[image: image3.jpg]"sOMaQa

Open Mobile Alliance



Doc# OMA-IOP-2004-0053-IOP-WG-reorganization_TC
Submitted to OMA-IOP
18 Mar 2004
Doc# OMA-<grp>-2004-<num>-<desc>
Submitted to <Group Name>
dd mmm 2004

Input Contribution

	Title:
	IOP WG reorganization
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	To:
	IOP WG, TP, Operation and Process, Release Planning

	Source:
	Sten Wendel, SonyEricsson

Sten.Wendel@SONYERICSSON.COM
Hank Chavers, Nokia

hank.chavers@NOKIA.COM
Dwain Dixson, Motorola

Dwain.Dixson@motorola.com
Jamison Rewitzer, Nortel Networks

rewitzer@nortelnetworks.com
Silvia Fernández, Telefónica Móviles

sfp@tid.es


	Attachments:
	n/a
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	Replaces:
	n/a


1 Reason for Contribution

By Q4 2004 there could be up to 30 Candidate Enablers ready for IOP test case development. Currently there is only a small portion of the OMA membership submitting delegates into the IOP WG to help in developing test cases for the new Enablers. Interest in the work seems to disappear once the technical specifications reach Candidate status and after this, companies expect that IOP work is done by ‘others’ not caring much to continue work. IOP WG tries to analyse the cause why this is happening and proposes a mechanism to encourage companies to influence work in IOP.

Besides this, there are already several Enablers for which no IOP work has been done at all and IOP WG is wondering whether it is worth putting effort in certain Enablers with no or little interest to be implemented in the market. IOP proposes a way to handle these Enablers for which no IOP work has been done for a long period of time.

An additional problem is that some of the upcoming Enablers do not fit into the current IOP WG structure and the group is considering what the best way forward could be to optimise the scarce IOP resources.

2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution tries to answer 5 questions containing the discussion points identified above, giving recommendations on the way forward 

3 Detailed Proposal

IOP is trying to give answers to the questions below, which are capturing the essence of the problem described in section 1

1. What needs to be done inside OMA to encourage companies to contribute in the IOP work?

Interest in the work seems to disappear once the specifications reach Candidate status, since OMA seems to be measuring success counting the number of Candidates released per year. When the Technical WG’s have finalized an Enabler Candidate, companies expect that IOP work is done by ‘the others’ and do not get involved in the IOP work. Equal concern should be to count Approved Enablers
Understanding that OMA is a contribution driven voluntary organization, IOP WG suggests that, at least the companies submitting a particular Work Item are required to finalize completion of the WI, including the IOP part, supporting with resources the development of the IOP deliverables.

Also, IOP WG proposes a change to the current OMA Process, and that is to include the Enabler Test Specification (ETS) as part of the package submission to achieve Candidate status. This should not be viewed as a change of responsibilities of IOP work; the ETS would still be drafted by the IOP sub-WG experts, but at least a first draft of the test specification would need to be submitted as part of the Candidate package. This does not necessarily introduce a greater delay in the delivery of the Candidate, but work would simply need to start earlier than now, with the development of the technical specification.

The hope is that the WG will devote some resources to help in drafting the first version of the ETS for the specification and forces the WG be more discipline both on the timeframe and in the specification design writing
It is up to both the Technical WG and the IOP WG to decide whether the ETS is needed. Examples are Specifications which are copy/paste from another forum or specifications not needed to be tested (e.g. DNS as a standalone Enabler)
2. What to do with Enablers that have been released for a long period of time but either are not being implemented by the market or there is no IOP activity?

Some Enablers have been released because some companies contributed on the technical specification development but are rarely or not at all being implemented in the market place, hence no testing is taking place because there are no implementations to test. This may throw out the message that OMA is not ‘market driven’ because it is producing work that the market is not using afterwards.

IOP WG suggests to set up a different status for those Enablers for which there is no IOP work or there are no implementations available for a period of 1 year since they were released. They should lose the Candidate status and pass to a ‘Sleeping’ status and this will be announced in the TP. When and If the interest is triggered again in those Enablers and there are implementations to test and the ETS is ready, such Enablers may regain the Candidate status and continue the OMA Release process.
IOP sub-groups where there is no activity for more than 2 consecutive months will disappear from the IOP structure until the activity on the corresponding Enabler starts again (e.g. IOP-Location sub-WG)
 
3. How to prioritise IOP work?

When prioritising IOP work, the upgrade of previous active specifications should take priority to new work items because there is proven activity within the WG on actual products and a revision to a currently existing specification may not entail as great an amount of work.
4. How to reorganize the IOP structure to leave room for upcoming Enablers not fitting in the current IOP structure?

IOP WG is currently confident with the approach of having an IOP WG and IOP sub-WGs consisting of technology experts developing test plans and test cases. However, IOP WG wishes to request a direct interface between the Technical Working Group and the concerning IOP sub- Working Group and asks OMA Technical WGs to provide a direct representative for each specific IOP sub-WG that should attend both the WG calls and the IOP sub-WG calls and act as oversight to keep both ends updated on each other’s progress. 

The current structure is depicted in Figure 1

Figure 1 Current IOP structure
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The group feels that IOP-Browsing group is heavily burdened with many Enablers and proposes to split this into two sub-groups. Also, the IOP-Location sub-group is recommended to disappear until there is activity in the IOP WG relevant for this Enabler

Hence, the proposed structure is depicted in Figure 2

Figure 2 Proposed IOP structure
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As for upcoming Enablers not fitting the current IOP structure, IOP WG suggests to start work on the particular Enablers on the IOP WG reflector using a header before each e-mail subject (e.g. [MWS] Mobile Web Service test case development) until a minimum number of  2 companies participate regularly (more than 2 consecutive months) in the IOP work for each particular Enabler. When this sufficient interest has been proven, IOP WG will set up the appropriate sub-group
5. 

The table below summarises the changes proposed:
Table 1 Changes proposed
	Change proposed

	Change to
	Related to topic number

	Companies submitting a particular WI are required to finalize its completion, supporting with resources the development of the IOP deliverables
	OMA Process
	1

	Include the Enabler Test Specification (ETS) as part of the package submission to achieve Candidate status. It is up to both the Technical WG and the IOP WG to decide whether the ETS is needed. Examples are Specifications which are copy/paste from another forum or specifications not needed to be tested (e.g. DNS as a standalone Enabler)
	OMA Process
	1

	Set up a different status for those Enablers for which there is no IOP work and implementations available for a period of 1 year since they were released. They should lose the Candidate status and pass to a ‘Sleeping’ status and this will be announced in the TP.
	OMA Process
	2

	IOP sub-groups where there is no activity for more than 2 consecutive months will disappear from the IOP structure until the activity on the corresponding Enabler starts again
	OMA IOP Process
	2

	Direct interface between the Technical Working Group and the concerning IOP sub- Working Group that should attend both the WG calls and the IOP sub-WG calls and act as oversight to keep both ends updated on each other’s progress.
	OMA Process
	4

	Current IOP structure changed to proposed structure in Figure 2
	OMA IOP WG structure
	4

	For upcoming Enablers not fitting the current IOP structure, IOP WG suggests to start work on the particular Enablers on the IOP WG reflector using a header before each e-mail subject (e.g. [MWS] Mobile Web Service test case development) until a minimum number of 2 companies participate regularly (more than 2 consecutive months) in the IOP work for each particular Enabler. When this sufficient interest has been proven, IOP WG will set up the appropriate sub-group
	OMA IOP Process
	4


4 Intellectual Property Rights Considerations

None known

5 Recommendation

The authours recommend to implement the proposed changes in the OMA Process and OMA IOP Process
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