Doc# OMA-REQ-2005-0019-Comments-on-RD-Template-and-on-OMA-REQ-2004-1128[image: image1.jpg]"sOMaQa

Open Mobile Alliance




Input Contribution

Doc# OMA-REQ-2005-xxxx-Comments-on-RD-Template-and-on-OMA-REQ-2004-1128.doc
Input Contribution



Input Contribution

	Title:
	Comments on RD Template and on OMA-REQ-2004-1128
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	To:
	OMA-REQ

	Submission Date:
	12 Jan 2005

	Source:
	Olle Eriksson, Ericsson

+46 705617608

olle.eriksson@ericsson.com<

	Attachments:
	n/a
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	Replaces:
	n/a


1 Reason for Contribution

To initiate a discussion on where we want the border to be between requirements and implementation, as I believe there is some text in the current RD template and some more in the proposed modifications in OMA-REQ-2004-1128-Proposed-RD-template-changes that moves the content of RDs towards also specifying architectures and implementation. 

2 Summary of Contribution

Arguments for keeping a clear distinction between requirements/needs and solutions/implementations, and to document those in RDs and ADs respectively are given in section 3.1. 

One example of text from the current RD template that I believe calls for documenting choices of implementation in RDs is given in section 3.2, and several examples of text from OMA-REQ-2004-1128-Proposed-RD-template-changes having similar consequences are given in section 3.3. 

Further comments on OMA-REQ-2004-1128-Proposed-RD-template-changes are listed in section 3.4, but those are not related to the main issue of this document and could be dealt with separately. 

REQ is then recommended to discuss and agree whether we want to keep a clear distinction between requirements/needs and solutions/implementations and, if so, whether the given text examples are in line with this decision. 

3 Detailed Proposal

3.1
General

My worries are that I see a trend to move RDs away from a perspective of pure end user and operator / service provider needs, going into something more tied to solutions and technical implementation. There's nothing wrong with solutions and technical implementations, but I believe there is a value in having a group and a document that concentrates on pure needs, without mixing those needs with solutions and implementations. 

By having these separated we can achieve to formulate the needs as seen from end users and operators / service providers, and we can concentrate, as a separate effort (and in another group) in solving these needs with the best possible technology. If we allow ourselves to mix these two things up I believe there's a danger that we express what we believe are requirements and needs in terms of solutions, and by doing that we might not go all the way towards finding out what are actually the needs, but instead stop half-way through and go directly into solutions. 

Maybe I misunderstand this; maybe the intention still is to clearly differ between requirements and solutions, and it's just me failing to see this. Or maybe we have indeed moved away from the goal to express requirements without going into solutions. I would welcome other peoples' views on this. 

Below are examples of text causing my concerns. 

3.2
Text from the current RD template "OMA-Template-ReqDoc-20040917-I"

The RD template states in section 5.1: "For example, if a Use Case illustrates the need for a more fluent experience of streaming content, the Requirements Group can focus the attention on Content as an affected area instead of Connectivity to improve this, by for example, content compression.  This could be noted by adding the Additional Keyword ‘compression’ to the Content column."

Here the template calls for a choice being made in the RD whether "a more fluent experience of streaming content" shall be achieved by enhancements to the connectivity or, e.g., by compressing the content. This is a choice that I believe needs to be done based on deep technical considerations of radio and protocol characteristics that I do not believe will always be possible in the REQuirements group, and I believe it would need to be done later in the process than when specifying the initial, high level requirements. Or should we send our radio and protocol experts to REQ? 

I also note that the guidance to the whole of chapter 5 clearly states that the emphasis shall be on the user experience, which I understand does not include the implementation. 
Excerpt from the RD template chapter 5: "This description shall describe the user experience of the requirements subsequently identified."

3.3
Text from "OMA-REQ-2004-1128-Proposed-RD-Template-Changes": 

6.2 Overall System Requirements

1128 states: "The system requirements specify what the system does and how does it do it. This is covered in section 6.2"

I have difficulties with this explanation of “system requirements”. My view is that FUNCTIONAL REQUIREMENTS specify what the system does, i.e. which functions the system shall support. Examples from the list in 1128 are; 

“[MMS] MMS 1.3 SHALL include support for MMS 1.2 content domains and classes” and 

"[PoC] In the case of PoC ad-hoc groups, the PoC Host MAY preset a maximum speaking duration."

The system may then be required to achieve certain CHARACTERISTICS. An example from 1128 of such requirements are;

“[PoC] The PoC session voice quality SHOULD typically meet the following limit: MOS >= 3 at BER <= 2%.” 

The proposed text in section 6.2 seems to be a mixture of those, and I still don't understand what the intention is with section 6.2 "Overall System Requirements". Is it meant to state requirements on characteristics? Is it meant to be a first level of architectural requirements? 

6.3 System Elements

I believe the text in 1128 goes further into specifying solutions than what was the intention with the current RD template. The current template states: 

"This section identifies the high level requirements, on each system element in the use cases, identified in this specification ..." 

whereas 1128 states: '

"Any system has components, i.e. elements, and section 6.3 covers the specific elements' requirements .... For every element there is a need to specify the interface requirements between that element and other system elements ..." 

I believe the text in 1128 can be understood to mean that we HAVE TO identify each system element and specify interface requirements between all of those, but I understand the current template to mean that IF we have identified system elements in the requirements and IF we have identified requirements on interfaces between any two such system elements THEN we shall list those requirements here. And I believe these two views are clearly different. 

6.4 Network interfaces

The current template states: 

"This clause identifies the high level network interface (bearers/protocols) needs to support the requirements identified in this specification.  Requirements shall be presented at a high level, and not assume or imply the technology or implementation of the requirements."

The question is; what do we intend with "high level network interface needs"? I believe most or all of the example requirements stated in 1128 either go too deep into details or could be stated as pure functional requirements in the appropriate "functional requirements" section instead of being forced into a "Network interface" section. 

Example requirement 1: "Data links between the Devices SHALL be over standardized, local and/or remote, wired and/or wireless bearers (e.g., Bluetooth, IR, USB, Ethernet, GPRS, etc.). (Use Case 5.1.1)"
This I believe could be re-written as a functional requirement. And it's not a requirement on interfaces between networks, it's between devices. 

Example requirement 2: "The Device MUST be able to notify the server that it has accepted and successfully saved the downloaded software and/or data. (Use Case 5.5.)" 
This I believe is a functional requirement. 

Example requirement 3: "The Device Management Server SHALL be able to establish a data link with a Smart Card installed in a Device. (Use Case 5.1.3)" 
Shouldn't we instead just state what shall be achieved, i.e. what would be the purpose with this data link establishment? Which would make it into a functional requirement. 

Example requirement 4: "Any interested PC Agent SHALL be capable of listening to the standard multicast address for notifications that new Devices are available. (Use Case 5.1.5)" 
This I believe is a functional requirement. 

Example requirement 5: "The Device Management Server MUST be able to process the response from the Device indicating the success or failure of the download. (Use Case 5.5.1)"
This I believe is a functional requirement. 

And so on ... 

3.4
Other comments on "OMA-REQ-2004-1128-Proposed-RD-Template-Changes": 

6.1 High-Level Functional Requirements

Usability is listed as being a functionality. I don't believe “usability” is a function. Every enabler has to be usable, and specific requirements on this can be collected under the current header 6.1.4 "Usability”, but this does not make “usability” into a function. 

6.1 High-Level Functional Requirements

"Examples of functions" before the second bullet list I believe should read "Examples of functional requirements". 

6.2 Overall System Requirements

1128 states: "The enablers are supported by systems." I'm not sure this is exactly how we want to differ between "enabler" and "system", but I have no strong opinion here. 

6.2 example requirement 8 reads: 

"[SLT-OSR-3] The maximum number of simultaneous SLT (Service Level Tracing) test routines SHOULD be configurable by the Service Provider. However, the maximum number MAY also be influenced by legislation."

I believe the last sentence "the maximum number MAY also be influenced by legislation" should be deleted since the system can not be told to follow what happens in legislation. In this case it has to be the Service Provider that configures the system to be within limits stated by legislation, and that's already covered in the first part of the requirement. 

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

OMA-REQ is invited to discuss the issues in this document and to agree whether: 

1) We shall keep a clear distinction between requirements/needs and solutions/implementations, and document those in RDs and ADs respectively, or 

2) We have indeed moved away from the goal to express requirements without going into solutions and do now allow RDs to contain aspects of system architectures and implementation.

If we decide on alternative 1, keeping the distinction, we also need to discuss and agree whether the text examples shown in chapter 3 above are in line with this. 
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