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1 Reason for Change

This CR proposes an additional milestone to the WISPR. It is based on the discussion and decision taken in REQ and REL. After a trial phase of some months it is proposed to introduce this milestone to the Requirements Best Practices document.
See Documents:

· OMA-REL-2008-0167-CR_New_Milestone_to_WISPR_New_requirements_deadline.zip
· OMA-REQ-2008-0179-INP_New_Requirements_Deadline_milestone.zip
This new milestone (New Requirements Deadline - NRD) SHALL be part of the requirements development schedule and is proposed to be mandatory part of the WISPR schedule.

It divides the RD development into two timelines: 

Before the NRD: defining and gathering new requirements and use cases into the RD. Main focus is on the incorporation of new requirements, which are accepted during this phase only. New requirements submitted after the NRD are subject for a subsequent release.

After the NRD: fine-tuning of requirements wording and preparation of the RD for FORMAL REVIEW in order to improve the quality of the RD. NRD SHALL be the formal trigger for starting the AD work, too. This would improve parallelism of work and enable ARC to provide feedback to the RD before formal review starts. Furthermore first ARC analyses may also improve the first version of the ERELD which has to be submitted for RD FORMAL REVIEW. The time period between the NRD and the completion of RD Formal Review SHALL be sufficient to perform the described tasks.
2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

n.a.
3 Impact on Other Specifications

Companion CRs having been submitted to REL (OMA-REL-2008-0167-CR_New_Milestone_to_WISPR_New_requirements_deadline.zip) and ARC has defined the new role of an ARC Champion, who is acting as ambassador of ARC to improve timely collaboration between ARC and REL.
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

Add and describe the new milestone: “New Requiremnts Deadline” to Requirements Best Practices document.
6 Detailed Change Proposal

Change 1:  Introduction of new requirements deadline milestone
7.1 Requirements Milestones

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

1. Drafting – in this phase, the general structure of the RD is set up, and use cases and Requirements are identified.  It is not recommended to add use cases into an RD without adding normative requirements (derived from that use case) at the same time.  A minimized number of use cases will be described in Appendix B of the RD. 
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 an actor perspective –  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.  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).  A checklist is provided in Appendix C for groups to review and develop prior to any formal or informal review.

2. Informal RD Review – Groups working on RDs should consider the timescales for the overall enabler and read the relevant Best Practices documents, e.g. the AD Best Practices Document [ADBestPractices] to decide when to start AD development.  Groups working on RDs should complete the form in Appendix C before bringing a document for informal review. See appendix D for guidelines on RD Informal Review.
3. New Requirements Deadline (NRD) – This new milestone is part of the requirements development schedule and SHALL be agreed by the group at the beginning of the requirements work. It MAY be revised during the drafting of the RD: in this case the new date SHALL be agreed by the working group developing the RD.
The NRD divides the RD development timeline as described below: 

· Before the NRD: defining and gathering new requirements and use cases into the RD. 
Main focus is on the incorporation of new requirements, which are accepted during this phase only. New requirements submitted after this milestone are subject for a subsequent release.

· After the NRD: fine-tuning of requirements wording and preparation of the RD for FORMAL REVIEW in order to improve the quality of the RD. 
Furthermore the NRD SHALL be the formal trigger for starting the AD work. This would improve parallelism of work and enable ARC to provide feedback to the RD before Formal Review. Note, that at this point of time a member of ARC WG will be announced as “ARC champion” for this specific RD to improve collaboration of REQ and ARC WGs.  
First ARC analyses (e.g. performing an RD walk through) are the starting point for AD development and MAY provide additional input to the first version of the ERELD which has to be submitted for RD FORMAL REVIEW. 
The time period scheduled between the NRD and the completion of RD Formal Review SHALL be sufficient to perform the described tasks.

4. Formal 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 3, all changes prior to its submission to TP must be documented in the RD review report.  Phase 3 commences with the announcement of the RD review session and at that point the RD is frozen until after the RD review.  A first draft of the ERELD/RRELD has to be included for information in the review package that is submitted for Formal RD review.  The completion of the Formal RD Review is decided by REQ (even if the RD is developed outside REQ).  Once the Formal RD review is complete then the RD, RDRR and ERELD/RRELD are taken to TP for approval of the RD as a Candidate specification.

5. Candidate RD – the specification is approved by TP.  During this period, change requests may be applied to the RD if agreed by consensus in the owning group and by the Requirements Group.  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.  The tables in Section 6 (Requirements) may need to be updated by Change Request to indicate which Requirements are supported in the Enabler.  Changes to the RD following approval as Candidate are “business as usual” and should be proposed as early as possible so that REQ can evaluate the changes.  Typically this would be achieved with minimal delay.
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”
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