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1. Scope
(Informative)

This Organization Document describes the OMA Requirements Process and identifies Best Practices associated with the Requirements Process.  It is intended to be a reference for people who are developing OMA Requirements Documents, to help develop and deliver Requirements in a rapid, market-aligned fashion.
2. References

2.1 Normative References

	[RFC2119]
	“Key words for use in RFCs to Indicate Requirement Levels”, S. Bradner, March 1997, URL:http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc2119.txt

	[OMAProcess]
	OMA Process Document, http://www.openmobilealliance.org/tech/publicmaterial.html#ORG   


2.2 Informative References

	[ADBestPractices]
	OMA-ORG-Architecture_Best_Practices-V1_0-20050817-D, http://www.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/Public_documents/ARCH/Permanent_documents/

	[OMADICT]
	OMA-ORG-Dictionary-V2_2-20051011-D, http://www.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/Public_documents/ARCH/Permanent_documents/


3. Terminology and Conventions

3.1 Conventions

The key words “MUST”, “MUST NOT”, “REQUIRED”, “SHALL”, “SHALL NOT”, “SHOULD”, “SHOULD NOT”, “RECOMMENDED”, “MAY”, and “OPTIONAL” in this document are to be interpreted as described in [RFC2119].

This is an informative document, which is not intended to provide testable requirements to implementations.

3.2 Definitions

No definitions required.  See [OMADICT] for OMA definitions
3.3 Abbreviations

	OMA
	Open Mobile Alliance

	RD
	Requirements Document

	RDRR
	Requirements Document Review Report

	TP 
	[OMA] Technical Plenary


4. Introduction
(Informative)

The OMA Requirements Development process has been running now since the inception of OMA in June 2002 and the process is reasonably well understood by those OMA members who have been actively involved with development of Requirements for one or more enablers.  However, OMA is a large community and there is a need to explain to that community at large how the Requirements Process works, and how to ease the passage of the Requirements Document through the various approvals stages to completion.
5. Requirements Process
(Informative)

5.1 Formal Requirements Process
[OMAProcess] describes the overall OMA process, and within that the mandatory process elements for a Requirements Document.  Firstly, a work item document must be developed and approved by the Technical Plenary.  Then the development of a Requirements Document (RD) can start.  An RD can be developed in the Requirements Group or in another WG.  The RD must go through a formal Requirements Review prior to its submission to TP for approval as a candidate specification.    For all Formal Reviews, [OMAProcess] calls for a minimum 2 week period between availability of the document to be reviewed and the formal Review.

5.2 Normative Terms used in RDs
The OMA Requirements Document is to be considered to be a specification, and the Requirements section therein is normative, meaning that all mandatory requirements have to be implemented by manufacturers claiming OMA compliance.

The terms SHALL, MAY, MUST, SHOULD have specific meanings when used in the normative sections of an RD.
The  presence of a requirement in section 6 (Requirements) of the RD and its subsections shall result in the enabler defining how it is fulfilled. All normative requirements in the document should follow the convention below based upon the use of the [RFC2119] key words:

The SHALL/SHOULD/MAY/SHOULD NOT/SHALL NOT implications of requirements are intended to apply to the implementations claiming conformance to OMA specifications. 
When requirements are identified as SHALL, it is expected that implementations claiming conformance to the enabler specification must support such mandatory requirements.  
When requirements are identified as MAY, it is expected that implementations claiming conformance to the enabler specification may support such optional requirements.  
When requirements are identified as SHOULD, it is expected that implementations claiming conformance to the enabler specification  support such requirements unless there are valid reasons in particular circumstances to ignore the requirement.  
When requirements are identified as SHALL NOT or SHOULD NOT, these should be considered the negation of SHALL and SHOULD.
When requirements are identified as “SHALL be able to”, it is expected that implementations claiming conformance to the enabler specification must support such mandatory requirements, however such functionality may not be used in all cases.
5.3 Scope of an RD

A single RD may generate requirements that are satisfied by multiple releases of an enabler.  The phasing of those requirements is shown by the third column in the table(s) in section 6 (Requirements) of the RD.

5.4 Methods of RD Development

As indicated above, the Requirements Document can be developed in the Requirements Group or in another WG.  

It is recommended that the development of RDs which have significant horizontal implications across multiple OMA groups, is done in the Requirements Group.

If the Requirements Document is developed in the Requirements Group, an ad-hoc group (AHG) is normally created under REQ to handle the development of the RD (although in exceptional circumstances an RD might be developed in REQ plenary).  Any existing “ad-hoc groups” report to the Requirements Group at every plenary session.  Requirements Group plenary sessions are held at the end of every Requirements WG meeting.  Generally these ad-hoc groups hold their own conference calls.  Email discussion takes place on the OMA-RD-DEV reflector.  Because this reflector contains traffic for a number of different topics, each message has a subject containing the topic in square brackets at the beginning, e.g. [PoC].
An ad-hoc group under the Requirements Group can be convened and organised by people normally attending any other OMA WG, and the face to face meetings can be organised such that they take place in the same room as the other OMA WG and with dovetailed agendas.
Conference call timings for RD development under REQ ad-hoc groups or other WGs need to be agreed by REQ such that REQ participants are given the opportunity, where desired, to attend multiple different RD development activities.

If the Requirements Document is developed by another WG, the Requirements Group requests that a process is followed which is as transparent as possible to the Requirements Group.  The generally accepted practice for this is that email discussion, including announcement of conference calls and meetings to discuss RDs, takes place on the OMA-RD-DEV reflector.  Also regular reporting of progress on RDs is requested at the main OMA meetings throughout the year.

It is recommended that groups consider the use of diagrams in a Requirements Document to identify the actors and their relationships. 
5.5 Requirements Milestones

Several distinctive phases have been identified for the RD development work:

1. Drafting – in this phase, the general structure of the RD is set up, and use cases and Requirements are identified.  It is not recommended to add use cases into an RD without adding normative requirements (derived from that use case) at the same time.
Try to focus on the key use cases which describe the raison d’etre of the work.  The purpose is essentially to justify the work from a user perspective – to show what the benefits are to the actors.  Intuitively, if the use cases are sufficiently complete, it should not require a large number of use cases to illustrate what the service enabler is about and how it benefits the actors.  It is not necessary to have use cases to cover every requirement and indeed if the RD contains too many use cases it becomes rather cumbersome and difficult to gain understanding of the OMA community, and hence rapid approval.  If, however, during the development of the Requirements, there is confusion or controversy about the justification for certain requirements, then and only then should additional use cases be considered.  Recognising that the RD is only the first part in the overall OMA enabler development cycle, minimising the time spent on the RD is a key first step.  To this end, it might be useful to think about spending 20% of the time on writing use cases and 80% of the time on developing the requirements.  As a guideline, use cases should be submitted with their requirements, whereas requirements may be submitted without a use case.  Furthermore, submittal of use cases that cover existing requirements should be avoided.  During this phase, advise the Requirements Group of the ongoing work and select a time for an “Informal RD Review”.  The purpose of this review is to familiarise the Requirements Group with the intent of the RD, allow additional participation in the developing group if required by members attending the Requirements Group, and smooth the flow of the formal RD review process.  Working Groups may wish to have more than one informal review with the Requirements Group.  There is no deadline for submission of an RD for informal review, other than the regular document submission deadline (which is 7 days prior to a meeting or conference call).  A checklist is provided in Appendix C for groups to review and develop prior to any formal or informal review.
2. Informal RD Review – Groups working on RDs should consider the timescales for the overall enabler and read the relevant Best Practices documents, e.g. the AD Best Practices Document [ADBestPractices] to decide when to start AD development.  Groups working on RDs should complete the form in Appendix C before bringing a document for informal review.
3. Formal RD Review – the document is considered by the owning WG to be essentially complete and ready for review.  If there are still issues which need to be resolved then these can usually be wrapped up in the review.  Once a document reaches Phase 3, all changes prior to its submission to TP must be documented in the RD review report.  Phase 3 commences with the announcement of the RD review session and at that point the RD is frozen until after the RD review.  The completion of the Formal RD Review is decided by REQ (even if the RD is developed outside REQ).  Once the Formal RD review is complete then the RD and RDRR are taken to TP for approval of the RD as a Candidate specification.
4. Candidate RD – the specification is approved by TP.  During this period, change requests may be applied to the RD if agreed by consensus in the owning group and by the Requirements Group.  If a major change (class 0 or class 1) is agreed by the owning group then the RD becomes a Draft again.  This might require a new RD review, but this depends on the extent of the changes and would be for the Requirements Group to decide.  The tables in Section 6 (Requirements) may need to be updated by Change Request to indicate which Requirements are supported in the Enabler.  Changes to the RD following approval as Candidate are “business as usual” and should be proposed as early as possible so that REQ can evaluate the changes.  Typically this would be achieved with minimal delay.
5. Consistency Review – the specification is part of a package undergoing consistency review.  Within the Consistency Review, the Requirements Group will look at the extent to which the Requirements are completed within the technical specifications in the package.
6. Candidate Package – the specification is part of a package which is a TP-approved “Candidate Enabler”.
7. Approved RD –  the specification is part of a package which is a TP-approved “Approved Enabler”
5.6   Considerations for Rapid RD Development

In order for OMA to succeed in its mission to develop Enablers for the mobile marketplace, OMA needs to ensure that its work is effective and not necessarily exhaustive.

This means that everyone working on the RD development must understand that the RD is only the first step to producing the enabler and a lot of the detailed work will need to be done after the RD is completed.  Therefore the RD phase should be relatively short.

Whilst it is essential that OMA produces a quality RD, this does not mean that it needs to be highly polished.  Once the key aspects have been incorporated it makes sense to proceed through Step 3 (Formal RD Review) to Step 4 (Candidate RD).  Updates can always be made later but the key thing is to get the RD approved and make sure that the workers focus on the implementation of the requirements in the RD.

It is highly recommended that companies go along to the first meeting of the group developing the RD with contributions on:

1. Scope

2. Introduction

3. One or two use cases and derived requirements

5.7 Brainstorming
During the development of an RD, it will frequently be necessary to use “brainstorming” techniques to consider what we want from the enabler, and how we want it to be used.  Classical brainstorming is free-thinking and writing down ideas as they occur, not criticising or finding reasons why things don’t work, but identifying the possibilities.  Once a series of possibilities has been identified, it might not be straightforward to choose one path.  To help this, a Pros and Cons analysis can be undertaken, so that the whole group can see where the benefits of the different ideas lie.

This will mostly happen during drafting.  The key thing is for the chair of the session to make it clear whether the session is working on “brainstorming” (no criticism allowed), “consolidiation” (identifying Pros and Cons), or “option pruning” (identifying least favoured routes and removing them).  If these different phases of development are separate and clearly understood then the group will move forward more cohesively with everyone understanding the progress as it goes along.

5.8 Requirements Prioritization

The requirements should carefully be focused on the current release and thereby selected at the discussion of contributions. However, there are cases where it is difficult to screen the requirements at the time of initial proposal, to get agreement whether they apply to the current release or any future release. As a consequence there is a danger that eventually the RD draft would carry too many requirements to fulfil in the planned timeline of the current release.

The choices are either to push back the schedule by incorporating all the requirements in the current release or to prioritize and slim down the requirements for the current release. Although prioritization is not expected to be necessary for every enabler, it may be desirable in some cases, and so this section describes an example guideline procedure for prioritization using informal poll for each of the proposed requirements.  If prioritization is done, it is expected to happen prior to the Formal RD Review.

The purpose of the informal poll is to give indication of how many of the interested member companies are considering a certain requirement as essential to the immediate next release and if they are willing to actively proceed with the requirement. Further discussion should be taken based on the result of the informal poll to agree on the prioritized requirements.  Therefore, it should be clearly noted that the poll is not binding i.e. no direct index to screen the requirements.

1) Agree on the detailed procedure for a poll regarding, for example:

· Timeline of the poll (start and deadline)

· “Key features” of the current release so that the requirements should be in line with the key features 

· How many items an individual company can vote “YES” to (to limit the eventual number of higher priority items if possible, e.g. a company can only vote YES to 50% of the requirements)

· What questions should be delivered, such as

· Whether to consider a requirement as essential for the next release
· Whether your company is committed to actively contribute to the requirements
· Any comments on the requirements
· Basic rules to rate a requirement as essential for the next release, such as

· Pick ones with simple majority poll for YES if no sustained objections

· Set a border area, such that requirements falling within a certain range of support will be discussed further by the group
· Put ones with less than the border line support into non-prioritized category
· How to deal with the ones put into non-prioritized category

· They should basically for consideration in a future release, not to be dropped from the RD 

2) Results should be collated by a neutral party of the group such as DSO, contracted third party etc. 

3) The group takes the results for discussion with the procedure agreed as above.
5.9 Special Handling of Security Requirements

Security Requirements should be reviewed with the Security Working Group as early as possible. The impacts and relationships to other security considerations need to be comprehensive.  In addition, the concerns raised for a particular feature described herein may be impactful for other features.  Early coordination of this material with Security WG will help assure the most complete set of descriptions possible across the set of OMA enabler activities.

The tables in the sub-sections under the Security Requirements section in the RD template have model requirements (note yellow backgrounds) which might be applicable for an RD.  During the requirements development groups should select and update (extend/reword) to fit the needs of the item under development.  Depending on the circumstances, some of these model requirements could be deleted if they do not apply.  Additional items may need to be added as well.  Once updated, the yellow background should be cleared.
5.10 Handling of Requirements Tables

5.10.1 Differentiation of Main and Dependent Requirements

In general, the requirements for the enablers can be structured in main and dependent requirements. The requirements table shall provide the requirement’s conditionality using the normative terms SHALL/SHOULD/MAY. Dependent on a certain requirement, the relation between the requirement’s conditionality and it’s dependent requirements needs to be provided. It is expected that an RD needs to provide only high level requirements, however the level of detail needed depends on the enabler. The level of detail in the examples is provided to help understand the meaning of the different terms used and is not intended to indicate an expectation of the proper level of detail for an RD.

The requirements MAY be structured in the rows for the description of the main requirement’s conditionality for the enabler.  The functionalities dependent on a main requirement MAY be separated in the rows after the main  requirement’s description. A populated example and its interpretation for a requirements reference table is shown in Table 2.

	Label
	Description
	Enabler Release

	Conditionality of Main Requirement

	FOO-0001
	The FOO Enabler MAY support the interworking with the FOO-BAR system.
	Foo V1.0

	Dependent Functional Requirements

	FOO-0002
	If the FOO server supports feature [FOO-0001], then the server SHALL be able to deliver CHOW content via the FOO-CHOW enabler.
	Foo V1.0

	FOO-0003
	If the FOO Client supports feature [FOO-0001], then the client MAY be able to receive CHOW content via the FOO-CHOW enabler.
	Foo V1.0

	FOO-0004
	If the FOO Client supports feature [FOO-0001], the client MAY send confirmation of CHOW content via the FOO-CHOW enabler.
	Foo V1.1


Table 1: Populated Example for dependent requirements and its interpretation of Reference Table Entry in RD Template
NOTE: The rows containing the subtitles “Conditionality of Main Requirement” and “Dependent Functional Requirement” are for illustration of the difference between main and dependent requirements only and MAY be omitted in the RD.

Interpretation:
1. FOO-0001: It is expected that implementations claiming conformance to the enabler specification may support this functionality.
2. FOO-0002: It is expected that implementations claiming conformance to the enabler specification must support this  functionality if supporting the implementation of requirement FOO-0001.
3. FOO-0003: It is expected that implementations claiming conformance to the enabler specification may support this  functionality  if supporting the implementation of requirement FOO-0001.
4. The specification work for the requirements FOO-0001, FOO-0002 and FOO-0003 has to be done in the enabler release V1.0.
5. FOO-0004: It is expected that implementations claiming conformance to the enabler specification may support this  functionality  if supporting the implementation of requirement FOO-0001. The specification work for this requirement has to be done in the enabler release V1.1 As of the defined requirement the optional implementation is proposed for enabler release FOO V1.1.
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Fig. 1: Illustration of dependencies of main and dependent requirements for the example in table 1
5.10.2 Assignment of Requirements to Enabler Releases

The OMA Process specifies that OMA specifications have to address all normative requirements specified in the Requirements Document. However, due to the fact that all normative requirements are not always satisfied in a single release of an enabler, therefore, the RD template has a column per requirement to indicate in which release the requirement is planned to be fulfilled. The guidelines are provided as follows for how to handle this column in each phase of an enabler release development.
	Label
	Description
	Enabler Release

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Table 2: Reference Table Entry in RD Template

The “Enabler Release” column provides information on the enabler release which covers the requirement, indicating a specific release if it is known.  Examples are “PoC V1.0” or “Future”.  It could also indicate the linkage to a related enabler, for example “not in PoC, covered in Presence V1.0 (see AABBCC in [RD])”.  In some cases some additional work may need to be done prior to implementation of the requirement and in these cases, text like “Future, dependent on XYZ support” might be appropriate.
5.10.3 Requirements Table Development

During the initial work on the RD a first assessment will be undertaken on the release appropriate for implementation of each requirement.  For a new enabler it may be too ambitious to plan beyond the initial release and so fields should be set to “XYZ V1.0” or “Future”, although in some cases it may be immediately obvious that the appropriate release is “XYZ V1.1”.

Prior to Consistency Review some revisions may be needed based on the technical accomplishments achieved for the enabler.  The RD would be updated by means of CR which would revise the fields where needed.  If a requirement is partially covered then it should be split into two parts, the part which is covered and the part which is not covered, for example REQ-ABC is split into REQ-ABC-a and REQ-ABC-b.  The descriptions should be expanded by clarifying the covered and not-covered parts of the original requirement.  See example in section 5.8.2.
5.10.4  RD Development and Candidate RDs
During the RD Development, the tables will indicate the initial release plan.  It may be necessary to challenge the objectives at this time and consider whether prioritization is appropriate (see section 5.8 Requirements Prioritization).  Once the TP has approved the Candidate RD, this becomes the Objective of the Technical Work.

Populated example and its interpretation for a requirements reference table is shown in Table 2.

	Label
	Description
	Enabler Release

	FOO-0001
	System SHALL Enable FOO Services In Mobile Environment
	Foo 1.0

	FOO-0002
	FOO SHALL Support Transaction Initiation From Client and Server
	Foo 1.0

	FOO-0003
	FOO SHALL Support Exchange of Image Data
	Foo 1.0

	FOO-0004
	FOO SHOULD Support Dynamic Data Conversion
	Foo 1.1

	FOO-0005
	FOO MAY Interwork With Full FooBar Systems
	Future


Table 3: Populated Example and its interpretation of Reference Table Entry in RD Template
Interpretation:
1.
FOO-0001 to FOO-0003 are expected to be addressed in Version 1.0
2.
FOO-0004 need not be addressed in Version 1.0 and is expected to be addressed in Version 1.1 
3. 
FOO-0005 need not be addressed in Version 1.0 but is expected to be wanted in a future release.

For the items beyond “Foo 1.0”, the requirements should still be considered even if they are not addressed so that the specifications do not include impediments to introducing solutions for these requirements at a later time.
5.10.5 AD and Specification Development
The requirement coverage is assessed during technical development considering the degree of completion for features specified in the RD and mapping of SHALL/SHOULD/MAY’s to text and SCRs of specifications. When differences of objectives are found, the RD change process (reconciliation CR) is invoked. Consensus must be reached with involvement of REQ WG.  If the CR contains a Class0 or Class 1 change (new functionality/functional change), the revision of the RD requires re-approval of TP. An example of handling the reference table in this phase is shown in Table 3.

	Label
	Description
	Enabler Release

	FOO-0001
	System SHALL Enable FOO Services In Mobile Environment
	Foo 1.0

	FOO-0002a
	FOO SHALL Support Transaction Initiation From Client and Server – Client Request Model Support
	Foo 1.0

	FOO-0002b
	FOO SHALL Support Transaction Initiation From Client and Server – Server-Initiated Sync Model Support
	Foo 1.01

	FOO-0003
	FOO SHALL MAY Support Exchange of Image Data
	Foo 1.0

	FOO-0004
	FOO SHOULD Support Dynamic Data Conversion
	Foo 1.1

Deleted

	FOO-0005
	FOO MAY Interwork With Full FooBar Systems
	Future


Table 4: Example handling of Requirements reference table in RD during AD and technical specification development

Note:  FOO-0002 split into FOO-0002a (Foo 1.0) and FOO-0002b (Foo 1.1); FOO-0003 SHALL changed to MAY and FOO-0004 marked deleted.
5.10.6 Consistency Review

The RD may be updated through the procedure described in the previous subsections (and re-approved by TP if necessary) and forms the basis of the Consistency Review where requirements for current or earlier releases are considered. The review involves consideration of the defined capabilities and SCR dependencies. If any AD/Specification content does not match the related requirements in the RD, then comments should be raised in the CONRR. Inconsistent requirement coverage may be adjusted by RD changes. The Consistency Review does not close until any RD changes are completed.  Table 4 shows the example handling of the RD requirements table during Consistency Review period. 

	Label
	Description
	Enabler Release

	FOO-0001
	System SHALL Enable FOO Services In Mobile Environment
	Foo 1.0

	FOO-0002a
	FOO SHALL Support Transaction Initiation From Client and Server – Client Request Model Support
	Foo 1.0

	FOO-0002b
	FOO SHALL Support Transaction Initiation From Client and Server – Server-Initiated Sync Model Support
	Foo 1.1

	FOO-0003
	FOO MAY Support Exchange of Image Data
	Foo 1.0

	FOO-0004
	FOO SHOULD Support Dynamic Data Conversion
	Deleted

	FOO-0005
	FOO MAY Interwork With Full FooBar Systems
	Future


Table 5: Example handling of Requirements reference table in RD during Consistency Review period
Note:  FOO-0001, FOO-0002a and FOO-0003 are the only requirements to be considered in the Foo 1.0 Consistency Review.
5.10.7 Requirements in Subsequent Release

The requirements for prior releases are normally preserved for subsequent releases, which is a key element to maintain backward compatibility. The requirements in the RD reference table can be re-ordered for editorial reasons in subsequent release, but the numbering in the label needs to be preserved. Table 5 show the example handling of requirements table for the creation of subsequent release. 

	Label
	Description
	Enabler Release

	FOO-0001
	System SHALL Enable FOO Services In Mobile Environment
	Foo 1.0

	FOO-0002a
	FOO SHALL Support Transaction Initiation From Client and Server – Client Request Model Support
	Foo 1.0

	FOO-0002b
	FOO SHALL Support Transaction Initiation From Client and Server – Server-Initiated Sync Model Support
	Foo 1.1

	FOO-0003
	FOO MAY Support Exchange of Image Data
	Foo 1.0

	FOO-0004
	FOO SHOULD Support Dynamic Data Conversion
	Deleted

	FOO-0005
	FOO MAY Interwork With Full FooBar Systems
	Future
Foo 1.1

	FOO-0006
	FOO SHOULD Utilize Screening Services When Available
	Foo 1.1


Table 6: Example handling of Requirements table in RD for subsequent release development
Note1:  FOO-0001, FOO-0002a, FOO-0003 and FOO-0004 are historical and not to be removed

Note2:  FOO-0002b, FOO-0005 and FOO-0006 are items deferred from the previous release and new items, to be worked on as part of Foo 1.1.

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?

· Do the requirements clearly identify the actions/operations by the actors from which the interfaces/functional components can be identified in OMA work following the RD phase??

· 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?
5.12 Dos and Don’ts

5.12.1 Dos

1. Do consider the timing of delivery of technical features when adding a new Requirement

2. Do consider the timeframe for completion in scoping the number of features in the RD

3. Do set a point in time after which no additional requirements will be accepted.  Such a point in time should be identified early in the development of the RD.

4. Do consider the re-use of existing enablers wherever possible

5. Do use appendices for backup/informational material

6. Do write clear Requirements such that they are understandable without reference to the use cases

7. Do identify actors and their relationships at an early stage

5.12.2 Don’ts
1. Don’t include a large number of options in an RD
2. Don’t extend the time of delivery of an RD without explicit consensus in the group

3. Don’t use an appendix as a long-term “holding place” for requirements
4. Don’t submit a use case without at least one associated requirement

5. Don’t leave comments on an RD to the last minute

6. Don’t specify technical solutions in the Requirements

7. Don’t spend excessive group’s time on editorial issues and corrections. Once the substance of a change is agreed as editorial, but beneficial, it should be down to the RD editor to make the needed corrections. It should be ensured that transparency is provided to the group by capturing these changes in a new revision of the RD and change bars must be used to make clear that group knows what has been changed.
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Appendix B. Sample Agenda
(Informative)

The following is a recommended starter agenda for the first meeting of a group developing a new requirements document.

1. Introductions

2. Review of Work Item Document (Overview)

3. Review of Use Cases contained in Work Item Document

4. Proposals for new Use Cases or Enhanced Use Cases from the WID

5. Review and identify all needed use cases (by title/concept)

6. Assign needed use cases to owners for development

7. Review how to work going forward (email, conference calls, physical meetings)

8. AOB

9. Close

Appendix C. Review Checklist
(Informative)

It is recommended for the group working on an RD to develop the following table during the RD development and provide it as preparation of the RD reviews (informal and formal reviews).

	Area
	Aspects to be considered
	Response from originating group

	Scope,

Introduction
	The Scope and Introduction sections should be completed before the first informal review.  Consider to copy appropriate text from the WID to the Scope or Introduction Sections.

Identify which parts of the WID scope are addressed in the current RD draft 


	

	Normative References
	Ensure that normative references have associated requirements
	

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

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

Identify any requirements which are likely to impact other enablers.

Identify need for joint meetings / collaboration with other groups

Identify issues with OMA processes (for collaboration, providing references to other specifications and support files etc.)
	

	Backwards Compatibility
	Identify any requirements for this enabler in terms of backwards compatibility

Clarify which previous releases the current version of the Enabler shall be compatible with.
	

	Specific Work Areas
	Identify impact on:

SEC

DM

MCC

XDM

IOP

External Groups – addressing need for new liaisons and dependencies on External Work.
	

	Plan for enabler development
	Where will the enabler be developed beyond the RD phase?

Identify potential WGs for developing, for example, any AD and TSs.  Consider socialising the requirements with candidate groups, to get their feedback on whether they could develop these specifications

If the ARC group is considered to develop the AD, will ARC also develop any TSs?

This should be discussed at an early stage, to achieve parallel development where appropriate and to speed up the overall completion time for the enabler.
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