.

Suggestion:

Moved to 6.1.3.


	Status: CLOSED 
Agreed to move to 6.1.1 instead (Subscription Operations).

	A164
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	6.1.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  SV-5 – does this mean GSSM will provide arbitrary data?  Who receives this data?  How will that enabler/service know the format?

Proposed Change: delete
	Status: CLOSED 
No Action.

GSSM will pass information contained in or derived from the Subscription Profile to the requestor. How the requestor knows the format is an AD/TS matter.



	A165
	2007.03.23
	T
	SV-5


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  Evaluation or enforcement is to be done by requester, not GSSM.
Proposed Change: Remove the requirement. 
	Status: CLOSED

See A152

	A166
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	6.1.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  SV-6 – validation and provisioning happen at the same time (as a result of the same message/request)??

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

Validation and Provisioning do not happen at the same time. See A167. 

	A167
	22 Mar 2007
	T
	6.1.2

SV-6
	Source: Siemens+Nokia

Form: doc #0031

Comment: 

Here subscription validation takes place before service subscription provisioning.

This is a different kind of validation compared to SV-1 and is not inline with the definition in section 3 for service validation

Proposed Change: 

Remove it.
	Status: CLOSED 
No Action.

Although is not covered by the definition but is something that is triggered by a successful completion of Subscription Validation

	A168
	2007.03.23
	T
	SV-6


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  Evaluation or enforcement is to be done by requester, not GSSM. 

Delegation of the next steps is done by request (PE, PEEM, Application, …). This is not a GSSM requirement.
Proposed Change: Remove the requirement
	Status: CLOSED

See A152

	A169
	2007.03.23
	T
	All


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  Based on whole doc above remove validation as a function done by GSSM throughout the doc.
Proposed Change: Fix as requested.
	Status: CLOSED

See A152

	A170
	20 March 2007
	
	6.1.2
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
Suggest:

Add a new requirement:

The GSSM Enabler SHALL be capable of providing necessary group information (e.g. ID of group members) upon response to a validation request for a group subscription.


	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as proposed. This requirement is derived from step 3 of 5.4.5.

	A171
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	6.1.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  all reqts: where and how are “authorized principals” defined/identified?  Which operation?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

No Action

Authorized Principals are identified in 6.1.4  

	A172
	2007.03.23
	E
	6.1.3
	Source: Ericsson

Form: 

Comment: Chapter 6.1.3 PRO-1 “unsubscription”

Proposed Change: Use “unscubscribe”. (See the attached file.)
	Status: CLOSED

Not Agreed.  

	A173
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	6.1.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  PRO-3 – does “Confirmation” mean that the authorized principal can say yes/no to the subscription request?  What if multiple principals give different answers?  

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED 
Confirmation can mean ‘yes or no’. 

The second part of the comment is covered by adding the following two requirements, (OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0047-INP_Resolution_AI007):
The GSSM Enabler SHALL provide the service provider with a mechanism to configure which principals are required to confirm subscription changes.

And

The GSSM Enabler SHALL provide the service provider with a mechanism to configure the decision policy for resolving conflicting responses when multiple principals are required to confirm subscription changes.

	A174
	2007.03.23
	E
	6.1.3
	Source: Ericsson

Form: 

Comment: Chapter 6.1.3 PRO-4 “valid term” term unclear

Proposed Change: Use better description of the issue. (See the attached file.)
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed to change PRO-4 as follows;

The GSSM Enabler MAY provide a mechanism to notify the authorised principal when the subscription is close to expiry.


	A175
	20 March 2007
	
	6.1.3
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
PRO-4

Suggestion:

MAY  -> SHALL be capable of --ing

	Status: CLOSED 
Agreed as follows:
“The GSSM Enabler SHALL be capable of notifying the authorised principal when the subscription is close to expiry.”

	A176
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	6.1.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  PRO-4: “near” expiration.  Is the closeness a parameter of GSSM?  Set how?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

This depends on the commercial agreement whether this parameter is defined is part of the Subscription Profile. If it is, it can be managed like any other parameter in the Subscription Profile.


	A177
	20 March 2007
	
	6.1.3
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
Suggestion:

Add a new requirement: 

GSSM should provide the mechanism of provisioning, by doing itself or reusing other OMA/non-OMA capabilities.


	Status: CLOSED

This requirement is already covered by HLF-4 and SV-4. 

	A178
	2007.03.23
	T
	6.1.4
	Source: Ericsson

Form: 

Comment: Chapter 6.1.4 SEC-1,2 and 3 “enabler”, talks about storage

Proposed Change: Use “Enabler”, remove mentioning storage. (See the attached file.)
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as proposed. (‘and/or stored’ is removed from SEC-1 and Upper case E is added to Enabler in SEC-1 to -3)

	A179
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	6.1.4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  SEC-1—delete “and/or stored”.  This is an implementation issue.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED
See A178

	A180
	2007.03.23
	T
	SEC-1


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Careful: how is it stored in GSSM versus BSS data stores for example! We believe in general GSSM does not store BSS/OSS data it just sees it and can ask OSS/BSS to manage it

Proposed Change: Fix requirement accordingly
	Status: CLOSED 
See A178

	A181
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	6.1.4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  SEC-3—what does it mean to prevent “identity theft”?  Perhaps better to say not to expose data except to authorized principals?  

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed to replace “identity theft” with “exposure of data to unauthorized principals”. 

	A182
	2007.03.23
	E
	6.1.4, AUTHNT-1,2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: 

Comment: Chapter 6.1.4.1 AUTHNT-1,2 “enabler”

Proposed Change: Use “Enabler” (See the attached file.)
	Status: CLOSED
Agreed as proposed in OMA-REQ-2007-0042-INP_GSSM_RD_Formal_Review_comments_from_Ericsson.

	A183
	2007.03.23
	T
	6.1.4.1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: 

Comment: Chapter 6.1.4.1 AUTHNT-new 

There is no requirement to delegate authentication

Proposed Change: Add requirement (See the attached file.)
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed to “The GSSM Enabler MAY be capable of delegating the authentication to a related Resource.” 

	A184
	2007.03.23
	T
	6.1.4.1


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Note that often this is rather done via SP policies ahead of GSSM.
Proposed Change: rephrase both requirements to state that GSSM MUST be compatible with mechanisms to…
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed to change  GSSM-AUTHNT-1 and -2 to:
“The GSSM Enabler SHALL be compatible with mechanisms to authenticate…”

	A185
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	6.1.4.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  aren’t both subscribe and unsubscribe members of the “subscription management functions” identified in GSSM-AUTHOR-3

Proposed Change: delete -1 and -2
	Status: CLOSED

Disagree to proposed change since AUTHOR-1 and AUTHOR-2 are authorization of the subscribe/unsubscribe actions whereas AUTHOR-3 is authorization of data management. Agreed to following update to AUTHOR-3 to clarify:

“The GSSM enabler SHALL support the authorization of principals wishing to perform data management functions (create, update,  delete etc) of subscription profile(s) “

	A186
	2007.03.23
	T
	6.1.4.2


	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Note that often this is rather done via SP policies ahead of GSSM.
Proposed Change: rephrase both requirements to state that GSSM MUST be compatible with mechanisms to… 
	Status: CLOSED

 Agreed to change  GSSM-AUTHOR-1 to -4 to:

“The GSSM Enabler SHALL be compatible with mechanisms to authorize…”

	A187
	2007.03.23
	E
	6.1.4.2, AUTHOR-1,2,3
	Source: Ericsson

Form: 

Comment: Chapter 6.1.4.2 AUTHOR-1,2,3 and 4 “enabler”

Proposed Change: use “Enabler” (See the attached file.)
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as proposed in OMA-REQ-2007-0042-INP_GSSM_RD_Formal_Review_comments_from_Ericsson. 

	A188
	2007.03.23
	T
	6.1.4.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: 

Comment: Chapter 6.1.4.2 AUTHOR-new 

There is no requirement to delegate authorization.

Proposed Change: Add requirement. (See the attached file.)
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed to “The GSSM Enabler SHALL be capable of delegating the authorization to a related Resource.” 

	A189
	2007.03.23
	T
	GSSM-INTEG-1
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: This is true only if data is managed by GSSM. When managed by OSS/BSS the statement should be that GSSM is compatible with mechanisms available to ensure data integrity.
Proposed Change: Rephrase whole requirement accordingly or split the requirement
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed to clarify interaction with external systems (e.g. BSS/OSS) by adding new requirements as proposed in OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0049R01-INP_Proposal_Fix_BSS_issues.

	A190
	2007.03.23
	E
	6.1.4.4, CONFID-3
	Source: Ericsson

Form: 

Comment: Chapter 6.1.4.4 CONFID-3 

“subscription profiles”

Proposed Change: Use “Subscription Profiles” (See the attached file.)
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as proposed in OMA-REQ-2007-0042-INP_GSSM_RD_Formal_Review_comments_from_Ericsson.  

	A191
	20 March 2007
	
	6.1.6
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
Suggestion:

Add a new requirement:

The GSSM Enabler SHALL provide the service provider with mechanism to configure which resources need to be notified for subscription changes.


	Status: CLOSED

Agreed to “The GSSM Enabler SHALL provide the service provider with mechanism to configure which Resources need to be notified of subscription changes.”

	A192
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	6.1.6
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  AC-1 – does this mean that the SP is the only principal to receive such notifications/confirmations?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

Group believes AC-1 is unambiguous. AC-1 allows the SP to configure whether the notifications/confirmations take place but does not imply that only the SP can receive notifications/confirmations. 

	A193
	20 March 2007
	
	6.1.6
	Source: CMCC

Form:OMA-RD-GSSM-V1_0-20070227-D
AC-1

HLF Numbers in parentheses are inconsistent.

Suggest:

Remove or clarify them.


	Status: CLOSED

Agreed to remove the references to the HLF requirements.

	A194
	2007.03.23
	E
	6.1.7, PRV-1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: 

Comment: Chapter 6.1.7 PRV-1

“other resources”

Proposed Change: Use “Related Resources” (See the attached file.)
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed to change “other resources” to “related Resources” in GSSM-PRV-1. 

	A195
	2007.03.23
	T
	GSSM-PRV-1
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Note that often this is rather done via SP policies ahead of GSSM.
Proposed Change: rephrase both requirements to state that GSSM MUST be compatible with mechanisms to…
	Status: CLOSED
Change PRV-1 to:

“The GSSM Enabler SHALL be compatible with mechanisms to protect the user identity from exposure to unauthorized principals”

	A196
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	6.1.7
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment: what does GSSM do for user with multiple identities – are they linked somehow?  Why not treat them as independent identities (ie users)?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED
The reference to multiple identities has been removed with resolution in A195.

	A197
	2007.03.23
	E
	6.2, OSR-1-5
	Source: Ericsson

Form: 

Comment: Chapter 6.2 OSR-1-5

“enabler”

Proposed Change: Use “Enabler” (See the attached file.)
	Status: CLOSED

 Agreed as proposed in OMA-REQ-2007-0042-INP_GSSM_RD_Formal_Review_comments_from_Ericsson.

	A198
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	6.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  OSR-5 – why is it a SHOULD?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed to change to OSR-5 from SHOULD to a SHALL. 

	A199
	23 Mar 2007
	T
	6.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: <INP doc

Comment:  use SHALL not MUST in all requirements

Proposed Change: 
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as proposed. 

	A200
	22 Mar 2007
	E
	Appendix B
	Source: Siemens+Nokia

Form: doc #0031

Comment: 

This part is informative.

Proposed Change: 

Add "(Informative)"
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed as proposed. 

	A201
	2007.03.23
	T
	All
	Source: Oracle

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Presentation and discussion at the joint meeting with ARC suggested that GSSM may manage information about promotion. We are not sure about this being contained in the use cases describing charging. However to make sure we want to emphasize that rating or pricing information is part of the information managed by OSS/BSS in general. So in general, we expect that this is not the case under the terms of comment 62, unless if price is for an item not managed by OSS/BSS without OSS/BSS flows related to its use / purchase!
Proposed Change: Make sure document is consistent with this.
	Status: CLOSED

Agreed to clarify interaction with external systems (e.g. BSS/OSS) by adding new requirements as proposed in OMA-REQ-GSSM-2007-0049R01-INP_Proposal_Fix_BSS_issues. 
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