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1 Reason for Contribution

There are several discussions on going on how to improve OMA process and speed up the delivery of OMA enablers. It was suggested to consider 3GPP process and in particular requirements specifications (namely 3GPP stage 1, conducted by the 3GPP SA1).
2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution makes a first analysis of OMA requirements definition process versus 3GPP SA1 stage 1 specifications, aiming to outline the differences/commonalities between OMA and 3GPP requirements specs  in order to derive some actions for the OMA process improvement.

3 Detailed Proposal

The QATI ad hoc group has looked at other standards organisations and established that the process for producing stage 1 specifications in 3GPP (i.e. the requirements) is in some cases more efficient and quicker than in OMA.
Analysing the 3GPP way of work, some differences can be pointed out between OMA REQ versus 3GPP SA1, outlined in the table below.

	                               Group
Activities
	OMA REQ / OMA RD
	3GPP SA1 / 3GPP Stage1 specification)


	Scope of the Group
	The scope of the OMA Requirements Group is the specification of high level technical requirements based on market needs as identified by OMA members for:

· All service enablers for converged networks (fixed IP based as well as mobile) independent of access and core network technology

· Interfaces into enablers
	Responsibilities:

· Specification of features (stage1) .

· Specification of services (stage 1).

· Specification of service capabilities (stage 1).

· Identification of requirements to support service operation.

· Identification of requirements for service interworking.

· Identification of requirements for service interoperability between networks.

· Charging and accounting requirements.

	Main contents of the RD/Stage 1 spec
	Use cases (informative), Requirements (normative) 
	Service prose definition and description (normative), Requirements (normative), Use cases in Appendix (informative)

	Service prose definition and description 
	In OMA RD, there are “Scope” and “Introduction” sections, but it is missing a mandatory section for description
	Identification of roles and high level system capabilities

	
	
	

	Use cases
	
	

	Scope of the use cases
	Use cases provide a backdrop or “storyboard” to the user experience within the scope of the requirements document and from which some or all of the requirements will be derived
	Supporting the reqs definition phase

	Type of use cases
	They are invented services, from the users point of view
	Focused on the users and deployment scenarios point of view, targeting system and service requirements

	Level of detail
	Often very (too) detailed
	High level description

	Normative or informative
	Informative
	Informative

	Number of use cases
	There is not a rule. Some times there are many use cases, even if “it is recommended that the total number of use cases be minimised”
	There is not a rule. Usually they are a limited number

	
	
	

	Impacts on other enablers/technical specifications
	It could happen that reqs results in some reqs for other enablers; in this case, often the group (REQ or specific WG) does not go into deep details on how manage this case, postponing it to later phase. 
This causes delay and some additional time coordinate with other WGs and risk of lack of cross-consistency (e.g. PoC v2 and CPM)
	It is easier to treat because the specifications are grouped in Release and because there is a single group (3GPP SA1) that is in charge of all Stage 1 specifications. 
Stage 1 specs, as a consequence,  are naturally cross-consistent

Each Work Item (WIs are not release-dependent) is for a feature, and a feature can have as consequence on many specifications (Stage 1/2/3)

	Way of work
	RD is a pre-requisite for following activities on AD and TSs. In some case, AD work starts when RD is not yet finished
	Stage 1 development goes in partial (but significant) overlap with the work on Stage 2 and Stage 3. 
3GPP SA1 group has (naturally, due to the release mechanism) an eye on Stage 2 and Stage 3.

Stage 1 gets immediate feedback from the stage 2/3 activities on the feasibility of the requirements, so the requirements can be prioritized and clarified immediately.
This is a consequence of the Release-based way of work.




Considerations:
From the analysis between the OMA REQ versus 3GPP SA1 way of work conducted in the table above, the main difference is that 3GPP specifications and activities are grouped into periodic “3GPP releases”. This method based on releases has the following consequence:

1) time constraints on producing specifications, that has as a consequence:

a. have periodic and consistent specifications released;

b. target time to market;
c. have the chance to get feedbacks on the feature(s)/enabler(s) for the next release;

2) phasing is automatically included and managed;
3) work on stage 1 (reqs) is conducted in parallel with stage 2/3 (AD and TSs):
a. reqs are immediately and correctly spreaded to all the specifications involved;
b. get immediate feedback from the stage 2/3 activities on the feasibility of the requirements;
4) in conjuction to the fact that there is a single WG for requirements (i.e. 3GPP SA1), it makes easier to have cross-consistency among the requirements (i.e. among all stage 1 specifications) and among RDs/ADs/TSs (i.e. among all stages specification).
Moreover, having a single WG for requirements (i.e. 3GPP SA1) allows to leverage a broader view and provide the overall-requirements value addition, helping to avoid disconnection among different RDs. 
Finally, having a detailed service (“enabler” for OMA terminology) prose definition and description can improve the quality of RD, as well as targeting the use cases to limit the level of details and moving them to an annex.
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

Analyses conducted in this contribution are of the interest of both REQ and TP QATI WGs.

For TP QATI WG, authors recommend the following suggestions:

1) To promote, towards TP and/or BoD, release-based approach for OMA activities;

2) To promote, towards TP and/or BoD, a single WG approach for all requirements specifications, leveraging a broader view and gaining cross-consistency value;

For REQ WG, authors recommend to change the RD template with the following modifications:

1) add a detailed enabler prose definition and description;

2) limit level of details for use cases and focus them more on enabler’s requirements;

3) move use cases into an annex.

In addition, authors recommend that REQ WG can consider to take an action to TP and/or BoD to make a concrete proposal based on the analysis above.
REQ and TP QATI WGs can agree their recommendations independently each other. 
� From the 3GPP public web site www.3gpp.org
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