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1 Reason for Contribution

This contribution analyses the comments from the membership in questions 3e: What steps should OMA take to improve initiation of work? and 10f: What improvements, e.g. to R&A, alternative regimes, should we consider for approvals?
The approach is to distil from the comments a reasonable set of problem statements and possible solutions. The next step will be for REL to discuss the validity of each problem statement and whether it still exists following the PRM initiatives, then, identify which ones to act on and discuss potential solutions for these.
2 Summary of Contribution

n/a
3 Membership suggestions addressed to REL
3.2   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 the above and force decomposition to extract only new activities 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 ...

	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

	Inadequate scoping of work either at WID proposal or at start of RD leads to unexpected outcome
	
	Use BoF as a formal source for refining input to WID and to phasing of RD.
(PRM change to introduce formal WID review may catch some deficiencies) 

	Loss of support after work starts- the responsibility for progressing work falls on the WG/chair yet the original commitment was from the supporting companies of the WID.
	
	Periodic check/call for WI supporters to ensure sufficient numbers committed at start of each phase. Need to either get buy-in from start from supporters to contribute or have clearer guidelines that terminates work if active support diminishes below a threshold.
Ensure there is a target WG committed to the work (but may need new group if new topic)

Expectation on supporters could be specified.

	Insufficient ecosystem support in that a good idea from one community (e.g. operators) is progressed without ensuring there is support from membership groups that would implement it in order to drive the specification to completion.
	
	Could require that supporters come from all relevant parts of membership.

	New work overlapping other specifications (in or outside OMA)
	
	(Already requested by WID process) More emphasis on evaluating overlap before WID approval. But always need a balance between benefit of reuse and benefit of new solution.

	Work does not follow principles of OSE.
	
	(modularity addressed in BOFs – now covered by PRM and ARC)

	Market need is not identified or justified for technology or timeframe.
	
	BoFs could address this aspect more explicitly.


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

	Difficult to keep track of all the approvals going through TP R&A.
	
	Improved email format for the R&A summary report! Could separate the items by priority/category on R&A.

Does not seem efficient to move these approvals back into F2F meeting.

	At TP level there are no dedicated reviewers – items are approved by default on ‘no comment’ basis
	
	Assign ‘named reviewers’ (in TP or CR) 

	Documents are presented to TP F2F by a WG for approval without any prior notice, unlike R&A which runs for 14 days. 
	
	Pre- announce intention to submit documents to TP F2F– only accept if unchanged during the week.

	Insufficiently frequent TPs to manage the work.
Effective project management requires regular contact to drive decisions
	
	More frequent TP sessions or CCs (virtual TP) to get faster decisions. Urgency for a deciaion needs to be clarified.

	Too many TPs – more progress made in the WGs and unresolved issues in TP are pushed back to the WGs anyway.
	
	Move more to virtual TPs (e.g. monthly CCs)

	TPs ineffective for decision making.
TPs more politically driven than technical.
	
	Enforce voting at earlier stage of debates.
Refer ‘political’ decisions to the Board.

	Requirement to submit informative presentation to F2F meeting before a document is approved causes delay in approval of Enabler.
	
	Could permit informational presentations to be submitted direct to Plenary list. However having to provide to a f2f is a strong incentive.

	Insufficient technical direction at TP level.
	
	Establish a Technical Advisory Group (maybe from chairs of WGs)


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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