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1 Reason for Contribution

The Release Planning and Management committee has received several actions from the Technical Plenary related to the life cycle and granularity of Work Items. This input contribution has been drafted in response to these.

2 Summary of Contribution

This input contribution starts to put forward some suggestions on how deal with the life cycle of work items. Important key aspects for consideration are the scope of WIDs (and thereby indirectly the granularity of work items) as well as handling of work not progressing.

3 Detailed Proposal

Scope of a WID

To be able to discuss the life cycle of work items, it is important to first define what should be in the scope for a work item. As of now, it is already clear that a Work Item Document (WID) should define an activity with a scope set as well as expected deliverables. It is suggested that we set some more constraints on this.

As the work related to a WID will be impacted by many OMA internal and external factors, we cannot assume that one WID always will result in one Enabler Release but we should be able to assume that this would be the normal case. Thus, WIDs should be modelled with that in mind and a number of associated guidelines can be outlined based on that assumption.

Guidelines

1. It is recommended to aim to have one Enabler Release per Work Item Document.

2. A WID may cover work on more than one Enabler Release, but this should only be the case if there is a close linkage between the Enabler Releases and they have the closely related time schedules for completion as Candidates/Approved Enabler Releases.

3. A WID may cover work on more than one version of an Enabler Release, but only when work on several versions of the release is done in parallel and it is not yet clear what work belong to which release.

4. The work from several WIDs may be joined to result in one single Enabler Release. The tracking of this work should only be done in one of the corresponding WISPR documents.

5. A WID may only cover work up to completion of the RD/AD. In this case, it must be made clear what is expected to happen with the deliverables after they are produced so that they can be assigned the correct state.

6. When an Enabler Release reaches Candidate state, the working group that has produced the release should create a new version of a WID (or a new WID) if it wishes to continue working on a next version of the Enabler Release. This new WID or WID version requires approval from the TP. The old WID should be continued to be used exclusively for the tracking of the Candidate Enabler Release. (Note: this may also require a change to the process).

7. Once an Enabler Release becomes a Candidate the main part of the work is taken over by IOP. The WID is still owned by the group that created the Enabler Release, as its work is not done until the WID reaches Approved state.

8. A WID corresponding to an Enabler Release is to be closed once it has been getting its final Approval.

9. A WID which only covers RD and/or AD work is to be closed once the RD/AD have been getting their final Approval.

10. Maintenance work for Approved Enabler Releases need not be covered by a WID, but is still assumed to be covered by the group that owns the specifications. (Alternative: if it is believed important that maintenance work also is covered by work items, then these should be separated out from the new work and covered by separate WIDs. It does however seem rather pointless to have WIDs for maintenance work as it is expected that as long as a specification is not obsolete the working group responsible for it must maintain it as needed).

11. WIDs for work that has not (yet) resulted in a Candidate Enabler Release and which has not been making any progress (no work) during the time period between three TP meetings shall be brought to the TP for decision on further handling.

The work may either be suspended (and allowed to be taken up later) in which case the corresponding WISPR shall be marked accordingly or the WID can be closed in which case no further work is allowed on the associated deliverables without creating a new WID/new version of the closed WID.

A suspended work item shall be revisited every second TP meeting for a new decision on whether it should be allowed to continue to be suspended or if it should be closed. 

12. WIDs for Candidate Enabler Releases which is not making progress can only be closed if the Enabler Release is being declared dormant, meaning that there is no expectation of that it ever will get proven interoperability and thus that the IOP WG as well as the group owning the WID do not plan to do any further work on it. Dormant would not be a concept that would be communicated externally but only one that OMA would use internally to keep track of enabler releases that no further actions are expected on. (Note: this is dependent on process changes, see below).

Needed process changes

As one of the founding principles of OMA was to create interoperable specifications it is important that this is continued to be a goal for all our work. Ideally, it should only be specifications that never are widely implemented that do not get their final approval.

Rather than putting a lot of focus on making sure that all Candidate Enabler Releases are handled by the IOP WG, we may need to allow for more flexibility when it comes to proving that an Enabler Release is interoperable (and that the specifications have been implemented without any remaining ambiguity in them). Different markets have different ways to ensure the interoperability of specifications, but it is only in closed environments where all equipment is from one vendor that interoperability is not a requirement. Bilateral testing should for instance be a possible way to show that specifications can be implemented with interoperability. 

The concept of dormant would then only be used in cases where there is no market interest in an enabler release. Even then, we could handle a renewed interest in an enabler release if companies all of a sudden show interest in implementing and deploying products based on these specifications. A new WID would then have to be created to cover subsequent interoperability work and the enabler release would no longer be considered dormant.

The process changes needed are likely to be against the IOP process, but possibly also against the overall process and the release handling process.

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

It is recommended that the Release Planning and Management committee discusses the contents of this input contribution and agrees on the needed next steps to ensure that guidelines/procedures and/or possible changes to process documents are put in place.
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