Doc# OMA-REL-2009-0057R02-CR_ProcDoc_Aligning_Process_Flow_RD_and_AD.doc[image: image1.jpg]"sOMaQa

Open Mobile Alliance




Change Request

Doc# OMA-REL-2009-0057R02-CR_ProcDoc_Aligning_Process_Flow_RD_and_AD.doc
Change Request



Change Request

	Title:
	Changes to Process Flow for RDs and Ads - alignment
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	To:
	REL

	Doc to Change:
	OMA-ORG-Process-V1_5-20081017-A (OMA-ORG-Process-V1_6-20090324-D)

	Submission Date:
	2 April 2009

	Classification:
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 0: New Functionality
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 1: Major Change
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 2: Bug Fix
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 3: Clerical

	Source:
	Musa Unmehopa, unmehopa <at> alcatel <dash> lucent <dot> com

	Replaces:
	n/a


1 Reason for Change

The current text in the OMA Process Document is very similar for Requirements Documents and Architecture Document. Very similar, but not the same. There are two classes of differences:

1) Differences because an RD is not an AD. This is OK. The content is different, but the structure of the sections and sentences should be the same

2) Differences for no good reason. These need to be brought in line.

Below is a copy of the current OMA Process Document. Highlighted in green are paragraphs that are (almost) exactly the same between RD and AD. Highlighted in yellow are paragraphs that are similar in structure but different in content (class 1). Highlighted in pink are paragraphs that are different, or present in one and absent in the other, which can be removed. Highlighted in blue are paragraphs present in one and absent in the other, which should be copied. Highlighted in red are paragraphs present in one and absent in the other, which should remain that way.
Based on this analysis, the detailed change proposal then brings the sections for Requirements Documents and Architecture Documents completely in line.

The changes are applied to achieve alignment only. Further improvements to the text may be possible, but is not the objective of this CR.

13.1.3.1 Stage 7. Development of the Requirements Document

The TWG assigned the WI SHALL be responsible for ensuring the Requirements Document (RD) is produced and maintained during the lifetime of the WI. 

The TWG and Requirements group SHALL cooperate on the creation of the RD. The RD SHALL be produced by either the Requirements group or the TWG or jointly. 

The RD SHALL contain sufficiently detailed market requirements for the release package to allow clear and unambiguous interpretation of the engineering and technical requirements during its creation.  The minimum content of the RD SHALL be:

· use cases; and

· high-level requirements

The documented use cases in the RD SHALL support the identified high-level requirements and be informative. 

· For the avoidance of ambiguity there MAY be some use cases that do not provide explicit requirements, but which provide a more complete background for the requirements, and there MAY be requirements which do not have supporting use cases that explicitly show the requirements.

The requirements in the RD SHALL be normative and MAY show explicit traceability to the use cases.
The RD SHALL use the RD template.
A template with notes on desired content may be found in the templates area of the website.
The RD SHALL contain nothing that cannot be referred in general terms to the WI(s) from whence it is derived.
The RD SHALL state which requirements are to be implemented in the forthcoming release of the release package.  Where requirements contained in the WI(s) relating to the RD are to be deferred to future releases these SHALL be clearly stated. 

Readiness for an RD to be submitted for a Requirements Document Review SHALL be determined by the group that has produced the document.
13.1.3.2 Stage 8. Requirements Document Review

Prior to submission to the Technical Plenary the completed draft requirements document SHALL be subject to a requirements document review.
The RD review SHALL be organised by the Requirements Group. The participants of the RD review SHALL consist of representatives of the Requirements Group and the TWG but is open to all members and representatives of other working groups. See section 13.1.4.10 for the details of the review process to be followed.
The Requirement group SHALL provide notice to the Security group, and other working groups if necessary, to engage in the RD review.  The Security group would be asked to validate the assessment of potential security issues and the corresponding requirements to address them.
During the RD review the requirements specified in the RD SHALL be reviewed against the background of the WI and with reference to the documented use cases in the RD, bearing in mind that not all requirements may be explicitly apparent through the requirements.  The RD review MAY review the use cases for completeness against the WI.
The RD review SHALL document the resulting issues and comments found during the review.  The Review Report shall be used to capture the issues and comments as well as the responses.
The TWG and Requirements WG SHALL work to resolve any issues found during the RD review and document the resulting changes in the review report document. Any issues unresolved when the RD is submitted to the Technical Plenary for review and approval and the source of those issues SHALL be clearly identified and brought to the attention of TP.
Completion of the RD SHALL be determined jointly by the TWG and the Requirements group.
The RD resulting from the RD review SHALL be submitted to the Technical Plenary for review and approval along with the updated RD Review Report showing the status.
13.1.3.3 Stage 9. Review and Approval of the Requirements Document by the Technical Plenary

Following the submission to the Technical Plenary the RD, RD review report and updated WI SHALL be made available for review and approval using the OMA approval process defined in section 11.  The specific procedures to be followed for submission of materials and recording status SHALL be documented and available to members.

In the event the RD is not approved by the TP the TWG SHALL address the reasons for the failure to achieve approval.

The approved RD SHALL be the basis of the subsequent work to define the candidate release package (stages 10 onwards) and SHALL be used by the Technical Plenary for release planning and management purposes.

The approved RD SHALL be considered one input to the candidate submission (stage 12).

In the event the RD needs to be updated post RD approval all changes SHALL be reviewed with the Requirements group.  The Requirements group SHALL determine whether a further RD review is necessary.  The associated updated RD SHALL follow the "Handling of a Document with Incorporated Changes" process (section 13.5.5)
13.1.3.4 Stage 10. Development of the Architecture Document

The Architecture Document (AD) SHALL define the detailed architecture for the release package.  The AD SHALL be consistent with any overall OMA architecture. 

The AD SHALL contain:

· all functional elements of the enabler’s architecture based on OMA OSE

· the specified interfaces and/or reference points 

· the relation between the enabler's architecture and any overall OMA architecture view (e.g. OGSA).

The AD SHALL contain nothing that cannot be referred in general terms to requirements in the RD.
The TWG assigned the WI SHALL be responsible for ensuring the AD is produced and maintained duringthe lifetime of the WI.
The TWG and the Architecture Group SHALL cooperate on the creation of the AD. 

The AD SHALL be produced by either the TWG or the Architecture group or jointly based on agreement between both groups.
The TWG and the Architecture Group SHALL cooperate with the Security Group, where aspects of security are involved, and where necessary other working groups on the creation of the AD.
The AD shall use the AD template.
Readiness for an AD to be submitted for an Architecture Document Review SHALL be determined by the group that has produced the document.
13.1.3.5 Stage 10.1. Architecture Document Review

The Architecture review SHALL be organised by the Architecture group. See section 13.1.4.10 for the details of the review process to be followed.
The Architecture group SHALL provide notice to the Security group, and other working groups if necessary, to engage in the AD review. 

The proposed architecture and technology as defined in the AD SHALL be reviewed in the context of the candidate requirements, the OMA architecture, other OMA enabler architectures as well as general industry practice.
The AD review SHALL be considered complete when there are no substantive issues outstanding and all issues or comments in the review report have responses from the submitting TWG.
Completion of an AD SHALL be determined by the TWG and the Architecture group and, where appropriate, the Security group or other involved working groups following completion of an Architecture Document Review.
The TWG and Architecture group SHALL work to resolve any issues found during the AD review and document the resulting changes in the review report document. Any issues unresolved when the AD is submitted to the Technical Plenary for review and approval and the source of those issues SHALL be clearly identified and brought to the attention of TP..
The completed AD, with the latest ADRR, SHALL be submitted to the Technical Plenary for review and approval.
13.1.3.6 Stage 10.2. Review and Approval of the Architecture Document by the Technical Plenary

Following the submission to the Technical Plenary the AD, AD review report and updated WI SHALL be made available for review and approval using the OMA approval process defined in section 11. The specific procedures to be followed for submission of materials and recording status SHALL be documented and available to members.

In the event the AD is not approved by the TP the TWG SHALL address the reasons for the failure to achieve approval.

The approved AD SHALL be the basis of the subsequent work to define the candidate release package (stages 11 onwards) and SHALL be used by the Technical Plenary for release planning and management purposes.

The approved AD SHALL be considered one input to the candidate submission (stage 12).

In the event the AD needs to be updated post AD approval all changes SHALL be reviewed with the Architecture group.  The Architecture group SHALL determine whether a further AD review is necessary.  The associated updated AD SHALL follow the "Handling of a Document with Incorporated Changes (section 13.5.5)
2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

None
3 Impact on Other Specifications

None
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

To review and agree the proposed changes.
6 Detailed Change Proposal

Change 1:  (optional)Brief description of specific change

13.1.3.1 Stage 7. Development of the Requirements Document

The TWG assigned the WI SHALL be responsible for ensuring the Requirements Document (RD) is produced and maintained during the lifetime of the WI. 

The TWG and Requirements group SHALL cooperate on the creation of the RD. The RD SHALL be produced by either the Requirements group or the TWG or jointly, based on agreement between both groups. The TWG and the Requirements Group SHALL cooperate where necessary with other working groups on the creation of the RD.

The RD SHALL use the RD template. The RD SHALL contain nothing that cannot be referred in general terms to the WI(s) from whence it is derived.

The RD SHALL contain sufficiently detailed market requirements for the release package to allow clear and unambiguous interpretation of the engineering and technical requirements during its creation.
The minimum content of the RD SHALL be:

· use cases; and

· high-level requirements

The documented use cases in the RD SHALL support the identified high-level requirements and be informative. 

· For the avoidance of ambiguity there MAY be some use cases that do not provide explicit requirements, but which provide a more complete background for the requirements, and there MAY be requirements which do not have supporting use cases that explicitly show the requirements.

The requirements in the RD SHALL be normative and MAY show explicit traceability to the use cases.



The RD SHALL state which requirements are to be implemented in the forthcoming release of the release package.  Where requirements contained in the WI(s) relating to the RD are to be deferred to future releases these SHALL be clearly stated.
Readiness for an RD to be submitted for a Requirements Document Review SHALL be determined by the group that has produced the document.
13.1.3.2 Stage 8. Requirements Document Review

Prior to submission to the Technical Plenary the completed draft requirements document SHALL be subject to a requirements document review.

The RD review SHALL be organised by the Requirements Group. The participants of the RD review SHALL consist of representatives of the Requirements Group and the TWG but is open to all members and representatives of other working groups. See section 13.1.4.10 for the details of the review process to be followed.

The Requirement group SHALL provide notice to the Security group, and other working groups if necessary, to engage in the RD review. 
During the RD review the requirements specified in the RD SHALL be reviewed against the background of the WI and with reference to the documented use cases in the RD, bearing in mind that not all requirements may be explicitly apparent through the requirements. The RD review MAY review the use cases for completeness against the WI.

The RD review SHALL document the resulting issues and comments found during the review. The Review Report shall be used to capture the issues and comments as well as the responses.

The TWG and Requirements WG SHALL work to resolve any issues found during the RD review. Any issues unresolved when the RD is submitted to the Technical Plenary for review and approval and the source of those issues SHALL be clearly identified and brought to the attention of TP.

Completion of the RD SHALL be determined jointly by the TWG and the Requirements group.

The RD resulting from the RD review SHALL be submitted to the Technical Plenary for review and approval along with the updated RD Review Report showing the status.
13.1.3.3 Stage 9. Review and Approval of the Requirements Document by the Technical Plenary

Following the submission to the Technical Plenary the RD, RD review report and updated WI SHALL be made available for review and approval using the OMA approval process defined in section 11.  The specific procedures to be followed for submission of materials and recording status SHALL be documented and available to members.

In the event the RD is not approved by the TP the TWG SHALL address the reasons for the failure to achieve approval.

The approved RD SHALL be the basis of the subsequent work to define the candidate release package (stages 10 onwards) and SHALL be used by the Technical Plenary for release planning and management purposes.

The approved RD SHALL be considered one input to the candidate submission (stage 12).

In the event the RD needs to be updated post RD approval all changes SHALL be reviewed with the Requirements group.  The Requirements group SHALL determine whether a further RD review is necessary.  The associated updated RD SHALL follow the "Handling of a Document with Incorporated Changes" process (section 13.5.5).
13.1.3.4 Stage 10. Development of the Architecture Document

The TWG assigned the WI SHALL be responsible for ensuring the Architecture Document (AD) is produced and maintained during the lifetime of the WI.
The TWG and the Architecture Group SHALL cooperate on the creation of the AD. The AD SHALL be produced by either the Architecture group or the TWG or jointly, based on agreement between both groups. The TWG and the Architecture Group SHALL cooperate where necessary with other working groups on the creation of the AD.
The AD SHALL use the AD template. The AD SHALL contain nothing that cannot be referred in general terms to requirements in the RD.

The AD SHALL define the detailed architecture for the release package.  The AD SHALL be consistent with any overall OMA architecture.
The minimum content of the AD SHALL be:

· all functional elements of the enabler’s architecture based on OMA OSE

· the specified interfaces and/or reference points 

· the relation between the enabler's architecture and any overall OMA architecture view (e.g. OGSA).







Readiness for an AD to be submitted for an Architecture Document Review SHALL be determined by the group that has produced the document.
13.1.3.5 Stage 10.1. Architecture Document Review

Prior to submission to the Technical Plenary the completed draft architecture document SHALL be subject to an architecture document review.

The AD review SHALL be organised by the Architecture group. The participants of the AD review SHALL consist of representatives of the Architecture Group and the TWG but is open to all members and representatives of other working groups. See section 13.1.4.10 for the details of the review process to be followed.

The Architecture group SHALL provide notice to the Security group, and other working groups if necessary, to engage in the AD review. 

During the AD review the proposed architecture in the AD SHALL be reviewed in the context of the candidate requirements, the OMA architecture, other OMA enabler architectures as well as general industry practice.
The AD review SHALL document the resulting issues and comments found during the review. The Review Report shall be used to capture the issues and comments as well as the responses.

The TWG and Architecture group SHALL work to resolve any issues found during the AD review. Any issues unresolved when the AD is submitted to the Technical Plenary for review and approval and the source of those issues SHALL be clearly identified and brought to the attention of TP.


Completion of an AD SHALL be determined jointly by the TWG and the Architecture group.


The AD resulting from the AD review SHALL be submitted to the Technical Plenary for review and approval along with the updated AD Review Report showing the status.


13.1.3.6 Stage 10.2. Review and Approval of the Architecture Document by the Technical Plenary

Following the submission to the Technical Plenary the AD, AD review report and updated WI SHALL be made available for review and approval using the OMA approval process defined in section 11. The specific procedures to be followed for submission of materials and recording status SHALL be documented and available to members.

In the event the AD is not approved by the TP the TWG SHALL address the reasons for the failure to achieve approval.

The approved AD SHALL be the basis of the subsequent work to define the candidate release package (stages 11 onwards) and SHALL be used by the Technical Plenary for release planning and management purposes.

The approved AD SHALL be considered one input to the candidate submission (stage 12).

In the event the AD needs to be updated post AD approval all changes SHALL be reviewed with the Architecture group.  The Architecture group SHALL determine whether a further AD review is necessary.  The associated updated AD SHALL follow the "Handling of a Document with Incorporated Changes (section 13.5.5).
Change 2:  Section 13.1.3

Figure 6. Flow Diagram for Release Package Development Phase (Informative)

The Technical Working Group assigned and chartered to perform the WI SHALL be responsible for all aspects of the work to be carried out. 

The creation of the candidate release package involves several stages, namely

· the creation and candidate approval of the Requirements Document (stages 7 -9)

· the creation and candidate approval of the Architecture Document (stage 10)

· the creation of the detailed specifications (stage 11)
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