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1 Reason for Contribution

OMA ran a Process & procedures survey from 27th Feb until 4th April to find wider membership views on what is going well, what are problem areas.

49 responses were received, thereby representing a wider range of membership views than normally represented in process discussions.

Responses took form of:


(a) agreeing or disagreeing with 51 propositions     (results summarised in OMA-REL-2008-0094R01)


(b) suggestions from membership for improving (260 suggestions received).

At the TP in Prague, it was agreed to distribute the suggestions as follows:

· REL  (General impressions, Work initiation, TS generation, Reviews, Approvals, CR handling, Consensus & voting, OMA process)

· REQ  (Requirements generation)

· ARC  (Architecture generation)

· IOP (Generation of IOP material)

· SEC  (role of SEC)

· MCC  (role of MCC)


Consequently, REL picked up a TP action:  TP-2008-A0069   “To look at the results of the survey for their areas, prepare and take actions and report back to the TP as soon as possible.”

This contribution presents the membership comments relevant to REL, and a summary of the problem statements and potential solutions.

It is recommended that to deal with the comments, REL members discuss the problem statements, identify which ones to act on, and discuss potential solutions for these.
2 Summary of Contribution

n/a
3 Membership suggestions addressed to REL
3.1   Prioritisation,   time to market,  overall improvement needed
Question 2h.   What is the most important thing we need to change to improve prioritisation & time to market

	Suggestion

	Prioritize within the market Requirements phase, making some effort to scope the work of the requirements phase prior to developing the requirements. Granted, this is not an easy task.

	Interoperability between OMA enablers

	1. Get rid of the useless WIDs and working groups. The few experts we have are scattered and overloaded - there is no focus.

2. Kick the operators out from technical work. They bring the requirements, have them reviewed, agreed, etc: good. But they are not contributing to the technical work; in fact, they slowing it down. Leave it to the pros, and cut the crap.

	Agreement up front on a small set of core features that a WG will work toward completing in a timely manner.  The current contribution-driven approach results in everyone contributing the features they are interested in, and the resulting feature creep causes schedule slips and bloated enablers.

	Time to market, and prioritization is driven by how many people contribute, which is generally driven by companies perceptions of market needs, which is appropriate.

	Good balance between quality of specification and time to market.

	We need to ensure that the enablers are useful by all actors in different scenarios. 

	Introduce OMA Releases (e.g. OMA 3.0, or OMA -08) to put the pressure on WI drivers, yearly or bi-yearly. Not via yet another review & approval process ("timeplan & WI content review process").

	Remove the politics and it need to be more market driven rather than politics

	1.  Usage of Architecture and Requirement to get a better control management of the definition/cretaion and development of enablers

2.  Use Enablers and Ensambles, where Ensambles are combinations of enablers, e.g. PoC!

	Reusable enabler that follow OSE principles (intrinsic functions, technology/network independence etc...) With this speed to market, modularity and reuse would be ensured. Today the "services" are complex, network specific, not reusable, slow to develop and violating key architecture and design principles

	Set rules on closing WIs that do not progress due to lack of contributions/interest.

	Smaller enablers with fewer features.

	I have an impression that OMA shifts to services not enablers. There are different views on services and their business models, which lead to discrepancy of scope and definitions. This discrepancy is usually found in later spec stage and makes some bounces-back, which takes time.

	We need to discuss services & applications more (rather than enablers) that is to be provided to mobile subscribers.

	Given the nature and complexity of the emerging mobile service ecosystem, it is likely that any change will come with a corresponding list of trade-offs. In this context, time-to-market is not always as significant as effectively identifying, and selecting a set of core enablers that would serve a building blocks for a diverse array of innovative, value-added, and customizable services.

	Define better the OMA strategies development according to market needs

	Simplifying the process

	Introduce a project mangement model, commitment to acomplish the work item from supporting companies and reorginize OMA to consist of expert working groups (not WI related WG, improved mandate for REQ and ARC) and better follow up mechanisms. 

	Think of the outside world not just OMA processes and those who want to bind to them forever. Think of change. Global OMA Service Architecture is an example of the right direction to take a holistic look at things internally, externally and their boundary.

	be more proactive in managing & keeping to work schedules

	Some OMA enablers are set in a few years after the same services started in Japan market, so most companies in Japan do not care OMA enabler specifications.

	Introduction of proper project management methods for enbaler development. Split large enablers into smaller re-usable "independent component enablers".

	1. Implement proper project management methods for enabler development. 

2. Split large enablers to smaller "indipendent component enablers". Implement an easy way to split large enablers into multiple smaller even at TS phase (or whenever it becomes obvious that what is under development is not a single enabler, but combination of multiple re-usable enablers). 

	adopt approach of internet players/web 2.0 (e.g. widgets, mashups, re ueable enablers)

	Do NOT develop services; Do NOT develop large enablers - where is PoC deployed? implemented? ... market believes no where!; Allow ARC WG to reject WIDs & ADs rather just run them through TP - why was Multimedia Ringback allowed to proceed ... its a SERVICE, not a service enabler!

	Short period to make specifications and less IOP burdens

	From a technical perspective, there is a clear need to review the type of deliverables/WIDs produced by OMA. OMA creates large monolithic services, rather than small, core,service enablers that can serve as building blocks for composable services. This needs to be changed. From an organisational perspective, OMA needs some better practices or tools and apply them to limit debates that sometimes become academical exercises or company positioning exercise

	1. Reduce he volume - too many new work items.

2. Improve the spec quality by closer alignment to early implementations. 

3. Empower & train WG chairs to limit spec to essentials in order to keep schedules & reach short development cycles. 

Close spec work early enough, requirements that are not follow-up in spec development can be dropped. In summary, doing little things - that work - fast is more important that huge specs that try to address many times completely unfeasible requirements. 

	More focus should be put on clean separation of functionalities to allow for more componentized enablers and cooperation with other SDOs shall be strengthened to prevent duplication of efforts.

	Prioritisation & de-prioritisation should be a normal part of developing an enabler, rather than only done in exceptional „out of control“ cases such as PoC2.0/PoC2.1.  OMA process & templates (including WID) should include tools & mechanisms to facilitate prioritisation.

	Implement project management of OMA service enablers in order to shorten the development times.

	IOP testing:    there is not enough time between two TestFests to correct the documents.

	1. Optionality should be limited too and profiling (mandatory core + optional profiles) could be a good solution.     

2. Reduce the size of enablers so that they can be developed more quickly. 

3. More focused work items. 

4. REL/TP being more proactive in the work program managing, taking decisions to avoid WISPR slippages.

5. OMA prioritisation mechanisms are not used very frequently, and it use to be forced by non-consensus over the members, rather than a real business analysis of the market.


Question 14b.      What do you see as the most important areas where OMA needs to improve how we operate?

	Suggestion

	Scoping prior to RD development to facilitate three month development of RDs.  Move toward reusable enablers and move away from specific services. DSO help is valuable. 

	coordination between WGs

	This is easy: everyone. OMA was doing great for the first two years. Then, for another two years it was Ok. Now it's all going down. If there are no changes, give it a year or two and OMA is out of business.

	Have fair and competent management of Working Groups activities. Motivate technical discussions instead of political discussions. There is not enough technical discussions within WGs, voting is sometimes rushed without proper technical evaluation of pros/cons of technologies. The result is enablers that still have technical issues, performance issues and are not technically good enough for the market. 

	Understanding where standardization is most needed in the wireless ecosystem and developing standards quickly to meet these needs.

	Reusing existing enablers, and having other standards bodies do the work that is not Mobile specific.

	Premier contents distribution, electronic maney, and other advanced services already provided in FEA countries.

	Scope definitions. Re-usable core enablers. Ensure that for each WID there is a set of companies that has a business interest to complete the work.

	Approval power and discussion time at TP, instead of time-consuming reviews+resolutions and sub-processes. (Let "REL", if still needed, be a part of TP and not separated.) 

Introduce OMA Releases, to give incitament to delivery, not time plan management

Allow work on security aspects only at SEC WG.

	Simplify the specification is the KEY

	To become more a Multi network body... skipping the M

Start to use the horizontal groups (REQ, ARCH etc) firmer to prioritize... Look into the OGSA to get a model for Enablers and Domains or similar.

	Get a tcehnical group to dirve direction (e.g. Arch) , empowered to do so, even if subject to TP review ...

	Trace how well the enablers are used in the industry.

	We increase some flexibility with BoF and Ad hoc group. Also, we regularly tighten up OMA process. The only way to cope with the complexity of OMA worlds, is to manage the balance of these two.

	Co-ordination of the development of enablers, where feasible, so that the enablers are being developed to support and allow the emerging market trends, without pre-determining the direction of the market.

	In order to answer to market needs, OMA has to define its strategic view beforehand, to work more on alliances establishment. After that the processes need to be revised (think to specification phase, IOP) 

	Review process

	OMA needs to recognize that decisions are not only taken on technical grounds, but are often political.

At the beginning of the document creating large members often have a "land grap" tactic wherby they sumbit contributions that cover key parts of the specification.

When smaller companies with less resources submit their proposals a bit later this is often blocked.

We suggest an "idea collection phase" of a month or so. Consensus or a vote will then decide on the appoach to follow.

	Speed up the time to market eg project management model. Consider restructuring of OMA WG to create expert WG - keep REQ and ARC with stronger mandate. Overall reporting need to be improved so non participants in the specific WG understand the progress of the work. 

	time to market;    relevance;   holistic approach combining the internal with external and understanding boundary in between, and being understood by others outside OMA

	Timeliness, smaller size of enablers, more reuse of enablers, shorter and more concise requirements phase, WI management (see comments above on specific sections).

	1) Time to market, need to aviod the building of vertical (silo) enablers, little re-use of existing enablers.

2) Rubbishing and belittling the positions of committed people (to OMA) for whom english is not a first language

3) Not inclusive as an organisation

4) Needs to conduct an environmental impact of it's operations

	Approval process for WIDs - too easy to propose something that doesn't make sense for OMA to progress ... too many examples! Furthermore, if PoC v1 hasn't been "market accepted", why PoC v2.0 & PoC v2.1??

	WID Document Refining

Project management required

Less IOP Burden

	OMA should follow their own mission and approved principles in more occasions, even if that means making an unpopular decision (e.g. rejecting a WID that defines a service, rather than service enabler, or rejecting a WID that creates a monolithic monster)

	Rise that bar much higher when allowing new work items to start. - Focus to essentials only, iterative flow of small enablers compared to present situation. Good example is DM WG, they apply this principle fairly well. - Fight against flood of requirements and features with tight timelines, for instance. 

	OMA shall be more focused on delivering service enablers and not services to allow its enablers to be leveraged in an easier manner internally to OMA and by external organisations.

	Facilitate prioritisation at all stages, more rigorous IOP.

	Implement project management in the development of OMA service enablers in order to shorten the development times. 

Define better the scope and timing of the work BEFORE approving a new Work Item.

	Strengthen IOP.

Taking into consideration that "silent companies" does not mean "companies who always agree".

	Time to market!


Summary

	Problem statement
	REL agree?
	Potential solutions

	We allow approval of WIDs with a vague scope, or too wide scope, or inappropriate scope for OMA.  This makes the RD phase more challenging.
	
	WID work areas.

Formal WID reviews.

	We do not describe the required timing of work before WID approval.
	
	Agree WISPR schedule when WID approved.

	It is too easy to submit a flood of requirements, without any rationalisation/cleanup happening later.  This leads to extended development times & enablers which are too large & complex to be implemented.

Requirements are sometimes unfeasible technically/commercially but these are left in the initial release.

Not enough prioritisation happens in the RD phase.   We only apply this for ‘out of control’ cases, rather than it being business as usual.
	
	Assessment of support level for new requirements.

New milestone:  At WID initiation, agree milestone for ‘end of new requirements’; no need for final polish by this date; further prioritisation can take place at this point; allow several weeks clean up before formal review;  AD work can start at this point.
Allow for non-consensus methods in agreeing scope of an enabler version.
Encourage WGs to drop requirements which are not followed up in AD / spec phase.

	Our enablers have too many optional elements.
	
	

	It is too difficult to re-use OMA enablers, because they do not stick to intrinsic functions.
	
	Make it easier to break up original proposal into smaller component enablers. 

Mash-up approach to test if combinations of enablers work together.
Increase role of ARCH in early AD development.

	We do not keep to release deadlines, resulting in us often missing the market window. 

	
	Project management methods to control scope.

Introduce hard deadlines, e.g. via 3GPP release methodology.
Better tools & practices to limit debates.

	We tend to concentrate more on the perfect quality of specifications, at the expense of time to market.
	
	Hard deadlines.

Spec tidy up during candidate phase.

	The officers in charge of WGs are not sufficiently empowered / trained to control the speed of progress.
	
	

	OMA is working on too many WIDs at the same time.
We are too slow to close WIDs with no progress or interest.
	
	Periodic assessment of support level for WIDs, e.g. after RD phase.

Require commitment to complete the work item from supporting companies.

	We continue work on future releases of an enabler, without confirming any market adoption for the first version.
	
	

	OMA does not specify how combinations of enablers should combine to provide a service, which is needed to achieve interoperability from a customers perspective.  As a result, other standards bodies fill this gap.
	
	Allow for service definitions to be done in OMA, in addition to service enablers.

	We are not sufficiently aware of activities outside OMA, hence how to re-use / integrate with it.
	
	Strengthen co-operation with other SDOs to prevent duplication.

	WGs are looking at security issues without involving SEC.
	
	

	We do not have one group empowered for technical direction.
	
	

	At the beginning of document creation, a subset of members (often large companies) often employ a ”land grab“ tactic, submitting contributions covering key parts of the specification, then subsequently blocking later proposals from smaller companies.
	
	Have separate phases of ‘idea collection’ of a month or so, followed by a consolidation phase.

	We assume that “silent companies” means “companies who always agree”
	
	Take further steps to determine assent from companies, even if they are not vocal in the meetings.


3.2   Initiation of work
Question 3e.         What steps should OMA take to improve initiation of work?
	Suggestion

	Scoping is one of the keys. BoFs could have a more formal say when defining the scope, and the redefined scope could be put back into the WID, or in formally scoping the RD, or phases of the RD. 

	I don't get involved in this side of the OMA, so I have no comments

	1. Make sure that it is useful and not just some crap to keep some working group alive.

2. Make a rule saying that if 50% of the supporters (who started the WID) have left the group, then the WID will be terminated - effective immediately.

3. Make sure that there is support from the vendors as well. Quite often happens that operators come up with something, they agree on the requirements and then they realize that there is no vendor support, so the WID is just "hanging".

	More companies need to make an effort to review WI proposals early on and give detailed feedback.  Too many companies don't do this and then get up at TP sessions and complain about how OMA work is going off track...it would be more effective if they expended the effort to work with WI submitters on refining their WIs.

	There needs to be a real process (as in polling all the working groups, and comparing with all groups in the OMA Amalgamated Meeting Calendar) to ensure needless reinvention is not done, and that the work is specific to the mobile environment.  As an example of what NOT to do - having the converged address book group say up front in their RD Presentation that it will create an extensible data structure format, while the IETF is busy producing a new version of vCard

	Ensure that each WID has a very clear scope.

	Differentiate between "Active supporter" and "Passive supporter". Active supporters are obliged to contribute, and are the ones to be formally counted when agreeing new WIs.

	Official session is needed for WID approval rather than BoF 

	Ensure that they follow principles of the OSE reuse, modularity, non overlap, network independence, intrinsic functions. Throw away WIDs that violate teh aboev and force decomposition to extract only new ctivities that fit principles above. Get a technical group (e.g. architecture) empowered to provdie technical direction

	To make sure WID clearly specifies what is intended to be standardized to estimate the timelines in a more realistic manner.

	From my viewpoint, current 4 member threshold already brings too much works, but it should be accepted as a reality.

	A study report from BoF is strongly required to support the initiation of a WI.

	Strongly avoid a tendency to pre-determine a market trend, based on the positions taken by incumbent companies, without considering the benefits of alternative positions that could contribute to market expansion, which in turn would be beneficial to the industry at large

	Strategy view definition

More Details in Work Item definition 

	Socialization

	BOF life span should be limited to max 4 months. Result should be easy to re-use RD, AD, etc. 

	BoFs are good but if they delay the final standards unnecessarily there's no reason to use more, just on a case by case ...

	BoFs are good but if they delay the final standards unnecessarily there's no reason to use more, just on a case by case ...

	WID refine

Examine if there is a real industry need and what is the benefit

	Precise, narrow and properly scheduled proposals. Introduction of phased releases of an enabler laready at WI proposal phase.

	avoid creating ad hoc groups overlapping existing activity

	WID refining so that everyone can guess what are the expected outputs and schedule

	- make sure supporters of an activity are committed to contribute (kill activities without contribution). This could start with a more pro-active support when a WID is created. A WID has to collect at least  5% support (e.g. 15 companies), and if they can’t – be subject to a vote. Any vote where there are at least as many objections, as there are supporting companies results into a failure of the WID to be approved.

	Make WID initiation much more difficult. Avoid work that does not have to be done by OMA. Ensure that WID supporters assign resources. Carefully evaluate the scope of the work - it must be small enough to facilitate fast spec development and (reference) implementation.

	Existence of similar work in other SDOs shall be studied more throughly to understand how the various activities fit together. If strong similarities are noticed, a BoF may be preferable to scope and understand what differential work shall be taken in OMA.

	WIDs should be less conversational and include a clear problem statement & outline deliverables.  Deliverables should describe scope of work and not say „RD + AD + TSs“.   When WID is agreed, should also agree milestones towards RD approval e.g. 1st informal review date.

	At the approval of the WID the time schedule should be clearly defined.

	Make WID development a part of the OMA process and not by "4 or more supporting companies"; and apart from 4 companies, find 1 supporting Technical Working Group.


Summary

	Problem statement
	REL agree?
	Potential solutions

	
	
	


3.3   Obstacles slowing TS development
	Suggestion

	To much up-front testing work: SCR's are useless, get rid of them. ETRs are useful but can be simplified, but ETR and ETS work shouldn't start until the enabler is promoted to candidate. That is the only time the Enabler content is finalized enough to understand the content of the enabler. Formal review of the enabler needs to happen before the test documentation is completed. Review resolution and ETR/ETS development can happen in parallel with the Formal review. 

	Operators and OMA junkies. These people do not add value, only complain all the time and slow down the work. Kick them out and let them speak only during consistency review. Operators are easy, the OMA junkies are harder to classify. I would put there anyone who did not have at least 5 AGREED CRs a TS that is relevant to the work (not only typo corrections, etc).

	Quality and fairness of chairs

	Politics between the conflicts where multiple enablers are undergoing steady evolution, causing more and more overlap.

Certain large horizontal groups that seem to be populated primarily by email readers, and review stuff during meetings, having never looked at things in advance.  Require real inputs - not just pointing out spelling & grammer during meetings, and be able to handle editorial changes directly.

	The initial scope is to wide in general.

	Too many people who has different view are involved in the AD and TS

	Some chairs don't enforce time limits on discussions on contributions, and lot of ad-hoc editing goes on at the meetings. Contributions are not socialized in advance to ensure consensus.

	Generally, OMA does not stand alone. External dependencies are unescapable walls.

	Late big CR

	Consistence reviews should be carried out for the consistency and not for new features and functionality. Work should in general be development oriented by proposing improvements, CRs, etc. 

	The structuring of TSs into components does not exist, making it difficult and cumbersome for an other enabler to reuse components or functionalities of an other enabler.

	Limited on-going member participation between WID -> RD -> AD -> TS. A WID should not be accepted unless the proposing member is prepared to be define RD, AD, TS Editors & IOP Champion upfront, i.e. Proposers typically step back after they've "got OMA to work on ..." their WID

	1. RD has many features 

2. Take long time to resolve competing solutions brought from different companies

	- push from a company for one technology against the will of the group (contrib. flooding)

- contribs only written to push IPRs

- contribs flooding to block the progress of a group (as all contrib. must be studied)

- Not enough off-line cooperation ahead of meetings.

- Not sufficient analysis, or justification for a particular solution vs. another.

- Missing criteria to decide a proposal vs. another

- Absence of performance or adequacy of a protocol, as a consideration for selection.

	Unfeasible requirements that should "somehow" pop-up in TS. Too big requirements and subsequently feature sets. WG chairs should be empowered to genuinely manage the work. Strict timelines should be applied both in RD and TS work. Instead of doing big packages, OMA should produce frequent flow of small iterative enabler releases.

	Other SDOs shall be considered as technical building blocks are often made available for OMA to build a service enabler

	Prioritisation needs to be encouraged during the TS phase too, to avoid case like BCAST where there were too many features being developed but nothing was earmarked for a later release.   Encourage more use of non consensus methods at early stage (shows of hands, voting if needed), at chair’s discretion, to avoid progress being help up by companies with a pet feature but not much support.

	The TS deveopment phase takes too long time and should be shortended. Too many requirements slow down the TS work. If phasing of requirements is done in an early stage the TS phase would be much quicker.

	To much non prioritized features and options


Summary

	Problem statement
	REL agree?
	Potential solutions

	
	
	


3.4   Reviews
Question 9f.         What improvements or alternatives (if any) should be considered for reviews?

	Suggestion

	Place production of IOP documents after the candidate status of the enabler. Eliminate SCRs from the process.  AD revisions with only Class 2 and Class 3 changes should not be reviewed by ARC; there is no architectural value to this and it is expensive in terms of time and resources (this affects everyone). 

	Public review is a good start. Involve other, relevant SDOs somehow?

	Consistency review has too much administrative overhead. Time should be spent on resolving technical issues instead or evaluating performance of the enabler.

	In cases where there are thousands of comments, it is agonizing to have to work thru them all in face to face meetings and calls.  Editorial comments often generate a lot of discussion, but I think they should be limited and perhaps resolved in R&A.

	Prohibit nit-picking editorial comments during meetings - have a simple mechanism to report them, and require its use.

	The WG itself should have the responsibility for reviewing, together with TP istelf. An enabler in bad shape when going for approval - this will be discovered at TP.

	Number controling for the specifications. Simplify the specification is the key

	Force AD to be approved. Ensure that WIDs are evaluated at proposal and after/close to RD completion to decide if we have one enbaler , zero enbaler or split into multiple enbalers that would restart a RD phase!

	After a long span of time, I see some maturity of reviews in the entire process of OMA. People may see it is too heavy, however, considering the impact to the industry, it is an adequate level.

	To speed up review phases 

	Limit on the number of comments from one person/one company

	On public reviews - why should the working document be confidential? Then the public make more sense. We have already commented reviews earlier and we are not sure that this is the fastest way to work. 

	1. Avoid editorial comments during review period by improving editors work, English etc - this may need a professional editor

2. Resolve disagreements before review starts

	Reviews shall not be used as vehicle to introduce new features. Editor shall resolve editorial comments without WG discussion. Quickly discard comments where commenting party is not participating the discussion.

	Review Period for RD and AD should be short but, Consistency review is considered as important one.

	Time limits on debating each requirement/issue, followed by AIs assignment when time elapses.  Double the number of CCs during review period.

	OMA seems to spend more time than other orgs in reviewing, we seem to be overly formal.  In light of much shorter dev times, we should reconsider whether we need formal RD reviews and formal AD reviews, or whether we just live with one review at the end.  Should make it easier to discard comments; avoid case where group spends months bending over backwards to respond to every comment when the submitter isn’t present.  Could open up consistency review to public comments, to be really 'open'.

	REQ should request that informal reviews are held early in RD development; it now happens too often that informal reviews are held immediately before the formal reviews.

	Chairs should be stricter regarding the presentation of “new functionality” or “major change” CR’s (for example, they could give a limited period of time for these kind of CR’s) when document formal review is taking place. 

There are companies which are used to participating at last phases of documents completion and proposing many changes without following the whole development process. This is often delaying too much document approval.


Summary

	Problem statement
	REL agree?
	Potential solutions

	
	
	


3.5   Approvals
Question 10f.       What improvements, e.g. to R&A, alternative regimes, should we consider for approvals?
	Suggestion

	Ask Your kid/mom/granny. Really. They think more realistically than anyone in the TP. If they say that it's something they need, fine. Of they say no, I am sorry. TP has no other role here anyway - we are past consistency review, everything should be OK - TP can only raise a red flag if it does not make any sense to release the enabler.

	It is hard to keep track of all the R&As in progress.  More approvals at TP face to face meetings would be good.  It might also help to have some sort of "TP Review Board" -- people who make a commitment to review things in detail and provide feedback.  Right now it seems that too many things get approved without anyone taking an interest.

	TP and Board both have a function to rubber stamp approvals. It would be enough to let the OMA Board have this role.

	TP should have a stronger role in approvals, and needing longer session and perhaps with higher frequency than 3 times/year. Let TP meet throughout the week, in parallel with WG work.

	N/A

	There is nobody home technically at TP! Decisions are purely political. This has to be fixed with an actual technical direction / recommendations provided by a technical group to TP at least!

	I don't think about any particular improvement. Considering the size of industry, we have to admit OMA TP is rather well managed.

	Shorten the development requires a top down approach for decisions (project management). Requires higher frequency of TP meetings (f2f and/or conf calls).

In project management model one work item may results in several work items in order to utilize the experts in various WGs. .  

	Bringing items for approval to f2f TP meetings should follow the same notice period as for other approval items. Bringing in topics for approval the previous evening before the meeting is not the correct.

	A Yes/No mechanism should be applied to TP approvals -- this is required (!!) for OMA to succeed; OMA is considered a "talking shop, where little gets produced"

	Need to define an alternative for the informational TP presentations prior to approval. E.g. when an RD is ready for approval, it has to be presented to TP for information, at a face-to-face meeting. If you miss one opportunity, you have to wait 4 months for the next one.

	Develop towards virtual TP. TP provides less value than WGs. R&A works ok. In conflict situations in TP approvals there should be more transparency to TP officers' related activities.

	WID approvals could be done differently to other documents.  Could count ‚in favour’ and ‚not in favour’ for all WIDs.


Summary

	Problem statement
	REL agree?
	Potential solutions

	
	
	


3.6   CR handling
Question 11d.       What changes should we consider to improve CR handling?

	Suggestion

	If the OMA CR Tracking tool is used, the history section is not really needed. 

	I would re-work the CR classification.

	In general, for approved specifications only allow CR related to solving a TR.

	CR is for minor changes, NOT for major revision

	It is adequate from my perspective.

	Limit on the number of comments from one person/one company

	is it clear when the use of CR is appropriate, and when not?

	I would remove “new functionality” type, since it is only makes sense for the RD. “Bug Fix” and “Clerical” may be merged in one category. If we had less CR types, maybe, it would be easier to classify them and to be stricter in ensuring the right classification.

The time spent in a CR should be really dependant on its classification. And ensuring an appropriate classification is the only way that the classification makes sense.


Summary

	Problem statement
	REL agree?
	Potential solutions

	
	
	


3.7   Understanding the process
Question 13a.       Do you believe the processes and procedures are understood by the WGs and being followed?  In you disagree, what do you think could help improve this?

	Suggestion

	I would agree for the most part, but the Process document is not very well written (in some instances) and not that easy to understand. Some procedures are scattered about all over OMA and difficult to find, much less follow (document handling, guest procedures, etc.).

	Nothing. Processes are meant to be broken/bent. That's the name of the game. What I miss is the "understanding" part: some people just don't have no clue...

	The current process seems rather complex and we often have to consult "process gurus" to know if we are doing the right things.  Perhaps things could be simplified somehow.

	There still appear to be a significant number of things which are required, but not clearly documented, such as when various presentations must be made, with what advance notice, which templates, etc.

	Process too complex and heavy, contains too many rules and sub-processes.

	Simple is good.

	It is needed more checks on specifications cross-consistency 

	A simplified process that can be fully understood by whole membership. Minimize the number of procedures. In additional there is no  high level document description showing how they interact.  

	well - again some guidelines for progress (not just processes for slowing down) should be communicated and also Chairs should be trained to know the culture, openness, equality etc. e.g. Mobile Tag co-chairs don't seem to know OMA and insist their own.

	well - again some guidelines for progress (not just processes for slowing down) should be communicated and also Chairs should be trained to know the culture, openness, equality etc. e.g. Mobile Tag co-chairs don't seem to know OMA and insist their own.

	Formal voting - should be resticted to those companies who are involved

	: Assuming the officers know the process well, they should stop any speculations/debate as soon as the 1st sign of confusion becomes visible, and explain the process.

	Too many steps. Rigid, inconsistent, and poorly documentented subprocesses/procedures. Processes and procedures are constantly being modified.

	DSO have a strong role to play here.

	Too many steps in the OMA processes; i.e. should be simplified.

	The procedures are very well known by some members in some WGs but sometimes they are "customized" rather than "strictly followed". Maybe the procedures should not be subject to "customization".

For the E-vote, the rules should be: by default the e-vote is secret.

	Most of the times the process seems correctly applied. The only thing is that we need some more tools (voting to reach consensus, giving more power to chairmen to decide, and/or noting objections but without preventing approval) to offer a better development process


Summary
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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

REL members to identify which problem statements they agree with, discuss potential solutions and assign actions to progress.
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