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1 Reason for Contribution

As previously agreed in REL, this document continues the analysis started in document OMA-REL-2007-0009-INP_ManagingInformationAboutReleases and aims to suggest more concrete ways of reusing and rationalise the information that is created related to releases.
2 Summary of Contribution

Information about releases is produced during various stages of development. The document reviews the timeline for production of release information and suggests how this information can be improved and reuse for various purposes. The goal is to make it easy for those impacted to produce and handle this information (the editors, DSO, etc.).
Revision 1 adds to the proposal a page on which all the different releases are described.
3 Detailed Proposal

Consideration given to other ongoing proposals under discussion

The following other documents related to handling of release information are also under discussion and have been taken into account when creating this document:

· OMA-OP-2007-0011-INP_AltDocHistoryCommentary     

· OMA-OP-2007-0009-CR_Spec_version_differences    

· OMA-OP-2007-0008-CR_RD_version_differences
· OMA-REL-2007-0068-INP_OMA_Enabler_Directory_and_ERELD_template_change  

The suggestion in this document is also based on the prerequisite that the portal is being modified so that the release pages get another look than today (this has already been agreed and is under implementation). See: http://member.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/OPS/Test/TestReleasePackages.htm.

Starting point for analysis

When reviewing all the different proposals that are under discussion about what information that is to be made available about the different deliverables that OMA produces, it becomes clear that we need to make it simple for everyone involved, both to produce the information, review it, re-use it in other material and publish it.

Therefore, we would benefit from consistency in how the information is written, no just in a particular kind of document, but also in-between documents. To have a detailed description in each of the impacted document templates that help people to describe the work in a similar way would be beneficial. 
Looking at the information produced today and trying to rationalize it, the below picture contains a suggestion on how the information is written and reused throughout the development phases.

 
[image: image1]
Work Item Document
The OMA technical work activities start with a Work Item Document (WID) that is drafted by some of the members. The WID text today varies quite significantly in length and level of detail. Here it would be good if the template could be improved so that the WID descriptions would become more similar. The OMA Work Programme Secretary could assist in reviewing the text to make sure it is on the level expected and that it can be used in internal and external communication about the release.

The WID is to be presented to a number of working groups, as well as the TP prior to that it is approved. It should be possible to reuse the same presentation in all these discussions and refine it to respond to comments. To provide a good example of how such a WID presentation should look like or even create a more detailed template for that would help us ensure better consistency between different presentations. 
Once approved, the WID text (or probably the initial overview description) should be published by DSO on the WID overview page that contains a listing of all open work items, as well as on the WISPR schedule page.

The WID should also be presented to the BoD for approval; this could again be done by reuse of the presentation created during the previous step. 

Requirements Document/White Paper

The next step in the development is normally to produce a Requirements Document (RD) or a White Paper (WP). White Papers may be released as stand-alone items for later inclusions in releases, while RDs always are approved prior to the rest of the release that they are to be a part of.
It is now suggested that the RD should contain a high-level description of what it is about, as well as differences between the different versions. This would also be applicable for White Papers, although it is rare that more than one version of a white paper is produced. The text in the RD would be reviewed during the RD review and should then be checked so that it is written in a way that is consistent with the text in other RDs. WP would be reviewed in a similar manner if they are to be released on their own (before being included in a release).
Prior to the approval of the RD/WP the document needs to be presented to the TP. Here, just as for WIDs it would be beneficial to have examples or templates for how these presentations are to look like and what information they are to contain, so that there is consistency between the different RD/WP presentations.

Once approved, the RD/WP description text could be published by DSO on the release description page for the release, as well as on the page that contains a summary of all the releases (there could also be a link from the summary page to the release description page). This would only be done for the first version of a release and the text would later on be replaced by text from the ERELD/RRELD. The information about differences between versions of an RD/WP is currently not intended to be published on the release pages, but this could be considered as a future improvement.
Release

The next step is the production of the Architecture Document (AD), plus partially in parallel, the production of Technical Specifications (TS) and Enabler Release Definition (ERELD) or Reference Release Definition (RRELD). For reference releases, the elements of the release may vary.

These documents are now suggested to contain information about what they are about, as well as differences between the different versions. This should be structured in a similar way to that of RDs and WPs. For the ERELD/RRELD, we should consider streamline these with the new suggestions and not have information about the release spread over as many different chapters as today. The document listing should remain as today, but the rest of the information (introduction, description of differences from previous versions and minimum functionality should be considered to be merged.

The text in the AD would be reviewed during the AD review and should then be checked so that it is written in a way that is consistent with the text in other ADs. The other documents are reviewed during the consistency review.

Once the release is nearing approval, the Release needs to be presented to the TP. Again, it would be beneficial to have examples or templates for how these presentations are to look like and what information they are to contain, so that there is consistency between the different Release presentations.

Once approved, the release information in the RRELD/ERELD is published on the Release Description page as well as the overview of all versions page (the difference between versions). The page that contains a summary of all the releases should also be updated at the same time (there could also be a link from the summary page to the release description page). The AD/TS information is currently no reused anywhere, but could be considered to be use in the future, once available.
The releases are also presented to the BoD and here the presentation to the TP can be reused.

Other documents

Organizational documents could also benefit from containing descriptions of what they are about, as well as differences between the different versions.

The press release information that is to be produced when major releases have been produced could take the text in the ERELD/RRELD as the starting point. This could be done when the consistency review is initiated and the text may then be refined up to the time when the press release goes out (after BoD ratification of the enabler release).

Marketing information about the releases would also be able to use the information about Releases, as well as the documents contained within the release. This material is however intended to be targeting not only technical people, but a wider group, so therefore the information will not be sufficient, but needs to be complemented by additional information that is collected from the chairs/editors during discussions with these.

Conclusions

· OMA would benefit from having a similar section in WIDs, RDs, WPs, ADs, TS, RRELDs, ERELDs and ORG documents (also possibly applicable for Data Specification documents) where the document is presented on a high level and where the differences between versions is explained. The detailed work on how these sections should be outlined should be carried out in the Operations and Process committee, as the discussion already is ongoing there. We should specifically avoid to treat the RRELD and ERELD differently from the other documents.
· The presentations to TP, BoD and other groups need to more consistently contain the same level of information. This can be achieved either by providing good examples and/or by providing more detailed templates. The Release Planning and Management committee could take lead on this work or rely on TP Officers to provide suggestions on how that could be done.
· The Release Planning and Management committee should discuss the contents on the various WID/release related pages to agree on which pages that should exist and which information that belong on each of these. Should for instance there be both a WID overview page, as well as a release summary page? And should the release summary page contain information about each of the versions of a release?
· Once the first steps are agreed, the DSO procedures need to be updated so that we ensure that the information supplied in the various documents is copied to the right places on the OMA portal (and at the right time).
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 suggested that REL reviews this document and considers the proposals for improvements.
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