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1 Reason for Contribution

Participating in some Consistency Reviews carried out recently, we have noticed that not all mandatory normative requirements are always addressed in the technical specicifications.  The OMA process does not require normative requirements to be traceable in the Enabler specification, nor does it require the Consistency Review to check whether all normative requirements are satisfied in the Enabler specification.

The lack of requirements tracability leads to the following problems:

· It reduces the value of the Requirements Document (RD).  In OMA considerable effort is spent in producing RDs, which represent a mandatory step in the release of an Enabler.  If there is no obligation to match the Enabler specification with normative requirements, then the value of the RD can be questioned.

· If normative requirements are ignored in the technical specifications, then the resulting Enabler may not (fully) correspond to market requirements.  

· It can lead to problems in interoperability testing (IOP), if mandatory features identified in the RD are absent

2 Summary of Contribution

To solve the problems mentioned in section 1, we propose the following modification to the Consistency Review report template and the OMA Process:

· Update the OMA Process document with text stating that Consistency Reviews must verify that all mandatory normative requirements are addressed in the Enabler specifications.

· In the Consistency Review report template add a "Requirements Traceability" section, where normative requirements contained in the RD are explicitly mapped on features in the Enabler specifications, as done in ISO 9000 norms.

These proposals are detailed in section 3 below.

3 Detailed Proposal

The OMA process (OMA-Process-V1_2-20040412-D) explicitly states that OMS specifications have to address all requirements approved by the Technical Plenary: 

"The intent of the process is to produce an environment where specifications are produced as a result of well defined requirements which are approved by the members at the Technical Plenary, resulting in well defined specifications that address all the requirements with demonstrated interoperability when finally approved." (section 13 of OMA-Process-V1_2-20040412-D)
However, the process does not require the consistency review to check whether an Enabler specification is consistent with the requirements specified in the Requirements Document (RD):

"The consistency review shall involve a specification or a package of specifications.  For a candidate enabler, the review will cover a number of specifications, the associated ERELD, IOP Enabler Test Requirements and other supporting materials (e.g. DTD files).  In addition, the associated RD and AD provide a basis of expectation that should be considered during the review." (Sect. 13.1.2.4.4 of OMA-Process-V1_2-20040412-D)
Note that the role of the RD in the consistency review is particularly vague in the OMA process, putting it down to a mere "basis of expectation".

The first proposal is to modify the OMA process so as to make the role of the RD more explicit in the consistency review. We propose to change the above paragraph in section 13.1.2.4.4 of OMA-Process-V1_2-20040412-D to:

"The consistency review shall involve a specification or a package of specifications.  For a candidate enabler, the review will cover a number of specifications, the associated ERELD, RD, AD, IOP Enabler Test Requirements and other supporting materials (e.g. DTD files).  The consistency review shall verify that the specifications satisfy all normative requirements in the RD."
To help the working groups in making explicit how the Enabler specifications satisfy the normative requirements of the RD, we propose the use of a requirements tracability matrix, which maps technical features (in the technical specifications) onto normative requirements (in the RD).  This tracability matrix could take the following form:

Consistency Review - Requirements trace-ability

	ID
	Requirement description
	Section in RD
	Functionality / Feature in Technical specification
	Section in  specification
	Comments

	001
	...
	x.y
	...
	...
	...

	002
	...
	x.y
	...
	...
	...

	...
	...
	...
	...
	...
	...


For convenience we propose that this matrix be included in the Consistency Review template.  Since there currently doesn't exist a specific template for Consistency Reviews, such a template will have to be created.  It is identical to the existing generic Review template, except that it contains the Requirements traceability matrix.

We have attached a Consistency Review template model to this contribution (see "attachments" list above).

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

Since this proposal implies changes to the Process document, it is to be submitted to the Operations & Process Committee (OP) and will ultimately have to be approved by the Technical Plenary (TP).

However, we consider the Requirements Group (REQ) to be directly involved since the proposal addresses the tracking of requirements.  We therefore solicit feedback from REQ on this proposal before presenting it formally to OP and TP.
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