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1 Reason for Change

This CR is a result of an action picked up by the author at the Athens REQ F2F meeting, December 2005.

One of the comments raised in the REQ WG brainstorm session in Montreal in August 2005 was that many of the comments being raised during RD reviews were only editorial comments. It was thought to be a good idea for the BPD to give examples of the types of non-editorial comments to make at review time (i.e., informal or formal review) 

2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

None

3 Impact on Other Specifications

None

4 Intellectual Property Rights

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

5 Recommendation

REQ WG is requested to discuss and agree this CR to the BPD and then discuss a potential update to the review checklist.

6 Detailed Change Proposal

5.11 RD Review Guidelines for Non-Editorial Issues

The informal and formal reviews offer an opportunity for RD developers to familiarise their work with the Requirements WG. These reviews also allow the Requirements WG to ensure that RD’s are of a consistent quality before they are approved by TP.

During the formal/informal review of a draft RD, both editorial and non-editorial comments are expected, noting that some non-editorial issues raised during a formal/informal review may already have been thoroughly discussed by the WG, SWG or AHG developing the RD through input contribution, verbally in a meeting, or via the email reflectors. Even though such issues may be best left for discussion and agreement in the WG, SWG or AHG, the Requirements WG may be able to assist with the final resolution of these issues.  

In order to keep the focus of the review on normative sections and on the scope of the enabler, the following is a non-exhaustive list of examples of the types of non-editorial comments, suggestions etc to a draft RD for RD reviewers to check during informal and formal reviews of draft RD’s:

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

· Do any of the informative sections or pictures suggest a functional decomposition of the enabler? If so, the RD should state clearly that this is only illustrative of how services may be constructed to back-up the requirements and that no architecture or interfaces are assumed.

· Are references up to date and still valid?

· Is terminology being used in the RD generic enough to make use of already defined terms in [OMADICT]?
· Is terminology used adequately defined or does it require further clarification by examples or through requirements?
· Do any requirements contain terminology that has not been defined?

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

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

· Is terminology, e.g. actors etc being used consistently and non-ambiguously through the requirements? E.g. avoiding the interchange of terms like “The ‘FOO’ enabler…” and “The ‘FOO’ framework…”(unless such terms are by definition, made distinct).

· Are the requirements clearly expressed and intuitively capture the expected system behaviour of the enabler without reference to additional examples or a use case to understand them?

· Can the interfaces and functional components of the enabler be clearly identified by the requirements?

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

· If prose text precedes or follows a (set of) requirement(s), does it help to clarify the requirements(s) and aid the understanding of a feature or is it duplicating text already in a use case? 

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

· Do any requirements specify any implementation details, e.g. mention or treat specific protocols or deployments as de facto? If protocols are mentioned then they should only be listed as examples.

· If certain requirements are to be enabled by other service enablers or system components are they worded correctly? E.g. “SHALL permit suitable mechanisms”.
· Does the RD contain sections beyond what the RD template requires? If so is/are the purpose(s) of these section(s) clearly described?
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