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1 Reason for Contribution

OPS was given an action point TP-2006-A020 to carry out a full analysis and review of the processes and procedures, to identify efficiency improvements.     This action was closed with an action given to the TPO to initiate a membership survey to further this.
2 Summary of Contribution

The intention of the survey is to seek views from the membership on how OMA is operating.  It is expected that the feedback will identify areas where improvement is encouraged from the membership, which we should then analyse and determine whether any changes could be proposed.

These areas identified by the membership feedback could be governed by the overall OMA process, or WG procedures, or even informal rules and working practices within the groups.

3 Detailed Proposal

The following table identifies the areas where membership opinion is sought. 

Once these are agreed the TPO will work with the OMA staff to draft questions, graded responses etc.

	Area to target
	Opinions sought

	Who are you?
	* which groups do you cover?



	General impressions – time to market and what should be standardised
	* Is OMA developing its enablers in time to meet the market demands?  

* What do you think is the most important thing which we need to change to improve time to market?

* Should OMA be defining “full stack” services (e.g. PoC, BCAST) which effectively define a service (rather than service enablers)?

* Should OMA focus more on defining minimum interoperability (and less so on application layer) to enable faster delivery of interoperable enablers?

* What role, if any, REQ and ARCH play to promote WGs creating service enablers instead of services?



	WID initiation
	* is the overall WID initiation process onerous (i.e. a deterrent), too easy (i.e. too many WIs), or about right?

* what would you suggest to improve the WID initiation process?

* has your company had any concerns over bringing work into OMA?  If so, what was your main concern?



	Procedures relating to BOFs
	* should BoFs be used more frequently (as a pre-RD phase to more carefully scope the proposed work)?



	RD development
	Scope & purpose of RDs

* what do people understand as the use of the RD?  To drive the AD? Or drive the spec work? Or do people think they’re not needed?

* should the RD phase consider evaluating more carefully the wider market landscape which the WI is addressing?

* should the RD be less focused on detail, and more focused at a higher level? 

* should RDs be more effectively used to identify re-use of requirements from other enablers and organisations?

Reviews

* how much value do you perceive we get from RD reviews?

*  What can be done to make the informal reviews more efficient?

* Can the formal reviews introduce some mechanisms (e.g. via website) to ensure faster collation of issues?

* are the REQ procedures, although valuable in supporting process, incurring unnecessary delays?



	AD development
	Scope & purpose of ADs

* should ADs be more effectively used to identify re-use of functionality from other enablers and organisations?

* are we getting the level of detail right in developing ADs?

* what level of architectural model is needed for OMA to enable improved creation of technical specifications?

Reviews

* how much value do members perceive we get from AD reviews

* What can be done to make the informal reviews more efficient?  

* Can the formal reviews introduce some mechanisms to ensure faster collation of issues?

* are the AD procedures, although valuable in supporting process, incurring unnecessary delays?



	Technical Specification development
	* Is the TS creation phase working well, is it streamlined enough?

* are there obstacles slowing down the pace of TS development?

* what can be done in terms of tools/website to improve the pace of TS development?

* does AD approval-time (or AD updates) adversely affect TS progress, what can be done to alleviate this?



	Change Request handling
	* Do we need to be more strict in ensuring that the appropriate classification is applied to a CR? 

Are the currently defined CR classes correct, do they need changing?  

* Can the CR application on the website be improved in any way to facilitate improved CR management?

* is the recording of CRs (and what they changed) in the History section at the right level?



	Consistency review
	* How much value do people see in the consistency review?

* What could we do to improve how these are conducted?

* For the smaller enablers, are consistency reviews merely a procedural step, with no real value-add apart from package checking?

* Can the the website be improved in any way to facilitate improved Consistency Review  execution?

* What alternatives (if any) should be considered for Consistency Reviews?



	Approvals 
	* Is TP taking an appropriate role in approvals?

* Does TP need to be more or less involved, e.g. in RD approval, the move to CER, approval of ETSs, the move to AER?

* Is the current TP R&A appropriate to approve specifications/enablers, when so little discussion takes place on the R&A tool?

* Should alternative approval regimes be used for specifications in TP (e.g. TP confcalls)?

* TP approvals are currently passive (i.e. nobody objects, gets approved).  Should a Yes/No mechanism be applied?



	Parallel development of specifications in an enabler
	* Is it still valid to have some blocks (e.g. cannot commence AD review until RD approved), or should these be completely removed?

* What can be done to better facilitate/encourage more parallel working without incurring process overheads?

* Are there any justifiable reasons for specific “no-go” areas parallelism?  



	Horizontal groups
	* What role should a horizontal WG provide?  Consultancy, spec generation, review etc?

* Which horizontal WGs can we learn from to improve other horizontal WGs?

*  do you think horizontal WGs behave as a bottleneck for specific interests to be enforced on other groups?



	REQ
	* Do you feel that the REQ group is providing a relevant and useful service to OMA?

* What do you see as the main value that REQ adds?

* Should we be strengthening or lessening the role of REQ in developing enablers?

* How would you suggest REQ improves its support for the WGs?



	ARCH
	* Do you feel that the ARCH group is providing a relevant and useful service to OMA?

* What do you see as the main value that ARCH adds?

* Should we be strengthening or lessening the role of ARCH in developing enablers?

* How would you suggest ARCH improves its support for the WGs?



	SEC


	* Do you feel that the SEC group is providing a relevant and useful service to OMA?

* What do you see as the main value that SEC adds?

* Should we be strengthening or lessening the role of SEC in developing enablers?

* How would you suggest SEC improves its support for the WGs?



	IOP
	* Can the IOP WG improve its working methods to better support WGs?  If so how?

* Should we be strengthening or lessening the role of IOP during the enabler development phase?

* Do you see all the current IOP documentation to be needed?   If not, what changes would you suggest?

* what could WGs do to better facilitate IOP WG generating ETSs and test suites?  What can be done as part of the TS development phase to facilitate ETS/suites creation?

* What can be done to accelerate the time to the first TF following a Candidate approval?



	Consensus & voting
	* Do you feel that voting procedures are being used constructively within OMA?

* is the consensus definition too severe (i.e. it only takes one sustained objection to prevent agreement)?  

* Should the definition of consensus be relaxed (i.e. allow a “small number” of objections to be discussed, but subsequently noted without preventing approval?

* should formal voting be used more often or sooner to enable progress to be made?



	Liaison
	* Is the external liaison process working and effective?  What could be done to improve it?

* Is SWGs’ external liaison activity clear enough at the WG level?

* Does the TP need more visibility of liaison being undertaken in its WGs and SWGs?

* Is the internal liaison process (i.e. between OMA groups) flexible and open enough?  

* Is there sufficient transparency of all liaison process?

* Are individuals representing OMA as Liaison Contacts properly reporting (i.e. formally) their interaction with external groups back into OMA?

* Is the LS page on each groups’ web pages useful, how can it be improved?

* How can liaison activity be better communicated internally to ensure coordination across OMA?



	Document submission
	* should the document submission deadlines be a “guide” rather than fixed, allowing flexibility on a per group basis?

* should we be more or less strict in handling of documents submitted after the deadline?



	Meeting notice period
	* should meeting notice periods be a “guide” rather than fixed, allowing flexibility if all members agree?



	Meeting agendas
	* Do you think OMA needs to take further steps to make sure useful meeting agendas are provided in time for meetings or conf calls?

* members appear to be fairly open minded about late agendas, should these be treated as other documents?



	Closing thoughts
	* overall, what in which areas do you think OMA is working well?

* do you think that the process and procedures are understood by the WGs and being followed?  If not, what do you think could help improve this?

* What do you see as the most important area where OMA needs to improve how we operate?

* Do you have any further suggestions on how we could improve?




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

OPS is invited to give feedback and improvements on the proposed areas where membership opinions are sought.
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