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1 Reason for Contribution

The DCD RD is under REQ review. This document provides comments against the version under review, namely OMA-RD-DCD-V1_0-20060120-D
2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution contains a small number of general comments along with a number of detailed comments by section and/or requirement which are provided for completeness and to help improve the RD. Minor comments have been omitted.  

The general comments are considered the biggest concerns as they are structural re the RD. However other specific comments are also considered to considered serious re the DCD enabler (system level requirements, use of other/existing OMA enablers, etc.). 
A general observation re this RD: it contains many pages of requirements and is considered too detailed verging on design by requirements for not only a perceived enabler but the deployed service capabilities rather than concentrating on the high level requirements for the enabler. It is clear the focus of the enabler has to be the protocol to deliver the DCD content. Beyond that there are system requirements but latitude is considered necessary at the requirements stage to allow the specification activity to really address the needs based on the most appropriate technologies not be tied by the requirements. With a refocusing along the lines of high level requirements per the intent of the RD the DCD enabler RD would be much clearer to comprehend and delivery of the subsequent AD and TS quicker.
3 Detailed Proposal

 The following tables provide the comments in a format suitable for easy inclusion into the RDRR
1. General Comments

	ID
	Open Date
	Edit
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2006.01.23
	
	General
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

The DCD RD does not give a clear impression of what is being delivered. The scope and introduction provide one view. The detailed requirements provide a very bottoms up view which is different – and very service rather than enabler focused. 
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A002
	2006.01.23
	
	General & 2.1
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

The DCD RD (scope & intro) says it wants to leverage existing work in OMA etc yet specifies thingss in such detail that it is difficult to map to existing enablers. Moreover it is surprising no reference is made to any OMA application/rendering/protocol technology. Instead it cites only provisioning, DM, Charging and presence rather than reusing any of the existing async delivery, rendering etc enablers. The requirements should thus be much higher level and abstract
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A003
	2006.01.23
	
	General
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

Most of the requirements deal with the DCD service that uses the DCD enabler.  I think the enabler is just the delivery mechanism, but does not include where the content comes from, who selects the content, etc.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A004
	2006.01.23
	
	General
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

Thoughout the RD there is a presumed design and even implementation concept – the level of detail in requirements for things like the behaviour when client or server becomes inaccessible shows this. In essence its design by requirements. This is inappropriate. The RD should define the high level requirement, e.g. “The DCD enabler SHALL manage situations where the service end points are inaccessible”, leaving the AD and TS activities to determine the detail of the problem and solution and give a degree of freedom is needed for ranges of implementation 
	Status: OPEN   

 


2. Detailed comments on the requirements 
	ID
	Open Date
	Edit
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A005
	2006.01.23
	
	3.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

Why not refer to a “DCD client” rather than inserting the word “Generic” – is there a “non-generic” version?  The definition should not define the functions of the client – that is done in the requirements.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A006
	2006.01.23
	
	3.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

The definition of the “DCD Service” seems like what the DCD enabler does.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A007
	2006.01.23
	
	4.
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

The RD should not have a Figure 1 that shows the expected arch picture.  Showing actors is OK, but not identifying interfaces.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A008
	2006.01.23
	
	4.
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

Second para under figure – what does “cradle” mean?
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A009
	2006.01.23
	
	4.
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

In third para under figure, what does “may operate autonomously in the background” mean?  This true for any client-server situation.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A010
	2006.01.23
	
	4.
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

Last para on p11 of section 4, which functions does “DCD Enabler will leverage other OMA enablers for these functions” refer to (the list of 5 items above)?
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A011
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1 High Level Functional Requirements 
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

There is a dearth of high level requirements for DCD.

Section 6.1 is supposed to be high level functional requirements. Many of these requirements are low level requirements trying to specify how things are done rather than the need. E.g. DCD-STAT-007 – 011 could be one high level requirement. There are other examples.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A012
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

FUNC001: the enabler is initiated whenever some element invokes the enabler’s I0.  The RD does not dictate when the I0 is used.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A013
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

FUNC002: the enabler’s I0 can be initiated by any authorized actor, not just SP
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A014
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

FUNC003: OMA does not define a service, only enablers.  
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A015
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

FUNC006 - 008: the spec should not define all the detail but say efficient and reliable data transfer is required
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A016
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

FUNC003 and 004: enablers should not define or limit the actual initiation mechanisms (reset/clear) – outside scope
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A017
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

FUNC005: the spec should not define how to initiate the enabler
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A017
	
	
	
	
	

	A019
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

FUNC006 should refer to the enabler, not a guess at the possible components that perform the function.  Same for FUNC008 and other requirements.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A020
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

FUNC007: transport level compression is outside scope of this enabler
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A021
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

FUNC009 should refer to “authorized principals” not specify who is permitted (user and SP) since this is a deployment choice, not part of spec
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A022
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

FUNC010 and others – why not have a high level requirement re DCD content needs be have a managed lifecycle.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A023
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

How do FUNC010 and FUNC011 differ?
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A024
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

FUNC011 should say the enabler provides expiry function, not specify who can use the function (deployment choice)
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A025
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

In FUNC013 & 014: These requirements are too service oriented. A requirement like “the DCD enabler SHALL support asynchronous delivery of content” should suffice. Everything else (pre-fetch, newly-subscribed) is dubious for the scope of the enabler as its service related
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A026
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

In FUNC013, delete “to the DCD Client Device's local content storage” since the spec will not define where the data is stored
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A027
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

Why does FUNC014 refer to DCD Service not Enabler?  I don’t understand how the notion of “deliver…as soon as…available” is part of the enabler specification.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A028
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

FUNC015—displaying of content without user interaction is outside scope of the enabler, part of application
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A029
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

FUNC-016 is vague as to intent. Does it mean the same content dispatched to multiple applications, or a 1:1 relationship between content type and application or declarative indication of destination application and latter is it expected that this is manageable, by whom etc.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A030
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

FUNC017—is this intended to imply a broadcast function, or does it mean allowing one invocation to generate messages to multiple users (eg a group mechanism)
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A031
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

FUNC018 – this sentence does not parse correctly (“ability … to manage the handling of that content”)?
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A032
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

FUNC-018: Surely the intent is to ensure the content and associated meta information is treated as a single combination entity.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A033
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

FUNC019: what is “progressive download”
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A034
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

FUNC-019: Progressive download’s role is unclear. What is expected
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A035
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

FUNC020: what is an “update…Client” – is this a DM software change, or parameter change?  Word the the requirement like others: “DCD enabler SHALL …”
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A036
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

FUNC021: this requirement is on the DCD service not enabler?  Is the content a part of the enabler spec – if not, how can the enabler define how to customize or personalize it
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A037
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

FUNC-022: Out of scope. Its service. No specific requirement for protocol, client or server.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A038
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

FUNC- 023: Out of scope. Location, presence and any other useful knowledge about the user can be used at the service level. There are no requirements justifying this requirement 
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A039
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

FUNC024: don’t constrain the notification to the SP, but rather whomever sends the content (ie initiated the enabler)
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A040
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

SVCR001: this is outside the scope of the enabler.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A041
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.2
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

SVR-001 & 002: at best these are provisioning at worse out of scope. Could simply merge with provisioning.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A042
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

SVCR003 & 004: this is a requirement on the service, not the enabler
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A043
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

CSUB001: this requirement seems to apply to the service, not the enabler which delivers the content
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A044
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.3
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CSUB-002: It seems it would be better to say something like “It SHALL be possible for users to self-subscribe to DCD channels” and this covers several requirements in the document as a whole
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A045
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.3
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CSUB-004: Scope of this requirement is questioned. No requirements on client or server. It’s a separate management interface from the service provider. One option might be to wrap it into a DCD general management capabilities
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A046
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.3
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CSUB-005L Service not enabler requirement. Scrap it
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A047
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.3
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CSUB-007: Seems another part of a  general provisioning requirement
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A048
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.3
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CSUB-008 + 009: This requirement is vague. Is DCD expected to be aware of its identity ? If so there is no requirement for such. If not how is DCD expected to do this ? Given this it appears out of scope or needs clarification. 
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A049
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.3
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CSUB-010: question of scope. Seems like CSUB-004
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A050
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.3
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CSUB-011: scope. Seems part of CSUB-002, general subscription
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A051
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.3
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CSUB-012: scope. Seems like CSUB-011 to be part of subscription and CSUB-004 management
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A052
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.3
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CSUB-013: “as soon as possible” is vague. More guidance might be useful to the spec phase.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A053
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.3
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CSUB-014: presumes client awareness and handling of subscriptions … and there appear no requirements for that.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A054
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.4
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CPRE-001: What does this mean? Interoperable manner ?
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A055
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.4
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CPRE-002: This should be out of scope re EEN. Presumes a runtime environment that at best supports a windowing environment and worst the ability to handle multiple application contexts in sequence which is not consistent with any other enabler.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A056
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.4
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CPRE-003: What does this mean ? Does it mean the content is matched to device capabilities or user preferences for the content or the user can set local controls for the presentation of content.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A057
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.4
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CPRE-004 & 005: poorly worded re intent. Does it mean restore the defaults for the previous application or pick up where it left off or what?
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A058
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.4

(and 6.1.1.5)
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CPRE-006 (& CONT-001: Where is the general requirement for priority delivery ? is it CONT-001 ? CONT-001 could be better worded re intent
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A059
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.4
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CPRE-007: What does this mean ? As worded it says DCD implementations must handle the content nicely. Surely that’s not the intent
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A060
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.4
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CPRE-008: What does this mean ? Does it mean the device capabilities need to be borne in mind when the content is generated or that the content is simply rendered as best the device can. Suggest it is more clear as to intent.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A061
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.4
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CPRE-009: Seamlessly without knowledge of where the content is or does the user need to know
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A062
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.4
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CPRE-010: Another prioritisation requirement without requirements in the delivery
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A063
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.4
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CPRE-012: Again the question of scope. Seems this relates to a windowsing environment. See previous comment
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A064
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.4
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CPRE-013: related to priority. See previous comment. Suggest combining if needed at all.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A065
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.4
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CPRE-014: not clear re intent. Client, server/service etc.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A066
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.5
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CONT-003: service, not enabler
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A067
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.5
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CONT-004 and 010: should be part of a general content life-cycle requirement.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A068
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.5
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CONT-005: service not enabler
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A069
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.5
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CONT-008: presumes too much of the language. Should be cast in terms of requirements sort of content that is desired, e.g. images, text, multimedia ….
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A070
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.5
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CONT-011: use of the term “generic client” as a distinct entity here presumes too much of the AD, TS and implementation activity 
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A071
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.5
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CONT-013: service level requirement. Nothing specific called out that impacts the enabler
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A072
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.6
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

All requirements : these seem service rather than enabler so are questionable re scope
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A073
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.7
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

STAT-002 & -005: Requirement seems service rather than enabler. Where is the requirement on the enabler?
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A074
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.7
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

STAT-006: Presumes the client knows the state of the service. Prefer this to be SHOULD NOT or clarity the behaviour if it does, e.g. Suspension is ended.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A075
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.7
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

STAT-007 – 011 Could be rationalised into just one requirement re inaccessible. Also should 007 be a SHALL for consistency ?
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A076
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.8
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

INTG-001: scope. This is implementation not enabler.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A077
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.8
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

INTG-002 & 003: OK re browser but does the browser need provisioning with bookmarks etc or what other requirement is there on the location of the service guide
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A078
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.9
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

CAPA-001: this describes design work, not functional requirements such as "content should be customized appropriate for device"
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A079
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.9
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CAPA-002: Implies devices support multiple time zones. Is this the intent ?


	Status: OPEN   

 

	A080
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.10
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

MISC-001: Define “user” is that the same as IMSI etc or is it Mickey.Mouse@Disney.com , others ?
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A081
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.10
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

MISC-003: Is it “shall not” in lower case deliberately or not ? If deliberately its not a normative requirement.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A082
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.10
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

MISC-004: If connection profile means the parameters re the communications connection between client and server (e.g. GPRS PD) where are the requirements to justify this ? DCD is above the physical and IP layers and thus should be agnostic and not need to specify anything 
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A083
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.10
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

MISC-006: 
Client or server/service ? If later there is a question of scope
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A084
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.10
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

MISC-007: Duplicates a previous requirement *FUNC-020 and -024
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A085
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.1.10
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

MISC-008: Seems implementation not enabler
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A086
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

SEC-001 and others: This requirement deals with the client appl and content server, both outside the realm of DCD enabler.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A087
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.2
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

SEC-001: presumes the client has knowledge of subscriptions which is not a hard requirement so far.  Also its before the client authorises acceptance of any information.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A088
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.2
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

SEC-002 – 005, 007: authorization. Not within scope.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A089
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.2
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

SEC-006: authorisation. Agents ? Which
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A090
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.2
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

SEC-009: Requirement is vague. Does this mean there needs to be several strengths etc of security and the enabler can decide which ? My view is the enabler should NOT specify strength (it’s a policy of the Service Provider)
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A091
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.2
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

SEC-011: Is logging really in scope?  How can it be tested? What is to be done with the logs? Generating them for no purpose is wasteful. DCD RD might that the enabler logs problems, not that the client does so (this is AD phase work). 
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A092
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.3
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

CHAR-001: service not enabler
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A093
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

CHAR-001 – 005: dealing with "advice of charge" are all outside the scope of the DCD enabler, but a part of a service that uses the enabler.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A094
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, IBM

Form: INP doc

ADM-009 & 010: in one case the authorized principal is an actor (SP) and in the other is a software component (device).  Perhaps should say that the DCD enabler should allow authorized principals to specify the frequency.  The deployment, not the spec, should identify who is are authorized principals.
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A095
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.5
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

USA-001: should be covered by previous requirement re UI
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A096
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.6
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

IOP-001: communicate with rather than be able to obtain content from. It’s a interoperable protocol statement
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A097
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.6
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

IOP-004: enabler yes, what about implementations ?
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A098
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.6
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

IOP-005: seems a replication of 004
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A099
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.7
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

PRIV-001 & 004: This seems less of a privacy statement and more of an authorisation statement
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A100
	2006.01.23
	
	6.1.7
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

PRIV-002 and 003: Questionable as to whether these are privacy
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A101
	2006.01.23
	
	6.2
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

SYS-001: Reword - discovery
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A102
	2006.01.23
	
	6.2
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

SYS-002: Content authors or providers
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A103
	2006.01.23
	
	6.2
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

SYS-003: Seems better to say “shall support OMA DM for management of datasets and application”
	Status: OPEN   

 

	A104
	2006.01.23
	
	6.2
	Source: A J Angwin, IBM

Form: INP doc

SYS-004 & 005: these seem service rather than enabler requirements
	Status: OPEN   

 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


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 considers these comments as part of the RD review
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