OMA-BOARD-2009-0084R01

Board Resolution concerning the OMA Process

This resolution has been developed by the Fast Track Task Force, established by the Board on 18 May 2009 and presented to the Board for approval on 20 July 2009. 

Blue text = comments from REL chair
Red text = suggested/needed actions to kick off the work

The Board of the Open Mobile Alliance has discussed the market relevance and time to market of OMA deliverables. As a result of these discussions the Board has decided upon the following objectives for changes to the OMA process.
The Process would embrace significant change and would aim to meet targets

1. Average time to complete a release from the start of work reduced by 50%
Current median time from start of RD work to completion of Candidate is 175 weeks which is almost 3.5 years (this as per the statistics from June 30 2009). Half of that is 87 weeks which is about 20 months. We have earlier been discussing trying to cut down development times to 18 months, are we going to keep that as goal, increase it to 20 months or is the real expectation of the BoD to cut down development times even further (even get development time down as much as to an average of 9 months)? Ask for clarification from the BoD.
2. Enforce definition of clear objectives and deliverables at time of WID development
Much has been done here already to specify rules for that this should be done. The “enforcement” aspect is missing though and is probably the main reason why OMA continues to approve WIDs with wide scope. REL may wish to discuss how the rules can be enforced and who should be authorised to enforce them. There may also be additional changes that can help us go even further, e.g. examples of what we consider to be the right level of a WID.
3. Shorter and simpler process to improve accessibility and understanding by members (eg):

a. Significantly reduced number of non-deliverable documents
REL can go through each of these documents to see to what extent they bring value, but we should bear in mind that these are associated with process, e.g. review reports are linked to reviews.

b. Significantly reduced number of process steps and fewer reviews
As just stated this goes hand-in-hand with number of documents produced and should be addressed at the same time.

4. Encourage a culture of progress in a timely manner

a. Consensus is the initial goal
This gets back to how we define consensus and if that should be changed.
b. Empower leaders to take decisions instead of using the process to police the OMA activities
The process does not police the OMA activities, it is up to people participating in the work to ensure process is followed and there is often debates about what the process actually states. Some basic rules will always be needed to ensure that decisions will not be seen as arbitrary. The transfer to a culture where leaders take more decisions and processes become more of guidelines will not be something that can be achieved over one night.
c. Improve voting and proactive decision making to eliminate minority blocking and delay
How this can be done needs to be studied in more detail, we may for instance look at how this is done in other organisations.
5. Decouple IOP from the normal process of specification publication*
This is the subject of debates when it comes to what this means. The approval steps OMA currently has tie the second Approval step to proven interoperability. Without this tie will such second approval risk to be similar to that of reference releases. We would need debate what needs to be achieved here, but as stated in the text next to the asterisk, this is not tied to a primary requirement that comes from the BoD at this stage, so therefore it should get less priority in the short term.
In addition the Board has determined a number of specific requirements for the OMA process. TP is required to adapt the existing process to incorporate these and to report to the Board with a plan and time schedule for the required process changes to be implemented.

OMA Board requirements for process changes are as follows:
1. avoid editorial debate in meetings 
This has begun to be addressed in input OMA-REL-2009-0136-INP_chairs_guidance__editorials
2. encourage use of expert drafting groups between meetings
We need a champion who can look at this, but there are some starter ideas in document OMA-BOD-FT-2009-0014R01. A problem that needs to be taken into account is how such a group is created (e.g. will these not be open to all who are interested in participating?) and to what extent can we avoid that the results of the expert drafting group does not end up in long debates with those not participating once presented to the bigger group?
3. enhance lightweight development procedures for a fast track approach to specification development
This is coupled to going through the process to see what steps and documents that are needed. It is likely that almost all groups that are given the option to do something more light weight instead of following current process will opt for that, so there is probably no point in having an “ordinary process” and a light weight process if we are expanding the usage of the latter. Should be possible to discuss in conjunction to document OMA-REL-2009-0114-INP_FasterDevelopmentTechnicalWork.
4. skip formal RD and AD review process for the fast track process
The consequences of this needs to be analyzed. What will be the future role of REQ and ARC given this and can we ensure they are engaged so they add value and without be seen as bottlenecks? Should be possible to discuss in conjunction to document OMA-REL-2009-0114-INP_FasterDevelopmentTechnicalWork.
5. single document possible (RD,AD,TS)
We need a champion who can look at this. This is probably a straight forward task where we combine the elements of the three documents into one template (and we should probably then also look into having the ERELD/RRELD becoming part of this document as well). Things to consider there is if and how we release partial results (like when RD and AD stages have been completed) and how editorship can be split (if needed) so that the editor of these documents do not become a new bottle neck.
6. restrict enabler scope to WID 
We need a champion who can look at this. This seems to be about enforcing that the WID is followed when scope of work is defined. Seems like something which the chair/convener for an activity needs to be responsible for. There is always a risk for long discussion on interpretation of what is stated in the WID. Again, need to consider how we enforce that a WID is as clear as possible prior to being approved. 
7. avoid single blocking objection 
We need a champion who can look at this. This needs to be discussed related to how we define consensus, the role of the chair and if/how we want to change the decision making.
8. change voting rules to ensure that a decision can be made
See point #7, can be discussed at the same time.
9. add end-end service aspects to RD template 
This was assigned to REQ, we should coordinate with the group once they have a proposed solution to see if there are other impacts than a template update.
Additional clarification of these requirements is available in related Board documents, OMA-BOD-FT-2009-0013, -0014R01, and -0015R01 which are available to the TP Chair and can be distributed further as needed.
In addition the Board is also considering proposals concerning the specification release cycle, such as yearly releases. Further requirements for TP may be determined as a result of this.
It was agreed in REL on June 17 to wait with addressing this until further input comes from the BoD.
* Note: currently none of the 9 requirements defined above directly address objective 5.
