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1 Reason for Contribution

Recently I have observed the WIs displayed on the BAC portal.
Having asked Gerry McAuley re a couple of items that puzzled me it is time to raise the issue for a wider airing, hence this contribution.

The intent is to ensure we have a consistent means of identifying WIs assigned to working groups and clear indication of their status.
2 Summary of Contribution

Today the work program provides a comprehensive list of the WIs initiated, i.e. WI number assigned, by members and their status, whether they ever get approved and worked on or not.
The processes define how TP approves Wis, assigns or reassigns WIs etc.
Normally at some point the WI results in the release of a candidate and perhaps an approved release of an enabler or reference package, even multiple releases thereof. 

These releases need maintenance and the WI may live during this period as well whether it covers the maintenance directly or there is a separate maintenance WI. However keeping the WI active may not be necessary.
At some point though one of two outcomes can be foreseen resulting in the end of life of a WI. If the WI resulted in a release of a reference or enabler release at some point it may be subject to the obsolescence process. If it never reached a reference or enabler release it may be subject to the closure of the WI through lack of progress, etc based on a proposal submitted to and agreed by TP.
Obsolescence is considered differentiable from closure due to inability to complete a deliverable.

Throughout this lifecycle the WP is expected to track the WIs, i.e. from life to death and beyond. There seems no reason to not keep a complete history in the WP. 
However it is suggested the portal WP pages for WGs need not contain a simple split of the WIs in the WP. The sum total of WI shown on the WG WP pages may be only the active subset of WIs. If groups choose for some reason to show every WI they have ever had assigned to them this should not be prevented but adds little value and detracts from easy visibility of the truly active ones. Given this it is important the WG WP pages can clearly show which WIs are active, perhaps even in which stage they are within the active cycle, and which are simply for historical reasons.

3 Detailed Proposal

This input has been triggered by an examination of the WIs listed as being assigned to BAC on the portal and the discrepancies therein compared to the WP. It shows the need for a holistic process of WP, portal and processes.

Today the work program provides a comprehensive list of the WIs initiated, i.e. WI number assigned, by members and their status, whether they ever get approved and worked on or not.

When TP approves them they are assigned to working groups

During their life that assignment may change, e.g. passing from REQ to another WG.

Normally at some point the WI results in the release of a candidate and perhaps an approved release of an enabler or reference package, even multiple releases thereof. 

These releases need maintenance and the WI may live during this period as well whether it covers the maintenance directly or there is a separate maintenance WI. However keeping the WI active may not be necessary.

At some point though one of two outcomes can be foreseen resulting in the end of life of a WI. If the WI resulted in a release of a reference or enabler release at some point it may be subject to the obsolescence process. If it never reached a reference or enabler release it may be subject to the closure of the WI through lack of progress, etc based on a proposal submitted to and agreed by TP.

Obsolescence is considered differentiable from closure due to inability to complete a deliverable.

Throughout this lifecycle the WP is expected to track the WIs, i.e. from life to death and beyond. There seems no reason to not keep a complete history in the WP. Thus the WP needs to allow the differentiation between WIs that end their life naturally i.e. work completed and simply become obsolete through being replaced etc, from those that are terminated before completion. 
However it is suggested the portal WP pages for WGs need not contain a simple split of the WIs in the WP. The sum total of WI shown on the WG WP pages may be only the active subset of WIs, e.g. those that have not yet reached approved and do no include maintenance in the WI. If groups choose for some reason to show every WI they have ever had assigned to them this should not be prevented but adds little value and detracts from easy visibility of the truly active ones. Given this it is important the WG WP pages can clearly show which WIs are active, perhaps even in which stage they are within the active cycle, and which are simply for historical reasons.

To this end we need the concepts of “active” and “inactive” applied to WIs

“Active”: A WI that has recognisable activity and therefore is not inactive.
“Inactive”: Has no recognisable activity. This may be through the following reasons
i. the WI has been allocated but has not approved and has expired

ii. the WI has been approved by TP but has not resulted in a release and has no progress over a significant period of time, i.e. in stasis
iii. the WI is complete, any anticipated deliverables completed, e.g. released, and no further work is planned as part of that WI.
It is suggested the WP recognises the concepts of “active” and “inactive” and the different types of inactivity as concepts. 

Moreover the active/inactive is somewhat separable from the status of the documents. It is clear “active” can have associated documents of “draft”, “candidate”, “approved” or “informational”. But equally “inactive” can have documents which are “draft”, “candidate”, “approved “or “informational” but in addition it can have obsolete and there is a case for at least one further status, e.g. “ceased”, which  allows inactive types i) and ii) to result in after due process. It is suggested to have a status other than obsolete for WIs that never reach a mature deliverable to distinguish from those that have delivered and are simply superseded by subsequent releases.
Given acceptance of this type of approach the following seem recognisable requirements for the WP, processes and portal.
i. there needs to be a process to determine whether a WI is “active” or “inactive”
ii. the WP should differentiate between WIs that are “active”, and those that are “inactive”. 
iii. the WP should ensure the current and previous assigned WG for a WI is listed for all WIs but especially active ones.
iv. where active the normal reporting via the WP tool gives the stage of the work.
v. where inactive there needs to be a process to determine the type of inactivity listed above, specifically “not started”, “stasis”, “obsolete” and “completed” or “ceased” or their equivalent.
where “inactive” and “ceased” the assignment should not be to a WG just as “not started” is not assigned
vi. where “inactive” and “complete”, or even “obsolete”, the assignment should be allowed to remain with the WG.  Some groups may wish this for completeness of their work history though its not really necessary
vii. The WIs listed on the WG portal WP pages needs to allow differentiation of “active” and “inactive” WIs assigned to the group including the type of inactivity.
This can be automatic based on the active/inactive and type of inactivity status.

The  WIs listed on the WG  portal WP pages needs to show all WIs assigned to the group, i.e. display those from vii
Some of the above are already in place and for most of the means to achieve them are in place procedurally. Perhaps with less rigour or documented process than is required but are present already. The remainder seems to be the determination of a “ceased” or equivalent status to complement “obsolete” rather than overload the meaning of obsolete and the associated process of managing obsolescence, “ceasing”, which is arguably already done via the REL process of no progress for some number of reporting periods followed by TP motion to close, and generating the holistic view and acting to put it into action.

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

REL to consider this and if agreeable work with OPs on the necessary process improvements to realise it. The changes seems slight and can be put in place for Process V1.3 
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