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1 Reason for Contribution

There has been much discussion re a “Roadmap” of deliverables and this being determined by a mixture of top-down and bottom-up approach.

There has been little consensus for a number of reasons.

This attempts to show a way through this.

2 Summary of Contribution

There has been much discussion re a “Roadmap” of deliverables and this being determined by a mixture of top-down and bottom-up approach.

There has been little consensus for a number of reasons. A number of reasons have been raised in the discussions re a roadmap.

This attempts to show a way through this by establishing the right roles and responsibilities for some working groups and establishing some working methods.

3 Detailed Proposal

Background

There has been much discussion re a “Roadmap” of deliverables and this being determined by a mixture of top-down and bottom-up approach.

There has been little consensus for a number of reasons:

· proponents have described a desire for OMA to behave as a company would re product deliverables yet this is questionable because unlike a company OMA does not have the ability to control technical resources to achieve an agreed plan since these resources currently come from members. 

· recognition that OMA is member volunteer driven so members will work on the issues that they believe are important. 

· recognition that technical resources cannot simply be moved from one area to another because one technical domain requires some focus even if this is focus is agreed.

· Etc..

This attempts to show a way through this by establishing the right roles and responsibilities for some working groups and establishing some working methods.

Work plans, Roadmaps and such

It is clear OMA has a work plan. This work plan is the composite of all the work in progress within OMA. The various Work Items that have been approved drive this work plan and a resulting OMA deliverable, e.g. enabler, is the result of one or more WIs.

However OMA does not apply any “product management” (predetermination of function, schedule etc.) to this work plan although it does apply “project management” (tracking, etc.). 

It is suggested the lack of “product management” is the root issue for those advocating OMA establishes a “roadmap” through which OMA defines upfront what will be delivered and when based on a bottoms-up (feature function improvements to existing and new enablers already under way) and a tops-down (what new features do we need in the xxxx timeframe to provide the right services).

“Product management” is crucial to any successful company wishing to deliver products to a market and a “roadmap” is the means by which the plans for a product are made per release and may be divulged to those that need to know. But OMA is not a company in the conventional sense. It does not have resources that it can use in the same way that a company can, i.e. trade cost for schedule, trade one products schedule for another thereby allowing resources to be redeployed etc. The resources do not belong to OMA so OMA cannot dictate what those resources are used on, this is the domain of the member itself. The resources available to it are already often scarce and expert and therefore not easily reused in other domains, e.g. move security experts into protocols. 

But OMA can do some things to help produce a “roadmap” of sorts. OMA may even be able to perform some limited of prioritisation. The remainder of this input describes the general proposal.

Proposal

One fundamental of product management is determining what is needed and when (time, release etc.). Lets start with this issue

A work item needs to have sufficient information in it to ensure the intent is clear and unambiguous. Where a work item impacts a number of existing or a combination of existing or new enablers this needs to be specifically called out. The work item may be sufficient for a single release or multiple releases and where this is know a priori this should be indicated. 

The requirements activity in OMA comprises essentially two market requirement categories of work: market gap analysis enabler level. Detailed technical requirements or engineering requirements are handled distinctly from the market requirements.

· Gap analysis market requirements – studying the mobile services landscape for missing pieces/enablers and proposing how these are satisfied through OMAs resources directly or through OMAs working with other organisations. It is suggested this is not done today. Such gap analysis can determine preferred timeliness for the identified pieces/enablers and even suggest a “priority”, and even features within, the pieces/enablers. However the priority is really a focus but if members feel it is possible to deliver more pieces/enablers or features within a timescale while meeting the suggested timeliness.

Clearly inputs can come from member contribution but also from the collective resources of the members under the auspices of the requirements group via the various techniques used to analyse and come up with these.

The TP needs to establish the means by which such expressed priority or focus considered and an agreed level of focus established within the membership. This does not preclude work in any area not does it place any obligation on members to staff up and ensure completion of an enabler deliverable on its indicated timeline but does establish a collective focus towards such an intention.

· Enabler level market requirements – within defined enablers define the market requirements for the enablers. It is suggested this is the main domain of the Requirements Group today. The actual realisation of this is via a partnership between the Requirements Group and a technical working group assigned the longer term task of delivering the enabler.

Within the enabler requirements document it is possible to define a priority or focus of features to allow timely delivery but again provided the minimum agreed feature list is delivered within an agreed release there is no reason why additional requirements cannot be satisfied. The final deliverable shall contain the function defined in the requirements document that is approved by the TP.

· Low level market requirements – much of the detail should be handled by the technical working groups with requirements group engagement. The detail should be within the bounds set by the enabler level market requirements and be the means to fulfil those requirements.

Conventional product management also addresses dependencies and linkages. So lets address that issue.

For OMA the requirements document contains use cases and the actual market requirements. Any WI defined linkages require the work plan tracking to ensure their linkages to be tracked and for the impacted groups to cooperate with the project management or groups flagging any changes in plans. Where requirements documents show significant synergy leading to a potential market impacting combinations the requirements group can suggest these become linked and suggest any focus TP should encourage to members to help deliver these enablers. The impacted groups can consider this linkage and make a proposal to TP. If linkage is agreed by the working groups and TP this then becomes the plan of record for the work plan.

Conventional product management allows features within a product area prioritised compared to others in that domain. In the OMA context this suggests a feature in a domain, e.g. browsing, compared to another.

Here OMA can provide some limited prioritisation in the sense that members can agree on which features are more important in a work item or requirements document than others. It does not provide an absolute cut of functional content for a release until the requirements document is approved but does set a minimum expectation for a release. 

Conventional product management also addresses prioritisation of products within a portfolio, which in the OMA context would be trading one enabler for another, e.g. Location for Presence. Lets address that issue.

It is suggested this is not appropriate for OMA. Members have skills and the willingness to provide these skills in particular domains and OMA should not suggest redeploying such skills nor even suggest it. OMA should be grateful for the provided effort and if members wish to contribute in a domain and there is consensus to have WIs worked on then OMA should encourage the work to proceed.

It is suggested this proposal provides OMA with a consensus driven approach towards establishment of a form of product management suitable for an industry forum. It provides:

· Bottoms-up determination of detailed requirements for an individual enabler. This allows an area to increase its level of functionality at its own pace based on the work of its contributors, subject to linkage through dependencies and synergies for the establishment of meaningful market impacting releases of sets of enablers.

· Tops-down determination for new areas through a gap analysis and linkage of enablers to form meaningful market impacting releases of sets of enablers.

Such a combination allows focus to be applied at all levels of OMAs work including both the “horizontal groups”,  requirements, architecture, security, IOP,  and the vertical or enabler focussed groups.

Assessment of impact on  the SES and WG restructuring work

The initial assessment suggests little change from the current proposal for WG restructuring but a change in responsibilities and focus for the Requirements Group.

The initial assessment suggests conveying this approach in the SES document would require little more than taking the above text or a revised version of it and inserting into the SES document appropriately.

I am prepared to prepare detailed CRs to WG restructuring or SES documents if this approach is agreeable.

4 Intellectual Property Rights Considerations

None aware of.

5 Recommendation

The TP SES (especially) and WG restructuring tracks are requested to consider this. If acceptable I am happy to produce detailed CRs.

NO REPRESENTATIONS OR WARRANTIES (WHETHER EXPRESS OR IMPLIED) ARE MADE BY THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE OR ANY OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE MEMBER OR ITS AFFILIATES REGARDING ANY OF THE IPR’S REPRESENTED ON THE “OMA IPR DECLARATIONS” LIST, INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE ACCURACY, COMPLETENESS, VALIDITY OR RELEVANCE OF THE INFORMATION OR WHETHER OR NOT SUCH RIGHTS ARE ESSENTIAL OR NON-ESSENTIAL.

THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE IS NOT LIABLE FOR AND HEREBY DISCLAIMS ANY DIRECT, INDIRECT, PUNITIVE, SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL, CONSEQUENTIAL, OR EXEMPLARY DAMAGES ARISING OUT OF OR IN CONNECTION WITH THE USE OF DOCUMENTS AND THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE DOCUMENTS.

USE OF THIS DOCUMENT BY NON-OMA MEMBERS IS SUBJECT TO ALL OF THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE USE AGREEMENT (located at http://www.openmobilealliance.org/UseAgreement.html) AND IF YOU HAVE NOT AGREED TO THE TERMS OF THE USE AGREEMENT, YOU DO NOT HAVE THE RIGHT TO USE, COPY OR DISTRIBUTE THIS DOCUMENT.

THIS DOCUMENT IS PROVIDED ON AN "AS IS" "AS AVAILABLE" AND "WITH ALL FAULTS" BASIS.

© 2003 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 1 (of 4)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-InputContribution-20030824]

© 2003 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 3 (of 4)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-InputContribution-20030824]

