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Reason for Contribution

In pursuance of the “Process and Procedures Survey – Action Plan”, launched by the TP Officers, this input contribution analyses the AD development phase, and makes some proposals to potentially speed up the AD development process.
R01 incorporates feedback received at the August 5 ARC CC.
Summary of Contribution

Analysis of the AD development process, and a proposal to potentially speed up this process.
Detailed Proposal

Introduction

The recent OMA Process & Procedures Survey provided significant member opinions and feedback on the way OMA works. The Result Summary (OMA-TP-2008-0267-INP_Processes_Procedures_Survey_Results) contains a summarized overview of the feedback, provided by the TP Officers. Part of the outcome points in the direction of a more speedy development of ADs:
· Need to further modularise our work: 79% agree,  4% disagree
· Need more re-useable enablers: 79% agree, 2% disagree
· More proactive in keeping to schedules:  77% agree, 2% disagree

· Take steps to speed up AD production: AD: 48% agree, 11% disagree

· Further architecture re-use from other enablers/orgs: 78% agree, 2% disagree

· Produce smaller enablers (65%), more re-useable enablers (79%), by further modularisation (79%)

From these bullets we see that clearly significant actions are required to be taken. The TP Officers have assigned the following action item to the ARC Officers:
	Process and Procedures Survey – Action Plan

	No.
	Action
	Actioned
	Target date

	9
	Require ARC WG to identify how to speed up AD production
	Musa Unmehopa, ARC Officer
	October 2008


ARC, as part of the AD Review process, already advocates re-use (of architectures/enablers both inside as well as outside OMA) and modularization. The remainder of this input contribution therefore analyses the AD development trajectory and attempts to identify areas where we can potentially speed up the process.
Length of the AD Development Phase

Lead times for technical work in OMA

The OMA Release Planning and Management committee (REL) chairman has performed an analysis of the lead times for technical work in OMA (OMA-REL-2008-0067-INP_LeadTimesTechnicalWork). For AD’s, the analysis shows:
· Minimum: 7 weeks (if actual development efforts take 4 weeks)

· Typical time: 12 months
Release Phase Durations

REL is responsible for the OMA work programme management. As part of this responsibility, REL produces and maintains various reports, among which the Enabler Phase Duration report. This report can be found at the following URL: http://member.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/rel/info/OMAWP/Current/Enabler_phase_duration.pdf
Architecture Document

· Minimum
4 weeks
~0,9 months

· Median
53 weeks
~12,2 months

· Maximum
152 weeks
~35 months

The data from this report shows a median duration which is very much in line with the typical duration shown in the “Lead times for technical work in OMA” analysis. The minimum duration is low, and reflects quick ADs which are typically minor versions (x.y) or service releases (x.y.z), and/or ADs for Management Objects (MO), although there are exceptions.
To give you a flavour of AD development duration, here are the actual durations for the ADs developed by ARC:

· PIOSE 
41 weeks
~9.4 months
· IMSinOMA 
46 weeks
~10.6 months
· GPM 
57 weeks
~13.1 months
· OSPE 
64 weeks
~14.7 months
· PEEM 
74 weeks
~17 months
· CBCS 
76 weeks
~17.5 months
· OSE 
83 weeks
~19.1 months
This input contribution puts forward the proposition that we should strive towards a typical AD development duration of 2 to 3 meeting cycles, and a typical AD review (including resolution) duration of 1 to 2 meeting cycles, depending on the complexity and controversy. This would put the entire typical duration at 3 to 5 meeting cycles (~42 weeks or ~10 months), which is below the current 53 weeks, or 12.2 months. This would mean a 17% improvement.
Shortening the AD Development Phase

In an attempt to bring down the median AD development duration from 53 weeks to 42 weeks, this input contribution will now assess the content of ADs to analyze what improvements can be gained.

Content in the AD 
The main objective of an OMA Architecture Document is to define the enabler’s architectural model, including the functional components of the enabler, the interfaces to those components, and the relationships between the components of this enabler and other resources. The AD Template contains normative sections, along with guidance and hints, to help TWGs define their architecture. The AD however also contains section placeholders for informative information (e.g. Flows) and allows TWGs the possibility to include additional sections or informative appendices, as they see fit.
In order to bring the AD development duration down, it is essential that TWGs focus on the key, mandatory aspects of the AD, and not spend too much time and effort on informative sections or considerations that may be relevant but are not necessarily pertinent. Effort spent on accessory issues of less importance adds twice to the AD development duration. It is time spent on creating the material, plus time spent on reviewing and possibly correcting the material; a double whammy.
The following is a brief analysis of the content of some ADs that took more time than the median duration. This contribution deliberately does not identified the specific ADs, so as to avoid blaming any specific TWG or get bogged down in long discussions on why the AD is the way it is. Note though that the list also includes some of the ADs produce by and in ARC.
· Architecture Document A: Example configurations (informative) 10 pages with 8 figures

· Architecture Document B: 5 pages on reference points and external entities not part of the enabler itself

· Architecture Document C: 12 pages on deployment and realization considerations, including 16 figures

· Architecture Document D: 13 pages of use cases

· Architecture Document E: 60 pages of flows, including 73 figures

· Architecture Document F: Appendix with 16 pages of realization and decomposition considerations (informal)

· Architecture Document G: 11 pages with 9 flows

Regarding flows (informal): This input contribution sees an analogy with the Use Cases in an RD. The RD Template recommends that the total number of use cases be minimized. A similar recommendation should be introduced for ADs.
· Proposed Action 1: Produce a CR to the AD Template recommending that the number of flows should be minimized
· Proposed Action 2: Produce a CR to the AD Best Practices recommending that the number of flows should be minimized
Regarding reference points/interfaces and entities not part of the enabler itself: Re-use is an important part of OSE recommendations. Therefore, ARC expects enabler architectures to interact with other entities defined by other enablers, through the other enablers interface/reference point. However, it is not the intent to repeat a description of those entities or interfaces, no matter how summarily.
· Proposed Action 3: Produce a CR to the AD Template recommending that the AD should not contain descriptions of interfaces and/or entities that are being re-used. Rather, references should be included.
· Proposed Action 4: Produce a CR to the AD Best Practices recommending that the AD should not contain descriptions of interfaces and/or entities that are being re-used. Rather, references should be included.
Regarding deployment, implementation, and/or realization considerations (informal): This information, if present in an AD, should be minimized as well, and be contained in an Informative Appendix. For those few enablers where these considerations are significant, both in importance as well as in size, the TWG should consider moving them to a White Paper. This would remove such material from the critical path in the overall OMA Enabler Development cycle.

· Proposed Action 5: Produce a CR to the AD Template recommending that the number of deployment, implementation, and/or realization considerations should be minimized, and possibly be moved to a White Paper.
· Proposed Action 6: Produce a CR to the AD Best Practices recommending that the number of deployment, implementation, and/or realization considerations should be minimized, and possibly be moved to a White Paper.
AD Reviews
The Informal AD Review is an excellent opportunity to assess whether an AD contains too much accessory material, or is in danger of overrunning the median duration. Input contribution OMA-ARC-2008-0152-INP_Member_Survey_Informal_AD_Reviews addresses improvements for Informal AD Reviews. Therefore, this current contribution will not address this particular issue.
Work Programme Management
Apart from providing additional guidance in the AD Template and the AD Best Practices, and apart from improving the Informal AD Review procedures, ARC also needs to take a stronger role in work programme management for ADs. ARC should more actively monitor ADs that are in danger of overrunning the median duration.
· Proposed Action 7: Submit a New Feature Request. Automatic notifications to AD-DEV should be generated in case the AD development stage takes more than 12 months (either the actual duration exceeds 12 months, or the planned WISPR date exceeds 12 months).

· Proposed Action 8: As part of the new WISPR management plans, slippages need to be reported to TP. In case the slippage pertains to one of the AD benchmarks, review by ARC should be mandatory. Request TP to adopt this practice.
Conclusion

This contribution has presented an analysis of the AD development phase, and has made eight proposals to potentially speed up the AD development process.
Intellectual Property Rights
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Recommendation

This input contribution recommends ARC to review the analysis and agree the following proposed actions:
· Proposed Action 1: Produce a CR to the AD Template recommending that the number of flows should be minimized
· Proposed Action 2: Produce a CR to the AD Best Practices recommending that the number of flows should be minimized
· Proposed Action 3: Produce a CR to the AD Template recommending that the AD should not contain descriptions of interfaces and/or entities that are being re-used. Rather, references should be included.
· Proposed Action 4: Produce a CR to the AD Best Practices recommending that the AD should not contain descriptions of interfaces and/or entities that are being re-used. Rather, references should be included.
· Proposed Action 5: Produce a CR to the AD Template recommending that the number of deployment, implementation, and/or realization considerations should be minimized, and possibly be moved to a White Paper.
· Proposed Action 6: Produce a CR to the AD Best Practices recommending that the number of deployment, implementation, and/or realization considerations should be minimized, and possibly be moved to a White Paper.
· Proposed Action 7: Submit a New Feature Request. Automatic notifications to AD-DEV should be generated in case the AD development stage takes more than 12 months (either the actual duration exceeds 12 months, or the planned WISPR date exceeds 12 months).

· Proposed Action 8: As part of the new WISPR management plans, slippages need to be reported to TP. In case the slippage pertains to one of the AD benchmarks, review by ARC should be mandatory.
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