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1. Overall Description:

Guidance – Include the document reference if this responds to an incoming LS.
Guidance – Inform clearly what is the oldest release for which this LS needs to be considered by the destination group(s)

Guidance – Inform clearly if the LS is only for information or ACTION [see 2. below]
3GPP SA5 thanks ITU-T SG4 for keeping us informed of ITU-T development regarding methodology.

We are very happy that work conducted within SA5, has been considered, and indeed factored into the updated ITU-T methodology document in M.3020.

This is increasingly important as Standards organizations try and reference valuable work conducted in other standards bodies, saving valuable resources when re use is possible.
A question we may have to address is how to keep each other aware of changes. Stanards and methods are live doceumnts, and inevitably get updated to reflect the experiences gained when implementing the standards.
As part of this process, please be aware that the 3GPP specifications which have been referenced have been improved by this update process.

TS 32.150 has been modified by the following 2 CHnage Requests (CRs)
	Sep 2005
	SA_29
	SP-050461
	0004
	--
	Add missing definitions for IRP types
	F
	6.3.0
	6.4.0

	Mar 2006
	SA_31
	SP-060098
	0005
	--
	Correction to Conditional qualifiers
	F
	6.4.0
	6.5.0


TS 32.151 has been modified by the following CR which was applied in March 2006.
	Mar 2006
	SA_31
	SP-060098
	0002
	
	Correction to Conditional qualifiers
	F
	6.1.1
	6.2.0


Our responses to your specific questions are below:-

· An opinion about new requirement format and categorization

· Using Use cases as the default way of defining functional requirements

· using use cases in the both the requirements and analysis phases.
1.1
New requirement format and categorization

This is clause 7.3.1.1 in M.3020 and defines the categories of

· Conceptual (CON)
· Functional (FUN)

· Non Functional (NON)

· Administrative. 

· Comments

Would it be an improvement to have requirements structured in sub sections using the above structure.
t is agreed that is is very useful to make distinctions between comments, and at least provide a structure to consider the different aspects of requirements.
We assume that the order of Conceptual to functional does not mandate that all categories have to be provided, and that only those necessary are used.
This could be important when we have to consider how to migrate existing specifications to the new method.
Would all requirement categories be treated as normative or informative when it a vendor needs to provide a compliance statement.
We consider that non functional requirements are useful to characterize systems by way of objectives. However it would not, within 3GPP, be acceptable to standardize such things as alarm throughput rates, or response times. These can be product differentiators, hence it is important to acknowledge a degree of  sensitivity in this area.
Within 3GPP we generate a suite of specifications for each IRP, addressing the requirements, Information service , and several solution sets, each with solution set specific mappings.

Our IRPs are documented to apply to a specific main 3GPP release.
Would the ITU-T consider adding release based information to the requirements taxonomy in order to more easily identify correspondence between a release and the release specific enhancements.

1.2
Use cases as the default way of defining functional requirements

We agree that use case modelling is a useful tool.
We do not think it is wise to force a single technique for documenting the requirements, as depending upon familiarity some problem discovery may be necessary, and use case permit effective communication to those familiar with the diagramming techniques.

Where the problem is well understood, there is unlikely to be a great advantage to specifying the requirements in a traditional textual way.

We note that other standards bodies are developing a business process modelling approach (BPML 1.0) to initially state the commercial problems being addressed adding a business driver to the standardization effort, which is a variant of use case modelling at a different level. of abstraction.
1.3
Use cases in the both the requirements and analysis phases
3GPP accepts the idea that the analysis process is iterative.

The current draft of M.3020 implies that the phases are requirements – analysis- Design, which can be related to waterfall development methods.

3GPP SA5 has an analysis phase in which both of the M.3020 phases of requirements and analysis are conducted in an iterative way.

Where ever clarifications, or exploration of a problem spaces is needed, 3GPP has no issue with using appropriate  tools when ever they are thought helpful to solve problems.

Please also note that in 3GPP the information service specification is taken as the technology and implementation free model, which is referenced by any technology specific solution set. This is done by including in the solution set several mapping tables which demonstrate how the information service relates to the specific solution set. This provides rigorous common semantics for all solution sets necessary to promote interoperability.
Hence in clause 7.3.3 the statement for CORBA solutions sets, and the MIB being defined in IDL. Some how the reference back to the semantics of the analysis model should be made and this is appropriate for any technology chosen (paradigm) for the solution set.
1.4
Additional comments

2. Actions:

To [RANx, GERANx, CTx, and SAx] group.

ACTION: 
[Your Group] asks [RANx, GERANx, CTx, and SAx] group to . . . .
Guidance – Provide clear information on what the other groups must do, and by when
3. Date of Next SA5 Meetings:

	TITLE 
	TYPE 
	DATES 
	LOCATION 
	CTRY 

	3GPPSA5#48 
	OR 
	3 - 7 Jul 2006    
	Kunming  
	CN  

	3GPPSA5#49 
	OR 
	28 Aug - 1 Sep 2006    
	Budapest  
	HU  

	3GPPSA5#50 
	OR 
	30 Oct - 3 Nov 2006    
	Fairfax, VA  
	US  
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