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1 Reason for Contribution

This input contribution builds on OMA-REL-2008-0096R02-INP_Survey_comments_for_REL, which in turn lists the feedback received from the process survey carried out during Q1-Q2 2008 and contains an analysis of answers to two of the questions in that survey.
2 Summary of Contribution

This document analyses the answers proposed by reformulating them as problem statements as well as suggesting some solutions to these.  
3 Detailed Proposal

3.3   Obstacles slowing TS development

OMA Delegates Responses
	Suggestion (from OMA delegates)

	To much up-front testing work: SCR's are useless, get rid of them. ETRs are useful but can be simplified, but ETR and ETS work shouldn't start until the enabler is promoted to candidate. That is the only time the Enabler content is finalized enough to understand the content of the enabler. Formal review of the enabler needs to happen before the test documentation is completed. Review resolution and ETR/ETS development can happen in parallel with the Formal review. 

	Operators and OMA junkies. These people do not add value, only complain all the time and slow down the work. Kick them out and let them speak only during consistency review. Operators are easy, the OMA junkies are harder to classify. I would put there anyone who did not have at least 5 AGREED CRs a TS that is relevant to the work (not only typo corrections, etc).

	Quality and fairness of chairs

	Politics between the conflicts where multiple enablers are undergoing steady evolution, causing more and more overlap.

Certain large horizontal groups that seem to be populated primarily by email readers, and review stuff during meetings, having never looked at things in advance.  Require real inputs - not just pointing out spelling & grammer during meetings, and be able to handle editorial changes directly.

	The initial scope is to wide in general.

	Too many people who has different view are involved in the AD and TS

	Some chairs don't enforce time limits on discussions on contributions, and lot of ad-hoc editing goes on at the meetings. Contributions are not socialized in advance to ensure consensus.

	Generally, OMA does not stand alone. External dependencies are unescapable walls.

	Late big CR

	Consistence reviews should be carried out for the consistency and not for new features and functionality. Work should in general be development oriented by proposing improvements, CRs, etc. 

	The structuring of TSs into components does not exist, making it difficult and cumbersome for an other enabler to reuse components or functionalities of an other enabler.

	Limited on-going member participation between WID -> RD -> AD -> TS. A WID should not be accepted unless the proposing member is prepared to be define RD, AD, TS Editors & IOP Champion upfront, i.e. Proposers typically step back after they've "got OMA to work on ..." their WID

	1. RD has many features 

2. Take long time to resolve competing solutions brought from different companies

	- push from a company for one technology against the will of the group (contrib. flooding)

- contribs only written to push IPRs

- contribs flooding to block the progress of a group (as all contrib. must be studied)

- Not enough off-line cooperation ahead of meetings.

- Not sufficient analysis, or justification for a particular solution vs. another.

- Missing criteria to decide a proposal vs. another

- Absence of performance or adequacy of a protocol, as a consideration for selection.

	Unfeasible requirements that should "somehow" pop-up in TS. Too big requirements and subsequently feature sets. WG chairs should be empowered to genuinely manage the work. Strict timelines should be applied both in RD and TS work. Instead of doing big packages, OMA should produce frequent flow of small iterative enabler releases.

	Other SDOs shall be considered as technical building blocks are often made available for OMA to build a service enabler

	Prioritisation needs to be encouraged during the TS phase too, to avoid case like BCAST where there were too many features being developed but nothing was earmarked for a later release.   Encourage more use of non consensus methods at early stage (shows of hands, voting if needed), at chair’s discretion, to avoid progress being help up by companies with a pet feature but not much support.

	The TS deveopment phase takes too long time and should be shortended. Too many requirements slow down the TS work. If phasing of requirements is done in an early stage the TS phase would be much quicker.

	To much non prioritized features and options


Summary (responses from OMA Delegates separated into problem / suggested solution)
Please note:  that the Potential solutions contain suggestions from OMA delegates not from the source of this contribution.
Summary (separation of problem / suggested solution)
	Problem statement
	REL agree?
	Potential solutions

	To much up-front testing work.
	
	Reduce testing.

	SCR's are useless
	
	Remove SCR’s

	ETRs are useful but can be simplified
	
	ETR and ETS work shouldn't start until the enabler is promoted to candidate. 

Formal review of the enabler needs to happen before the test documentation is completed. 

Review resolution and ETR/ETS development can happen in parallel with the Formal review.

	*Comments removed. 
	
	*Comments removed.

	 Quality and fairness of chairs
	
	

	Politics between the conflicts where multiple enablers are undergoing steady evolution, causing more and more overlap.


	
	

	Certain large horizontal groups that seem to be populated primarily by email readers, and review stuff during meetings, having never looked at things in advance.  
	
	Require real inputs - not just pointing out spelling & grammar during meetings, and be able to handle editorial changes directly.

	The initial scope is to wide in general.
	
	Reduce scope

	Too many people who has different view are involved in the AD and TS
	
	

	Some chairs don't enforce time limits on discussions on contributions, and lot of ad-hoc editing goes on at the meetings. 

Contributions are not socialized in advance to ensure consensus.
	
	Better enforcement of discussion time.

Real time editing reduced.

Contributions encouraged to be socialized in advance.

	Generally, OMA does not stand alone. 

External dependencies are inescapable walls.Late big CR
	
	OMA needs to take into account external dependencies

	Consistence reviews
	
	Consistence reviews should be carried out for the consistency and not for new features and functionality. 

Work should in general be development oriented by proposing improvements, CRs, etc.

	The structuring of TSs into components does not exist, making it difficult and cumbersome for an other enabler to reuse components or functionalities of an other enabler.
	
	Better structuring of TS’s to enable better  reuse of existing enablers components.

	Limited on-going member participation between WID -> RD -> AD -> TS. 
	
	A WID should not be accepted unless the proposing member is prepared to be define RD, AD, TS Editors & IOP Champion upfront, i.e. Proposers typically step back after they've "got OMA to work on ..." their WID

	RD has many features 


Take long time to resolve competing solutions brought from different companies

- push from a company for one technology against the will of the group (contrib. flooding)
- contribs only written to push IPRs
- contribs flooding to block the progress of a group (as all contrib. must be studied)


- Not enough off-line cooperation ahead of meetings.


- Not sufficient analysis, or justification for a particular solution vs. another.
- Missing criteria to decide a proposal vs. another
- Absence of performance or adequacy of a protocol, as a consideration for selection.
	
	Reduce feature set of enablers.

!

More discussions encouraged prior to meetings.

Better analysis/justification needed with competing solutions.

Performance analysis needed to assist in justifying RD inclusion.

	Unfeasible requirements that should "somehow" pop-up in TS. 

Too big requirements and subsequently feature sets. 
	
	WG chairs should be empowered to genuinely manage the work. 

Strict timelines should be applied both in RD and TS work. 

Instead of doing big packages, OMA should produce frequent flow of small iterative enabler releases.

	Other SDOs shall be considered as technical building blocks are often made available for OMA to build a service enabler
	
	

	Prioritisation needs to be encouraged during the TS phase too, to avoid case like BCAST where there were too many features being developed but nothing was earmarked for a later release.   
	
	Prioritorisation to be encouraged during TS phase.

Encourage more use of non consensus methods at early stage (shows of hands, voting if needed), at chair’s discretion, to avoid progress being help up by companies with a pet feature but not much support.

	The TS development phase takes too long time and should be shortened.

Too many requirements slow down the TS work.


	
	If phasing of requirements is done in an early stage the TS phase would be much quicker.

	To much non prioritized features and options
	
	Prioritorisation to be encouraged reduce features and options


3.3   Understanding the process
Question 13a.       Do you believe the processes and procedures are understood by the WGs and being followed?  In you disagree, what do you think could help improve this?
OMA Delegates Responses
	Suggestion

	I would agree for the most part, but the Process document is not very well written (in some instances) and not that easy to understand. Some procedures are scattered about all over OMA and difficult to find, much less follow (document handling, guest procedures, etc.).

	Nothing. Processes are meant to be broken/bent. That's the name of the game. What I miss is the "understanding" part: some people just don't have no clue...

	The current process seems rather complex and we often have to consult "process gurus" to know if we are doing the right things.  Perhaps things could be simplified somehow.

	There still appear to be a significant number of things which are required, but not clearly documented, such as when various presentations must be made, with what advance notice, which templates, etc.

	Process too complex and heavy, contains too many rules and sub-processes.

	Simple is good.

	It is needed more checks on specifications cross-consistency 

	A simplified process that can be fully understood by whole membership. Minimize the number of procedures. In additional there is no  high level document description showing how they interact.  

	well - again some guidelines for progress (not just processes for slowing down) should be communicated and also Chairs should be trained to know the culture, openness, equality etc. e.g. Mobile Tag co-chairs don't seem to know OMA and insist their own.

	well - again some guidelines for progress (not just processes for slowing down) should be communicated and also Chairs should be trained to know the culture, openness, equality etc. e.g. Mobile Tag co-chairs don't seem to know OMA and insist their own.

	Formal voting - should be resticted to those companies who are involved

	: Assuming the officers know the process well, they should stop any speculations/debate as soon as the 1st sign of confusion becomes visible, and explain the process.

	Too many steps. Rigid, inconsistent, and poorly documentented subprocesses/procedures. Processes and procedures are constantly being modified.

	DSO have a strong role to play here.

	Too many steps in the OMA processes; i.e. should be simplified.

	The procedures are very well known by some members in some WGs but sometimes they are "customized" rather than "strictly followed". Maybe the procedures should not be subject to "customization".

For the E-vote, the rules should be: by default the e-vote is secret.

	Most of the times the process seems correctly applied. The only thing is that we need some more tools (voting to reach consensus, giving more power to chairmen to decide, and/or noting objections but without preventing approval) to offer a better development process


Summary (separation of problem / suggested solution)
	Problem statement
	REL agree?
	Potential solutions

	For the most part, but the Process document is not very well written (in some instances) and not that easy to understand. 
Some procedures are scattered about all over OMA and difficult to find, much less follow (document handling, guest procedures, etc.).
	
	

	Processes are meant to be broken/bent. That's the name of the game. What I miss is the "understanding" part: some people just don't have no clue...
	
	

	The current process seems rather complex and we often have to consult "process gurus" to know if we are doing the right things.  
	
	Perhaps things could be simplified somehow.

	There still appear to be a significant number of things which are required, but not clearly documented, such as when various presentations must be made, with what advance notice, which templates, etc.
	
	Simplification needed

	Process too complex and heavy, contains too many rules and sub-processes.
	
	Simplification needed

	Simple is good.
	
	Simplification needed

	Specifications cross-consistency
	
	It is needed more checks on specifications cross-consistency

	Simplification needed.
	
	A simplified process that can be fully understood by whole membership. 

Minimize the number of procedures. 

In additional there is no high level document description showing how they interact.  

	Progress Guidelines
	
	Guidelines for progress (not just processes for slowing down) should be communicated and also Chairs should be trained to know the culture, openness, equality etc. e.g. Mobile Tag co-chairs don't seem to know OMA and insist their own.

	Formal voting in OMA
	
	Formal voting - should be restricted to those companies who are involved

	Assuming the officers know the process well, 
	
	stop any speculations/debate as soon as the 1st sign of confusion becomes visible, and explain the process.

	Too many steps. Rigid, inconsistent, and poorly documented sub-processes/procedures. Processes and procedures are constantly being modified.
	
	Process Simplification needed better documentation needed. 
Too many process changes.

	DSO
	
	DSO have a strong role to play here.

	Too many steps in the OMA processes;  
	
	Should be simplified.

	The procedures are very well known by some members in some WGs but sometimes they are "customized" rather than "strictly followed". 

For the E-vote, the rules should be.
	
	Maybe the procedures should not be subject to "customization".   

 By default the e-vote is secret.                                                                    

	Most of the times the process seems correctly applied. 
	
	The only thing is that we need some more tools (voting to reach consensus, giving more power to chairmen to decide, and/or noting objections but without preventing approval) to offer a better development process


Conclusions from Survey 
It can be concluded that from the OMA survey problem statements and suggested solutions for OMA delegates the following (ignoring abusive suggestions, etc):-
Question: Obstacles slowing TS development
Suggestions for improvement (from OMA delegates)
ETR / ETS development should occur in parallel.
SCRs suggestion to remove !
Formal review of the Enabler needs to occur before test document is completed.
Quality and fairness of Chairs in question!
Re-use of  existing enablers, where appropriate encouraged.

Scope of enablers too large, reduce feature set.
Better enforcement of time limits for discussions in face to face meetings / conf calls.

Better enforcement of document distribution before meeting to allow review of contributions.

When developing OMA enabler’s better account of what is already supported / being developed outside of OMA.

Better consideration of external dependencies is needed in OMA.

Consistency reviews should not be used to add new features and new functionality. 
Splitting TS into component parts will aid the ability for re-use by other enablers.

WID’s should not be accepted unless the proposing companies is prepared to commit to :-

The RD plus the AD and be the TS editor and IOP champions; upfront. 

More performance analysis/ justification are needed to justify features to be included into a RD, and for resolving competing solutions.
OMA enablers take too long; preferable to have short and frequent releases.
Prioritorisation of enabler feature set needs to be encouraged especially during TS phase/ or earlier.
 Encourage more use of non-consensus methods of decision making (show of hands, voting etc) to improve progress.

Question 13a.       Do you believe the processes and procedures are understood by the WGs and being followed?  In you disagree, what do you think could help improve this?

Suggestions for improvement (from OMA delegates)
Process document not easy to understand, and perhaps too complex, plus not well laid out. 
· Simplification is needed.

· Reduce number of procedures. And perhaps have some form of customisation!
· Have a high level document to show interactions.

· A better understanding of process is needed across OMA delegates and chairs.
Formal voting restricted to parties involved. 
(Do not see how this would work !)
Better voting tools needed to reach consensus quickly, and /or more power to the chairman to impose a decision.
E-vote should be made secrete.
Better cross consistency checking of specifications needed.
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

REL is recommended to review the input, conclude on what problems statement it agrees with, discuss potential solutions and assign actions to address these.
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