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1 Reason for Change

Requirements prioritization (proposed new section following 5.6);

Considering planned schedule for development of an Enabler Release development, number of items for requirements should have some limitation. It is ideal that the requirements be carefully focused on the next release and selected at the discussion of contributions. However, there are cases that it is difficult to screen the proposed requirements to get agreement for the right next release at the point in time of the proposal, eventually the RD draft would carry too many requirements to fulfil in the planned timeline of the next release.

The choices are either to push back the schedule or to prioritize and slim down the requirements for the target release. As the latter should be more desirable in many cases, one possible procedure of prioritize the requirements is proposed based on the recent practice done for PoC2 RD.
Requirements Traceability (section 5.7);
OP Committee has addressed this issue and reached an agreed procedure for how to reflect the requirements traceability in RD. This best practice document should reflect the agreed procedure.  
2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

None
3 Impact on Other Specifications

The change in Section 5.7 is to align the description to the latest RD template (no impact on the template). 
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

To agree on the changes to the Requirements Best Practice Document.
6 Detailed Change Proposal

(Proposed new section after 5.6)
Requirements Prioritization

The requirements should carefully be focused on the next release and thereby selected at the discussion of contributions. However, there are cases that it is difficult to screen the proposed requirements to get agreement whether the immediate next release or any further release at the point in time of the discussion, eventually the RD draft would carry too many requirements to fulfil in the planned timeline of the next release.
The choices are either to push back the schedule by incorporating all the requirements in the next release or to prioritize and slim down the requirements for the target release. As the latter should be more desirable in many cases, this section describes an example guideline procedure for prioritization using informal poll for each of the proposed requirements. 
The purpose of the informal poll is to give indication of how many of the interested member companies are considering a certain requirement as essential to the immediate next release and if they are willing to actively proceed with the requirement. Further discussion should be taken based on the result of the informal poll to agree on the prioritized requirements.  Therefore, it should be clearly noted that the poll is not binding i.e. no direct index to screen the requirements.

1) Agree on the detailed procedure for a poll regarding:

· Timeline of the poll (start and deadline)
· Agreed “key feature” of the next release so that the requirements should be in line with the key features 

· What questions should be delivered, such as
· Whether to consider a requirement as essential for the next release

· Whether your company is committed to actively contribute to the requirements

· Any comments on the requirements

· Basic rules to rate a requirement as essential for the next release, such as

· Pick ones with simple majority poll for YES if no sustained objections

· Set a border area of supportive ratio for main discussion

·  Put ones with less than the border line support into non-prioritized category

· How to deal with the ones put into non-prioritized category

· They should basically for consideration in a further release, not to be dropped from the RD 
2) Results should be collated by a neutral party of the group such as DSO, contracted third party etc. 

3) The group takes the results for discussion with the procedure agreed as above. 
5.7 Requirements Traceability

OMA Process specifies that OMA specifications have to address all normative requirements specified in the Requirements Document. However, due to the fact that all normative requirements are not always satisfied in a single release of specification, therefore, the RD template has a column per requirement to indicate in which release the requirement is planned to be fulfilled. The guidelines are provided as follows for how to handle this column in each phase of an Enbler Release development.
	Label
	Description
	Enabler Release

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Table 1: Reference Table Entry in RD Template
The “Enabler Release” column provides info on Enabler Release where requirement covered
- would provide a specific Release, where known, examples “PoC v1.0”, “future”

- could indicate linkage to related Enabler “not in PoC, covered in Presence v1.0 (see AABBCC in [RD])”,

“future, dependent on XYZ support” 

[Handling a reference table]

· During Initial Work on RD – Initial Release Assessment Undertaken

· For New Enabler, May be Too Ambitious to Plan Beyond Initial Release

· Thus Fields Should be Set to “XYZ v1.0” or “future”

· Would Not Prohibit Linking to Subsequent Release (e.g. “XYZ v1.1”) With Consensus
· During RD Update Ahead of Consistency Review – Needed Revisions

· Based on Technical Accomplishments Expected in Enabler

· CR Would Revise Field Values

· For Partial Covered Requirements – Split Requirement

· REQ-ABC split into REQ-ABC-a and REQ-ABC-b

· Expand the Descriptions by Appending clarification of partial info

· Further Splitting Possible (e.g. ‘-c’, ‘-d’, etc).

· Editor Update Tables

· Sort into Logical Release-Specific Blocks (e.g. v1.0, future, dropped, etc)

[RD Development and Candidate]
· During RD Development, Initial Release Plan Indicated in Tables

· Legitimate For Debate/Discussion to Challenge the Objectives

· Drives Dialog and Efforts to Prioritize

· Upon TP Approval – Candidate Serves as Objective of Technical Work
(an example table from OMA-OP-2005-0010R02 should be inserted here)
[AD and Specification Development]
· Requirement Coverage Assessed During Technical Development

· Consider Degree of Completion for Features Specified in RD

· Mapping of SHALL/SHOULDs to Text and SCRs of Specifications

· Differences of Objectives Need to Drive Dialog to Achieve Consensus

· Formal Engagement by Invoking Change Process on RD (Reconciliation CR)

· Req WG MUST be Involved in Review and Approval of such CRs

· Functional Changes – Class 1 – Requires Re-Approval in TP

 (an example table from OMA-OP-2005-0010R02 should be inserted here)

[Consistency Review]
· Up-to-date RD (Re-Approved if Needed) Forms Basis of Consistency Review

· Release Specific Requirements (Current or Earlier Releases) Considered

· Involves Consideration of Defined Capabilities and SCR Dependencies

· ConRR Comments Should be Raised if AD/Spec Info Does not Match RD Requirements

· Remedy to Inconsistent Requirement Coverage MAY be RD Change

· ConRvw SHALL NOT be Closed Until RD Change Completed
(an example table from OMA-OP-2005-0010R02 should be inserted here)
[Requirements in Subsequent Release]

· Preservation of Prior Release Requirements – Lock Down

· Key Element to Maintain Backward Compatibility

· May Reorder Tables But Need to Preserve Numbering

· Simplify Editing and Management of New Information

(an example table from OMA-OP-2005-0010R02 should be inserted here)

(Nominal Timeline(Slide#11) should be arranged into this space for visualization of the procedure)


	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	




Change 1:  

Members may choose to mark their proposed changes as OMA Confidential.  They are encouraged to describe their reasons for doing so in section 1.  Members should realize that if the material in the CR is accepted for use in a publicly available document that it would likely be made public in that form.





CR should be for a single document and it should be listed here (best to use separate CRs for separate docs).  More than one change may be addressed, though they should be related.  The classification should reflect the highest change type presented.
























































�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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