Processes & Procedures Survey
Dear Member,

The TP Officers wish to thank you for taking half an hour of your time to complete this survey. The intention is to seek membership views on how well OMA is working at the various stages of Enabler development, and how we can improve our processes and TP operations.  Your valuable feedback will be used to identify which areas OMA needs to target for improvement. You will also be asked to share your own ideas for improvement that will be incorporated into an action plan for effective change. All answers will be considered by the Release Planning and Operations & Process working groups. The data will be analyzed in graphs and numerical patterns to establish the most relevant areas in need of change from the membership's point of view.

PLEASE NOTE: Once you begin the survey, you must complete it within one browser session or the results will be skewed. If you end your session before you complete the survey, you will not be able to return to the survey again.

1. WhWhoo are you? 

1a.  Which groups do you cover?

( Architecture  ( Broadcast  ( Browser Technologies  ( Content Distribution  ( Developers Interest Group  ( Device Management  ( Digital Rights Management  ( Data Synchronization  ( Games Services  ( Interoperability ( Location  ( Mobile Commerce & Charging  ( Operations & Processes  ( Presence & Availability  ( Push to talk Over Cellular  ( Messaging  ( Release & Planning  ( Requirements  ( Security  ( Technical Plenary 

2. General impressions – time to market and what should be standardized

2a. OMA develops its enablers in time to meet the market demands

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

2b. What do you think is the most important thing which we need to change to improve time to market? 
[free comment box]
2c. OMA should define full stack services (e.g. PoC, BCAST) which effectively define a service (rather than service enablers)
(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

2d. OMA should be developing more re-usable service-enablers (like Presence, PEEM) even though this may introduce dependencies into other enablers?
(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

2e. OMA is good at delivering specifications covering high priority features for the market  

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

2f. What could we do to improve our prioritization? 

[free comment box]

3. WID initiation

3a. The process for WID initiation is complex 

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

3b. Your company is satisfied to continue bringing new work to the OMA. 

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

3c. It is possible to significantly improve the WID initiation process.   If you agree, how should we do this?

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

[free comment box]

4. Procedures relating to BOFs

4a. BoFs should be used more frequently as a pre-RD phase to scope the proposed work 

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

5. RD Development

Scope & purpose of RD

5a. The RD provides value to OMA

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

5b. The scope and purpose of the RD is well defined. 

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

5c. What do you understand as the use of the RD?

  5.c.1 To drive the AD:

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

  5.c.2 To drive the Spec work:

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

5d. RDs are taking too long to complete  

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

5e. The RD phase should consider evaluating more carefully the wider market landscape which the WI is addressing?

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

5f. The RDs should be less focused on detail, and more focused at a higher level

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

5g.  RDs could do more to identify re-use of requirements from other enablers, and organizations?  If so, how can we do this?  

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

[free comment box]

5h. What is the main change you would like to see to improve the RD development process?  

[free comment box]

Reviews
5i. The RD reviews provide value to the specification process. 

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

5j. The RD procedures are incurring unnecessary delays.

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

5k. What can be done to make the RD reviews more efficient?

[free comment box]

5l. What can be done in terms of tools/website to improve the pace of RD development or efficiency of RD review? 

[free comment box]

6. AD development

Scope and purpose of ADs

6a. The AD provides value to OMA. 

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

6b. The scope and purpose of the AD is well defined.  

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

6c. ADs are following the requirements set in the RD. 

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

6d. ADs are taking too long to complete.  

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

6e. ADs could do more to identify re-use of functionality from other enablers, and organizations  

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

6f. The ADs should be less focused on detail, and more focused at a higher level.

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

6g. What is the main change you would like to see to improve the AD development process?  

[free comment box]

AD reviews

6h. The AD reviews provide value to the specification process.

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

6i. The AD procedures are incurring unnecessary delays.  

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

6j. What can be done to make the AD reviews more efficient?  

[free comment box]

6k. What can be done in terms of tools/website to improve the pace of AD development or efficiency of AD review? 

[free comment box]

7. Technical Specification Development

7a.The TS creation phase is working well and is sufficiently streamlined.

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree
7b. Do you see obstacles which are slowing down the pace of TS development?  If so, what are they?  

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree
 [free comment box]

7c. What can be done in terms of tools/website to improve the pace of TS development? 

[free comment box]

7d. What is the main change you would like to see to improve the TS development process?  

[free comment box]

8. Test material development

8a. Do you believe that all the current IOP documentation is needed?  

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

If you disagree, what documentation could be removed? 
[free comment box]

8b. What can be done as part of the TS development phase to facilitate ETS creation?  

[free comment box]

9. Change Request handling

9a. The currently defined CR classes are correct. 

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

If they need changing, please say how.
[free comment box]

9b. OMA should be stricter in ensuring that the appropriate classification is applied to a CR.  

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

9c. The recording of CRs (and what they changed) in the History section is at the right level.

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

9d. What can be done in terms of tools/website to improve our management of CRs.

[free comment box]

10. Consistency review

10a. The consistency review provides good value to OMA.

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

10b. What could we do to improve how these are conducted?

[free comment box]

10c. How can the website be improved to facilitate the execution of Consistency Review? 

[free comment box]

10d. What alternatives (if any) should be considered for Consistency Reviews?

[free comment box]

11. Approvals

11a. TP is taking an appropriate role in approvals. 

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

11b. TP should be less involved, e.g. in RD approval, the move to CER, approval of ETSs, the move to AER? 

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

11c. The current TP R&A process is working for approving specifications/enablers. 

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

If you believe R&A should be changed, how should we do this?  

[free comment box]

11d. Alternative approval regimes should be used for specifications in TP (e.g. TP confcalls)? 

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

If you agree, what alternative approval regimes should be used?

[free comment box]

11e. A Yes/No mechanism should be applied to TP approvals so that they are not approved by default simply because no one objects.

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

12. Parallel development of specifications in an enabler

12a. OMA is successful in achieving parallel development of RD, AD and TSs for an enabler. 

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

12b. It is valid to have some process gates (e.g. cannot commence AD review until RD approved) 

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

12c. What can be done to better facilitate/encourage more parallel working without incurring process overheads?
[free comment box]

13. Horizontal groups

13a. What do you believe the role of a horizontal WG should be?

  13a.1  Consultancy and contribution towards other WG specifications  

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

  13a.2 Generation of own specifications 

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

  13a.3 Review of work from other WGs  

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

13b. Horizontal WGs behave as a bottleneck

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

13c. Which horizontal WGs can we learn from to improve other horizontal WGs?
(  REQ    ( ARCH    ( SEC    ( MCC    ( IOP
14. Requirements – REQ

14a. The REQ group is providing a relevant and useful service to OMA.

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

14b. What do you see as the main value that REQ adds? 

[free comment box]

14c. OMA should strengthen the role of REQ in developing enablers.

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

14d. What role, if any, should REQ play to guide whether OMA creates services vs service enablers?
[free comment box]

14e. How would you suggest REQ improves its support for the WGs?

[free comment box]

15. Architecture - ARCH

15a. The ARC group is providing a relevant and useful service to OMA.

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

15b. What do you see as the main value that ARC adds? 

[free comment box]
15c. OMA should strengthen the role of ARC in developing enablers. 

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

15d. What role, if any, should ARCH play to guide whether OMA creates services vs service enablers?  

[free comment box]

15e. How would you suggest ARCH improves its support for the WGs?

[free comment box]

16. Security - SEC

16a. The SEC group is providing a relevant and useful service to OMA?

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

16b. What do you see as the main value that SEC adds?

[free comment box]

16c. Should OMA strengthen the role of SEC in developing enablers?  

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

16d. How would you suggest SEC improves its support for the WGs?

[free comment box]

17. Mobile Commerce & Charging - MCC

17a. The MCC group is providing a relevant and useful service to OMA

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

17b. What do you see as the main value that MCC adds?

[free comment box]

17c. OMA should strengthen the role of MCC in developing enablers.

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

17d. How would you suggest MCC improves its support for the WGs?

[free comment box]

18. Interoperability - IOP

18a. The IOP group is providing a relevant and useful service to OMA?

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

18b. What do you see as the main value that IOP adds?

[free comment box]

18c. IOP should be more involved during the specification development phase? 

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

18d. How would you suggest IOP improves its support for the WGs?

[free comment box]

18e. What can be done to accelerate the time to the first TF following a Candidate approval? 

[free comment box]

19. Consensus & voting

19a. Voting procedures are being used constructively within OMA

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

19b. The consensus definition is too severe (i.e. it only takes one sustained objection to prevent agreement)
(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

19c. The definition of consensus should be relaxed to allow a “small number” of objections to be discussed, but subsequently noted without preventing agreement/approval 

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

19d. Formal voting should be used more often and sooner, to enable forward progress. 

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

20. Liaison

20a. The external liaison process is working effectively

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

20b. Members have sufficient visibility and opportunities to be involved in liaisons sent to external bodies  

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

20c. SWGs’ external liaison activity is clear enough at the WG level

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

20d. WG and SWG external liaison is sufficiently clear at the TP level

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

20e. Individuals representing OMA as Liaison Contacts are properly & formally reporting their interaction with external groups back into OMA  

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

20f. What changes could we make to improve our handling of external liaison

[free comment box]

21. Document submission 

21a. OMA should be less strict in handling documents submitted after the deadline

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

22. Meeting notice period

22a. OMA should be less strict in enforcing the meeting notice period 

(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

23. Meeting agendas

23a. OMA needs to take further steps to make sure useful meeting agendas are provided in time for meetings or conf calls
(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

24. OMA process and procedures

24a. Do you believe the processes and procedures are understood by the WGs and being followed? 
(  Strongly Agree    ( Agree    ( Neutral    ( Disagree    ( Strongly Disagree

In you disagree, what do you think could help improve this?
[free comment box]

25. Closing thoughts

25a. Overall, what in which areas do you think OMA is working well?

[free comment box]

25b. What do you see as the most important area where OMA needs to improve how we operate?
[free comment box]

Again, we thank you for taking the time to fill in this survey and for your continued participation in the valuable work of the OMA.   Your participation ensures that the quality and relevance of OMA work continues now and in the future.

