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1 Reason for Contribution

Recent discussions about the RD template, completing the RD for mobile e-mail and reviewing CRs against the RD for PoC and DM have pointed out:

· Differences of understanding of the role of the RD

· Lack of clarity of the process

This document identifies the issues and proposes to REQ a way forward to resolve these inconsistencies and satisfy the expectation and needs of all the participants.  
R01 provides additional details as requested on the REQ mailing list based on the explanations that were provided on the mailing list to support the proposal in this document.
2 Summary of Contribution

The contribution proposes that an enabler release recognizes two RDs:

· The Original RD (ORD) approved at the beginning of the enabler work

· The Conformance RD (CRD) that contains the final set of requirements satisfied by the corresponding version of the enabler release.

3 Detailed Proposal

3.1 Position of the problem
Different industry for a have different practices and therefore different members have different expectation:
1. For some, an RD is supposed to guide the AD and specification work. The requirement focus on the feature the enabler must provide and what may be optional. It does not address implementation conformance. Conformances are described in conformance document. Customer require compliance by referring to specifications and conformance documents in RFIs, RFPs, RFQs and other contracts. 
· With such a view, RDs should never be changed, except if there is an obvious mistake.

· Accordingly RDs become a tool to measure the success of an enabler release version in meeting its objectives and track what needs to be addressed with high priority in future releases.

2. For others, a RD is supposed to provide a description of the requirement of the output enabler and therefore also provide conformance requirements on implementations of an enabler version.

· With such a view, RDs must remain consistent with an enabler release version.

· An RD is no more an easy way to measure success.

· This approach is consistent with the view expressed in OMA-REQ-2003-0884-Clarification-on-RD-Mandatory-Optional-Requirements.
The two points of view are common practices in different industries and both have proved successful.
On the other hand, the ambiguity and confusion must be clarified in ways acceptable to all.

Mobile e-mail illustrates a different case where the RD will be followed by technology evaluation before reaching AD stage as detailed in the mobile email WID # 0090. Accordingly, the mobile e-mail RD must prevalently follow interpretation 1 to be useful in this activity.

3.2 Proposal

Instead of trying to impose one view of the world over another, we propose that a RD consist of two documents.

1. The Original RD (ORD) developed by REQ. The requirements may apply to the enabler specifications or to conforming implementations. When ambiguous, the requirements should explicitly qualify their scope (for the whole document or for requirements by requirements).

· One approved, the ORD is not changed unless if mistakes are identified.

· MUSTs, MAYs are interpreted differently if they apply to implementation or enabler features (i.e. if they describe the features that the specification must or should provide versus the conformance statements that the implementations must satisfy or are considered as optional).
2. The Conformance RD is developed as part of the WID as the AD and specifications of a version of the enabler release is developed. Requirements that are not satisfied by the version of the enabler release are modified or removed. Requirements that affect the specification are changed to requirements on the implementations when needed and relevant.

· CRs to RD to produce ORD must be reviewed and agreed by REQ.
Additional clarifications

Proposed Life Cycle of ORD and CRD
· A ORD is developed as RDs are developed today using RD-DEV mailing list and in close interaction withteh REQ WG that reviews the resulting RD. Noting that the ORD may explicitly contain guiding requirements on the development of the AD, specification and IOP. For all purposes, to develop an ORD is equivalent to developing a RD today up to the approval phase.
· Upon approval of the ORD (similar to RD approval today), the ORD and the CRD are the same documents.
· ORD is thereafter not changed any more for the current release of the enabler unless if mistakes are found.

· CRD can be changed via CRs and provided that it is reviewed and agreed by REQ (for each change). Such changes would take place in order:

a. To synchronize the CRD with the set of requirements supported by this version of the enabler release.
b. To maintain only requirements on the confomant enabler implementations at the end in the CRD.
· Changes are tracked in CRD history. A special table may be introduced to facilitate traceability.
· When a new release is started, the RD development started from the previous ORD as initial baseline. It is then evolved to add new requirements, remove requirements by now trivial (i.e. supported in previous version – assuming backward compatibility) and removing requirements no more needed / desirable. This become after approval the next ORD and the CRD of the next version is generated as above.

· The cycle is repeated.
How do ORD and CRD relate to enabler releases

There is one ORD per release. There is one CRD per release / version.
CRD must be part of the enabler release package. ORD may be part of the enabler release package.
Normative content of ORD and CRD

ORD contains normative statements of conformant enabler implementations as well as normative statements on the AD, specifications, IOP work etc… These statements are provided prior to starting the next stages of the specification work and do not change as the work progress unless if errors are found.

CRD contains normative statements solely with respect to conformant enabler implementations for the release / version under consideration. These normative statements are consistent with the features of the release / version of the enabler.
The target of a normative statements should be distinguishable based on the phrasing used. For example:

· Requirements on enablers should read: The enabler MUST …

· Requirements on conformant enabler implementations should read : The enabler implementation MUST…
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

We recommend that REQ agrees to the proposal in section 3.2 (considering also the clarifications provided in section 3.3)
Accordingly, we propose that REQ aggress to reflect these concepts in the RD template and present this proposal to OPS for inclusion in the process. 

This should also be clarified the RD best practice / guidelines that REQ developed. 
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