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1. Scope
(Informative)

This Organization Document describes the OMA Requirements Process and identifies Best Practices associated with the Requirements Process.  It is intended to be a reference for people who are new to OMA or new to the Requirements Process, to help develop and deliver Requirements in a rapid, market-aligned fashion.
2. References

2.1 Normative References

	[RFC2119]
	“Key words for use in RFCs to Indicate Requirement Levels”, S. Bradner, March 1997, URL:http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc2119.txt

	[OMAProcess]
	OMA Process Document, insert reference when this is public.


2.2 Informative References

None.
3. Terminology and Conventions

3.1 Conventions

The key words “MUST”, “MUST NOT”, “REQUIRED”, “SHALL”, “SHALL NOT”, “SHOULD”, “SHOULD NOT”, “RECOMMENDED”, “MAY”, and “OPTIONAL” in this document are to be interpreted as described in [RFC2119].

This is an informative document, which is not intended to provide testable requirements to implementations.

3.2 Definitions

	Term 1
	Definition

	Term 2
	Definition

	
	


3.3 Abbreviations

	OMA
	Open Mobile Alliance

	
	


4. Introduction
(Informative)

The OMA Requirements Development process has been running now since the inception of OMA in June 2002 and the process is reasonably well understood by those OMA members who have been actively involved with development of Requirements for one or more enablers.  However, OMA is a large community and there is a need to explain to that community at large how the Requirements Process works, and how to ease the passage of the Requirements Document through the various approvals stages to completion.
It is to be noted that the OMA Requirements Document is to be considered to be a specification, and the Requirements section therein is normative, meaning that all mandatory requirements have to be implemented by manufacturers claiming OMA compliance.

5. Requirements Process
(Informative)

5.1 Mandatory Requirements
[OMAProcess] describes the overall OMA process, and within that the mandatory process elements for a Requirements Document.  Firstly, a work item document must be developed and approved by the Technical Plenary.  Then the development of a Requirements Document (RD) can start.  An RD can be developed in the Requirements Group or in another WG.  The RD must go through a formal Requirements Review prior to its submission to TP for approval as a candidate specification.    For all Formal Reviews, [OMAProcess] calls for a minimum 2 week period between availability of the document to be reviewed and the formal Review.

5.2 Methods of RD Development

As indicated above, the Requirements Document can be developed in the Requirements Group or in another WG.  

If the Requirements Document is developed in the Requirements Group, a temporary informal “breakout group” is set up to handle the development of the RD.  Any existing “breakout groups” report to the Requirements Group at every plenary session.  Requirements Group plenary sessions are held at the start and end of every Requirements WG meeting.  Generally these breakout groups hold their own conference calls.  Email discussion takes place on the OMA-RD-DEV reflector.  Because this reflector contains traffic for a number of different topics, each message has a subject containing the topic in square brackets at the beginning, e.g. [PoC].
If the Requirements Document is developed by another WG, the Requirements Group requests that a process is followed which is as transparent as possible to the Requirements Group.  The generally accepted practice for this is that email discussion, including announcement of conference calls and meetings to discuss RDs, takes place on the OMA-RD-DEV reflector.  Also regular reporting of progress on RDs is requested at the main OMA meetings throughout the year.
5.3 Requirements Milestones

Several distinctive phases have been identified for the RD development work:

1) Early Drafting – in this phase, the general structure of the RD is set up, and use cases and Requirements are identified.  If use cases are considered tentative then they may be placed in an Appendix for further consideration by the group and then may later be deleted or moved to section 5 (Use Cases).
2) Consolidated Drafting – in this phase, later stage drafting from phase 1 is conducted regarding use cases and requirements.  In addition, requirements may be socialized with other (sub) working groups.  Based on the inputs from these groups the RD is updated.
3) Final Drafting – in this phase, a set of complete use cases [recommended a maximum of 10] are kept in the RD and final updates and checks are made to the requirements section.
4) RD Review – the document is considered by the owning WG to be essentially complete and ready for review.  If there are still issues which need to be resolved then these can usually be wrapped up in the review.  Once a document reaches Phase 4, all changes prior to its submission to TP must be documented in the RD review report.  Phase 4 commences with the announcement of the RD review session and at that point the RD is frozen until after the RD review.
5) Candidate RD – the specification is approved by TP.  During this period, change requests may be applied to the RD if agreed by consensus.  If a major change (class 0 or class 1) is agreed by the owning group then the RD becomes a Draft again.  This might require a new RD review, but this depends on the extent of the changes and would be for the Requirements Group to decide.
6) Consistency Review – the specification is part of a package undergoing consistency review.  Within the Consistency Review, the Requirements Group will look at the extent to which the Requirements are completed within the technical specifications in the package.
7) Candidate Package – the specification is part of a package which is a TP-approved “Candidate Enabler”.
8) Approved RD –  the specification is part of a package which is a TP-approved “Approved Enabler”
The owning WG is requested to work closely with the Requirements Group throughout all 7 phases, and in particular to act in accordance with the following principles:

a) The Requirements Group would like to be kept informed about the progress of all Requirements activity in all groups.

b) (phase 1) – try to focus on the key use cases which describe the raison d’etre of the work.  The purpose is essentially to justify the work from a user perspective – to show what the benefits are to the actors.  Intuitively, if the use cases are sufficiently complete, it should not require a large number of use cases to illustrate what the service enabler is about and how it benefits the actors.  It is not necessary to have use cases to cover every requirement and indeed if the RD contains too many use cases it becomes rather cumbersome and difficult to gain understanding of the OMA community, and hence rapid approval.  If, however, during the development of the Requirements, there is confusion or controversy about the justification for certain requirements, then and only then should additional use cases be considered.  Recognising that the RD is only the first part in the overall OMA enabler development cycle, minimising the time spent on the RD is a key first step.  To this end, it might be useful to think about spending 20% of the time on writing use cases and 80% of the time on developing the requirements.  As a guideline, use cases should be submitted with their requirements, whereas requirements may be submitted without a use case.  Furthermore, submittal of use cases that cover existing requirements should be avoided.  
c) (phase 2) – during this phase, advise the Requirements Group of the ongoing work and select a time for an “Informal RD Review”.  The purpose of this review is to familiarise the Requirements Group with the intent of the RD, allow additional participation in the developing group if required by members attending the Requirements Group, and smooth the flow of the formal RD review process.  Working Groups may wish to have more than one informal review with the Requirements Group.  There is no deadline for submission of an RD for informal review, other than the regular document submission deadline (which is 7 days prior to a meeting or conference call).

d) (phase 2) – during this phase when the Requirements are considered stable enough, work on the AD may commence.  WGs should keep the overall Enabler timescales in mind when developing an RD and consider kicking off the AD work as early as feasible.

5.4 Considerations for Rapid RD Development

In order for OMA to succeed in its mission to develop Enablers for the mobile marketplace, OMA needs to ensure that its work is effective and not necessarily exhaustive.

This means that everyone working on the RD development must understand that the RD is only the first step to producing the enabler and a lot of the detailed work will need to be done after the RD is completed.  Therefore the RD phase should be relatively short.

Whilst it is essential that OMA produces a quality RD, this does not mean that it needs to be highly polished.  Once the key aspects have been incorporated it makes sense to proceed through Step 4 (RD Review) to Step 5 (Approved as candidate).  Updates can always be made later but the key thing is to get the RD approved and make sure that the workers focus on the implementation of the requirements in the RD.

5.5 Brainstorming
During the development of an RD, it will frequently be necessary to use “brainstorming” techniques to consider what we want from the enabler, and how we want it to be used.  Classical brainstorming is free-thinking and writing down ideas as they occur, not criticising or finding reasons why things don’t work, but identifying the possibilities.  Once a series of possibilities has been identified, it might not be straightforward to choose one path.  To help this, a Pros and Cons analysis can be undertaken, so that the whole group can see where the benefits of the different ideas lie.

This will mostly happen during Steps 1 and 2.  The key thing is for the chair of the session to make it clear whether the session is working on “brainstorming” (no criticism allowed), “consolidiation” (identifying Pros and Cons), or “option pruning” (identifying least favoured routes and removing them).  If these different phases of development are separate and clearly understood then the group will move forwards more cohesively with everyone understanding the progress as it goes along.

5.6 Requirements Traceability

OMA Process specifies that OMA specifications have to address all normative requirements specified in the Requirements Document. Therefore, it is very important and useful for the consistency review process that all normative requirements are traced to verify if those are addressed in the specification. However, due to the fact that all normative requirements are not always satisfied in a single release of specification, therefore, it is not appropriate that the requirements traceability is mandated e.g. in the Process document or that traced results are recorded as a permanent document e.g. Consistency Review Report.

Instead, to help the working groups in making explicit how the Enabler specifications satisfy the normative requirements of the RD, it is recommended for the Working Group responsible for the RD to create a requirements traceability matrix which maps technical features (in the technical specifications) onto normative requirements (in the RD).  This matrix should be developed during the development of the Enabler, and not at the end.  It should be submitted it to the Consistency Review together with the package containing the draft Candidate Enabler. REQ WG will review the matrix and make appropriate feedback to the Consistency Review. Recommended format of the traceability matrix is shown below.

Requirements traceability matrix for Consistency Review
	ID
	Requirement description
	Section in RD
	Functionality / Feature in Technical specification
	Section in  specification
	Comments

	001
	...
	x.y
	...
	...
	...

	002
	...
	x.y
	...
	...
	...

	...
	...
	...
	...
	...
	...




If necessary, the RD will be updated after the Consistency Review with the outcome of this ‘Requirements traceability matrix’
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(Informative)
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Appendix B. Sample Agenda
(Informative)

The following is a recommended starter agenda for the first meeting of a group developing a new requirements document.

1. Introductions

2. Review of Work Item Document (Overview)

3. Review of Use Cases contained in Work Item Document

4. Proposals for new Use Cases or Enhanced Use Cases from the WID

5. Review and identify all needed use cases (by title/concept)

6. Assign needed use cases to owners for development

7. Review how to work going forwards (email, conference calls, physical meetings)

8. AOB

9. Close










�It should be more nominal that the Enabler Release should be revised according to the REQ feedback. In case that RD should be revised, responsible WG should provide CR to the RD. This procedure need to be discussed for clarity purpose and to be reflected in the text here if necessary.
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