Doc# OMA-REQ-2009-0123-INP_MSrchFramework_RD_Review_Comments_TelecomItalia[image: image1.jpg]"sOMaQa

Open Mobile Alliance



.doc
Review Contribution

Doc# OMA-Template-ReviewContribution-20090101-I.doc
Review Report


Review Contribution
	Title:
	MSrchFramework RD Review Comments TelecomItalia
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	Material Being Reviewed:
	OMA-RD-MSrchFramework-V1_0-20090516-D

	Submission Date:
	03 Jun 2009

	Source:
	Carmen Criminisi, Carmen.criminisi@telecomitalia.it, Telecom Italia

	Attachments:
	<list of attachments> or n/a
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	
	<att y>
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	
	<att z>
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	Replaces:
	<previous revision DocIdent> or n/a


1. Instructions
Review comments should be submitted in a form that simplifies the collection by the review report editor.  This form permits easy cut-n-paste actions by use of pro-forma structure of the review comments table.  The following are requests for submitters of the comments:

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

· Use this docID in the Form field (e.g. for doc OMA-REL-2008-0134-RC_XYZ_RD – 'Form' entry would be 'doc #0134'.)

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

· Submitters are encouraged, but not required, to provide a proposed change – provide as much insight to issue as possible

· Marked up versions of the document can be submitted as an attachment.  If this is done, please note in the table, in summary form, the technical issues addressed.  Use one table entry to note that editorial items are presented.

RC doc are internal docs and when uploaded, they should be attached to the appropriate review meeting.
2. Review Comments

2.1 OMA-RD-MSrchFramework-V1_0-20090516-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	
	2008.06.03
	T
	1
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: Some requirements may involve the usage of functionalities provided by other enablers or technologies.  

Proposed Change: Add this proposed text at the end of the section: “Mobile Search Framework Enabler will reuse as much as possible existing technologies. Some requirements may involve other OMA Enablers.”
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	E
	All
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: In section 3.2 there are several definitions. When used through the document these defined terms must be capitalized. 
Proposed Change: Capitalize every instances of each terms defined in section 3.2 through the document.
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	E
	All

	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: When used through the document the wording “Mobile Search Framework” or “MSrchFramework” in a capitalized way, it is referred to Mobile Search Framework Enabler.
Proposed Change: add everywhere in the document “Mobile Search Framework Enabler” or “MSrchFramework Enabler”
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	T
	3.2

Q&A Service, all
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: An enabler provides functionalities to the service provider in order to allow the building of services. In this case, it is better to define the functionality of Q&A provided by this enabler rather then service. 
Proposed Change: 
· delete the term Service in the definition of “Q&A Service” and in the beginning of the definition text; 

· Replace “service” with “functionality” in the definition text, in 6.1 bullet 6, in MSrchFramework-HLF-019, in MSrchFramework-CHG-001.   
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	E
	1
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: It is better to use the term “several” instead of “different” to express that the Mobile Search Framework Enabler supports more then one functionalities 

Proposed Change: replace “several” instead of “different” 
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	T
	3.2
Subscribe-Push Service,

all
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: An enabler provides functionalities to the service provider in order to allow the building of services. In this case, it is better to define the functionality of Subscribe-Push provided by this enabler rather then service.
Proposed Change: 
· delete the term Service in the definition of “Subscribe-Push Service” and in the beginning of the definition text; 

· replace “service” with “functionality” in the definition text, in 6.1 bullet 7, in MSrchFramework-HLF-023, in MSrchFramework-HLF-033, in MSrchFramework-HLF-034, in MSrchFramework-ADM-002.   
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	E
	3.2
Q&A, Subscribe-Push
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: the “s” is missed in “user” and “enable” in the definitions Q&A and Subscribe-Push.  

Proposed Change: Use “users” and “enables”. 
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	T
	3.2

Q&A
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: the definition text reports that the question is sent to the service provider. I think that we can use in this context the right actor that is MSrch Framework Enabler. 

Proposed Change: replace “service provider” with “MSrch Framework Enabler”.
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	E
	all
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: In several part of the document we can find some words capitalized also without a definition.
Proposed Change: use capitalized word only for terms that are defined in section 3.2.

Examples of term that must be lower case are: web, service provider.
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	T
	3.2
Subscribe-Push
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: The definition text reports that the information, to which the user is subscribed, is sent to him periodically. But in the use case and requirements related there are also other criteria as trigger.

Proposed Change: replace “periodically” with “to a given pushing interval or based on specific filtration criteria” or add “e.g.” before “periodically”
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	E
	3.3
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: the abbreviation of MSrchFramework is missed
Proposed Change: Add MSrchFramework in 3.3 table
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	E
	3.3
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: the abbreviation of Q&A is missed
Proposed Change: Add Q&A in 3.3 table
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	E
	4
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: last bullet is not clear. A rewording is proposed
Proposed Change: replace last bullet with 

· Information is distributed in different places and maintained by different applications/engines. This information is not always available on the public Internet and cannot be accessed by generic search engines.
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	T
	4
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: in the requirement document it is not defined any decomposition between client and server, we speak only about the framework.
Proposed Change: replace last bullet with 

To tackle the drawback of the current mobile search service it is required to define an open framework which integrates the capabilities of different  Search Engines. In this context this requirement document (RD) intends to provide requirements and use cases which are meant to be considered in the further development (AD, TS) of this enabler.
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	T
	4.1
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: The text of this paragraph does not explain roles of the actors involved in the mobile search framework. I believe that for a better readability of the paragraph has to be considered a rewording of all the text by adding the description of the role of each actor.
Proposed Change: revise the text
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	T
	4.1
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: in the actors picture it is better to show also the service provider.
Proposed Change: add a circle around the actor “Service Provider Resources” and “MSrchFramework Enabler” with the name “Service Provider”.

Add a description of the service provider’s role on the related paragraph. 
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	E
	4.1
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: last part of the paragraph reports possible other enabler that can be used by this enabler but there aren’t the related references in the Informative References section of the RD. 
Proposed Change: add the right informative references related to the named enablers in 4.1 section
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	E
	5
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: this paragraph is generic and related to the enabler in general, so the word “release” in the first sentence is not necessary.
Proposed Change: Delete “release” in the first sentence.
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	T
	5
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: this paragraph sounds very generic. The comment about this section in the RD template reports:
This clause illustrates what the release is about, describing the release in terms of its functionalities, identifying the actors and their relationships. The inclusion of any pictures to back up text should be kept simple, showing various actors involved. The text shall summarize the functionalities of the release in a generic form which does not constrain terminal or network design. It is intended to allow an understanding of the release without regard to implementation. The description should include functional, charging, administration and configuration, usability, interoperability, privacy aspects as well as interactions with other releases.

Part of this text can be easily extracted from the WID

This comment is related to something different from what the section reports. 
Proposed Change: move the entire paragraph 4.1 under this section 5.

Move the last part of section 4 too. 
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	T
	5
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: under the section 5, there must be the 5.1 describing the current version release of the enabler.
Proposed Change: add the section 5.1 and a related text describing it.
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	T
	6.1

Bullet 1
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: this module collect all the capability related to the interaction between the enabler and Search Engine.
Proposed Change: add “Search Engine interaction” as functionality on this module before “result merging”
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	E
	6.1 
Bullet 1
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: the merging as functionality is related to more then one result. 
Proposed Change: add the “s” for plural in the first bullet at the end of the sentence for “result”
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	T
	6.1 
Bullet 3
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: it is not clear why this module is named as “Third party support”. Reading all the requirements belonging to it, they are applicable both for third party application but also for “internal application” (running under the same service provider).

The requirements are related to the functionality exposed by the enabler and it is the “application support” (provided or not by the same service provider)  
Proposed Change: replace “Third party support” with “Application support” in the module name and everywhere in the Functional module column in requirements table. 
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	T
	6.1
Bullet 4
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: the functionality explained in this bullet is interworking function and not interoperability functions that in the OMA world have a specific meaning different from the meaning of this module.  
Proposed Change: replace “Interoperability” with “Interworking” in the module name, in the text of the module and everywhere in the Functional module column in requirements table.
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	E
	6.1

Bullet 4
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: the communication allowed by the interworking function is between two instances of the enabler and not between “different MSrchFramework Enablers”
Proposed Change: replace “different MSrchFramework Enablers” with “different MSrchFramework Enabler istances”.
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	T
	6.1
Bullet 8
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: in this module, in some requirements and other parts of the document, there is the wording “Search Hystory”. To better clarify what this is, a new definition is provided.    

Proposed Change: “Search History: In the context of MSrchFramework Enabler, Search History is the collection of Feedback and Interaction from the user.”

If the definition is agreed, capitalize everywhere through the document the wording “Search History”.
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	E
	6.1

Bullet 9
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment:  A revision of bullet 9 is proposed for a better readability of the text.
Proposed Change: 

9. Request management: This module collects capabilities of MSrchFramework Enabler to manage (handle, distribute, optimize, …) the incoming  requests for a better processing and understanding by the different entities of the enabler.

	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	E
	6.2
MSrchFramework-HLF-007
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: “instance” in this requirement must be in the plural form
Proposed Change: add the “s” for plural in the word “instance” and add the article. The wording will be: “instances of the MSrchFramework” 
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	E
	6.2
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: In this section, some requirements have the wording “MSrchFramework Enabler”, some others only “MSrchFramework” or “MSrchFramework enabler”. Make them consistent. 

Proposed Change: use only “MSrchFramework Enabler” in all requirements.
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	E
	6.2

MSrchFramework-HLF-008
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: the requirement refers to the possibility that a Search Engine can be selected also among Search Engines not registered to the same service provider. 
Proposed Change: For a better readability is proposed to change “different” with “other”: “It SHALL be possible to consider the search engines registered with other instances of the MSrchFramework while selecting the appropriate search engine(s).”
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	T
	6.2

MSrchFramework-HLF-009
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: this requirement refers to the functionality of Search Engine Integration too.
Proposed Change: add the “Search Engine Integration” module in the Functional module column for this requirement.
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	T
	6.2

MSrchFramework-HLF-009
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: it is not clear how this function of “query building” can fit with different kind of Search Engines. The enabler has to provide a standard search query functionality, suitable or adaptable for several Search Engines.

Proposed Change: to be discussed the need for a new requirement
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	E
	6.2

MSrchFramework-HLF-010
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: “user” in this requirement must be in the plural form
Proposed Change: add the “s” for plural in the word “user”
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	E
	6.2

MSrchFramework-HLF-011
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: a better rewording is provided

Proposed Change: change “separate queries for a single request” with “separate queries out of a single request” 
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	T
	6.2

MSrchFramework-HLF-013
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: this requirement refers to the functionality of registration provided to the Search Engines. To better clarify which kind of information can be exchanged, it is proposed an example in brackets.

Proposed Change: add the examples in brackets:
“MSrchFramework enabler SHALL allow search engine registration with some search engine specific information (e.g. the means to access search query functionality, search domain, etc).”
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	E
	6.2
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: some requirements report “provide a means”, some others “provide a mechanism”. The means or mechanisms can be more then just one for providing a specific functionality. For consistency use the same terms: mechanisms in th plural form.
Proposed Change: change everywhere in the requirements “a means” and “a mechanism” with the plural form “ “mechanisms”
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	E
	6.2

MSrchFramework-HLF-019
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: the wording “provide functionalities to provide” is redundant
Proposed Change: delete “functionalities to provide a”: 
“MSrchFramework enabler SHALL provide Q&A service, integrating various Experts from different Q&A Fields.”
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	T
	6.2

MSrchFramework-HLF-022
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: this requirement refers to the optimization function that is valid for both answers and results. At the end of the requirement is added the justification of this requirement that in not needed.  

Proposed Change: 

Add “results” with “answers”

Put the “e.g.” in brackets before the listed examples

Delete the general justification.

With this modifications the requirement will become:   

 “MSrchFramework enabler SHALL enable answers/results optimization (e.g. sorting based on skill level of the experts, redundancy check etc.).”
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	E
	6.2

MSrchFramework-HLF-023
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: the wording “support functionalities to provide” is not clear
Proposed Change: replace “functionality” with “mechanisms”.
With this modification the requirement will become:   “MSrchFramework enabler SHALL support mechanisms to provide Subscribe-Push Service.”
	Status: OPEN

	
	2008.06.03
	T
	6.2

MSrchFramework-HLF-026
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: to better clarify what Feedback and Interaction are, is provided at the end of the sentence a clarification (see also my previous comment that proposed to add the definition of Search History)
Proposed Change: “MSrchFramework enabler SHALL store obtained feedback / interaction as part of the Search History.”
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	E
	6.2

MSrchFramework-HLF-029,
6.2.6

MSrchFramework-PRV-001
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: there was a comment during a meeting (when this requirement was approved) to put “location” instead of “LOC”
Proposed Change: replace “LOC” with “location”
	Status: OPEN 

	
	2008.06.03
	T
	6.2

MSrchFramework-HLF-030
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: the requirement refers to the function of obtain recommendations. It clearer replacing “opt for getting” with “get”.  
Proposed Change: “MSrchFramework enabler SHALL allow the user to get recommendations with the search results”
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	E
	6.2

MSrchFramework-HLF-031
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: the phrasal verb is “opt for something”. 
Proposed Change: “opt of getting” with “opt for getting”
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	E
	6.2

MSrchFramework-HLF-033 and MSrchFramework-HLF-034 
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: both those requirements refer to the functionality of “Subscribe-Push”.
Proposed Change: report it correctly in the requirements
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	T
	6.2.1

MSrchFramework-SEC-001
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: this requirement refers to the secure delivery of the results to the user. The enabler has to “support” this level of security when required. 

Proposed Change: change ensure with “support: “MSrchFramework enabler SHALL support mechanisms forsecure delivery of results to the user”
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	E
	6.2.2

MSrchFramework-CHG-001
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: the term “different” is already used to the “domain”. For a better readability delete the first “different”
Proposed Change: 
· “Request coming from an  instance of MSrchFramework in a different domain.

”
	Status: OPEN 



	
	2008.06.03
	T
	6.2.6
MSrchFramework-PRV-002
	Source: Telecom Italia

Form: INP doc #0123
Comment: the enabler has to provide the means to allow a particular function, if this is not the main scope of the enabler. Change “not reveal” with  “provide mechanisms to not reveal”
Proposed Change: “MSrchFramework enabler SHALL provide means to not reveal user’s actual identification (MSISDN, IMSI, IMEI, any other kind of user identification) to the Search Engines(s).”
	Status: OPEN 























NO REPRESENTATIONS OR WARRANTIES (WHETHER EXPRESS OR IMPLIED) ARE MADE BY THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE OR ANY OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE MEMBER OR ITS AFFILIATES REGARDING ANY OF THE IPR’S REPRESENTED ON THE “OMA IPR DECLARATIONS” LIST, INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE ACCURACY, COMPLETENESS, VALIDITY OR RELEVANCE OF THE INFORMATION OR WHETHER OR NOT SUCH RIGHTS ARE ESSENTIAL OR NON-ESSENTIAL.

THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE IS NOT LIABLE FOR AND HEREBY DISCLAIMS ANY DIRECT, INDIRECT, PUNITIVE, SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL, CONSEQUENTIAL, OR EXEMPLARY DAMAGES ARISING OUT OF OR IN CONNECTION WITH THE USE OF DOCUMENTS AND THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE DOCUMENTS.

USE OF THIS DOCUMENT BY NON-OMA MEMBERS IS SUBJECT TO ALL OF THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE USE AGREEMENT (located at http://www.openmobilealliance.org/UseAgreement.html) AND IF YOU HAVE NOT AGREED TO THE TERMS OF THE USE AGREEMENT, YOU DO NOT HAVE THE RIGHT TO USE, COPY OR DISTRIBUTE THIS DOCUMENT.

THIS DOCUMENT IS PROVIDED ON AN "AS IS" "AS AVAILABLE" AND "WITH ALL FAULTS" BASIS.

© 2009 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 1 (of 14)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-ReviewContribution-20090101-I]

© 2009 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 14 (of 14)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-ReviewContribution-20090101-I]

