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13. Work Activities

The OMA document procedures cover the life of the document, from initial work item to the end of life of the document.  This section documents the OMA procedures for the creation of a new release package or a new feature to an existing release package.  The creation procedures for release packages are defined in section 13.1.  Lightweight procedures may be utilized for certain reference releases (e.g. stand-alone White Papers and Data Definition Specifications) and these are defined in section Error! Reference source not found..

The intent of the process is to produce an environment where specifications are produced as a result of well defined requirements which are approved by the members at the Technical Plenary, resulting in well defined specifications that address all the requirements with demonstrated interoperability when finally approved. 

The process is designed to be lightweight and enable significant parallelism and this is achieved by:

· Ensuring the minimum number of checkpoints.

· The process is non-gating from the approval of the requirements to the approval of the final specification apart from approval by the Technical Plenary of the work.

· Clearly defining the owners of the work at the various stages.

· The defined owner for much of the process is the technical working group allocated the work item by the Technical Plenary, this group being responsible for all aspects of its creation and managing the amount of parallelism of the work to achieve the necessary functional completeness and quality of final deliverables.

· Clearly defining the groups in OMA who the defined owner should work with and have review the work at various stages.

The process intentionally allows a number of routes for new ideas to generate work within the OMA through the work item process, namely through member submission and support, ideas produced within the OMA and its working groups and through external sources such as organisations, with or without liaison agreements, and individual contributions/suggestions.

13.0 OMA Process Flow
This section documents the OMA procedures for the creation of a release package which may constitute development of a new enabler or reference release, or the modification thereof.  The process begins with suggestions and concludes with an approved new or updated release package or the abandonment/termination of the work.

The concept of an OMA Work Item (WI) is used to describe the scope of the release package during its formative stages, this being used to define the intended deliverables sufficiently to seek, and have the OMA Technical Plenary (TP) approve it to be worked on;  a WI SHALL be drafted in a Work Item Document (WID) using the approved WID template available at the template directory of the OMA website and bearing into consideration the notes to submitters contained therein. The WID should not be confused with the Requirements Document (RD) or the charter of a working group though all may contain some similar information; the RD containing the detailed market requirements (e.g. use cases and high level requirements) while the WID contains some general statements of requirements along with anticipated impacts where known and other information that can lead to a good assessment of the requested enabler or reference release.  A charter simply defines the scope of a group which may be more or less than the scope of a WI.  The WID is used and may be updated throughout the evolution of the release package for subsequent tracking purposes.  The underlying principle is that no release package development activity is undertaken by the OMA TP without it being within the scope of approved WIs.

There are several phases in the release package development procedure.  Each phase has an associated diagram to assist with the visualization of the steps described in the phase.  The legend for the elements in these diagrams is provided in Figure 3.  The diagrams are informative and are supportive of the text describing the phases.  If there are inconsistencies in what the words say and what the diagrams show, the words are deemed correct.
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Figure 3. Simple Legend for Process Flow Diagrams (Informative)
13.0.1 Work Item Definition Phase
The Work Item Definition Phase relates to the creation and approval of the Work Items.  A simplified flow diagram is shown in Figure 4
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Figure 4. Flow Diagram for Work Item Definition Phase (Informative)

NOTE: the above figure requires to be updated to reflect the new Stage numbers
13.0.1.1 Stage 1. Work Item Creation

Work Items are the means by which release packages (i.e. work products of OMA such as enablers and reference releases) are defined.  These release packages may be wholly or partially outside the current scope of any existing work of the OMA. 


13.0.1.1.1 Obtaining a Work Item number

13.0.1.1.2 Before initiating any socialization and/or presentation of a WI, the proposers of the WI SHALL obtain a WI ID number from the WI Secretary who is appointed by Technical Plenary.  An input document to any OMA WG without a WI ID SHALL NOT be accepted as a WI proposal for presentation or discussion.
13.0.1.1.3 NOTE: Need to add a reference/pointer to the WI Procedures (identifying the need to provide a WI Champion, draft WID and WI presentation, etc…
13.0.1.1.4 Drafting of a Work Item Document
The Work Item (WI) SHALL be used to describe the scope of the release package during its formative stages, this being used to define the expected deliverables sufficiently to seek and have the OMA Technical Plenary approve it to be worked on.

The Work Item Document (WID) is a living document and SHALL be used to justify the work activities needed to develop the release package(s) it defines until its final approval.  

· 

· 



a) 
b) 
c) 


The following SHALL be taken into account when drafting a Work Item Doument:

a) a list of the Work Areas to be delivered by the Work Item SHALL be identified

b) each Work Areas description SHALL enable a sufficiently good understanding of the technical work required to be delivered by the Work Item.  The Work Areas SHALL NOT define how the required functionality is to be specified or how it is to be implemented, or pre-empt any architectural considerations that will be made during the AD phase.  The provision of well-defined Work Areas will help reduce protracted discussions during the RD drafting phase of what is actually intended by the Work Item, or what is in or out of its scope.

c) the WID SHALL provide an initial prioritisation of the Work Areas

d) the WID  SHALL identify which (OMA or external) enablers/specifications may be re-used to deliver the Work Item’s Work Areas, and explain their planned use for consideration during development of the proposed work
e) if known, the WID SHALL include information on potential overlap in the proposed work with that of OMA and other standards fora, including explanations on duplication, divergence and rationales why the work should still be carried out regardless of the possible overlap
f) the WID SHALL identify one, and only one, release for the Work Item.  Where multiple releases may be necessary for a complex enabler, each release SHALL have its own Work Item and associated WID and WISPR.

13.0.1.1.5 Identification of a Work Item’s time resources

The draft Work Item supporters SHALL identify the proposed timeline for the proposed Work Item.

In order to clearly identify the draft Work Item’s timeline, the supporters SHALL provide:

a) a draft WISPR fully completed with target dates up to and including the TP approval of the candidate release

b) the WISPR dates SHALL be graphically represented for ease of understanding (and subsequent update/re-use)

c) any other time considerations/dependencies as MAY be appropriate for the draft Work Item
d) It is strongly RECOMMENDED that no more than 18 months (i.e. 9 OMA main meeting cycles) are identified, unless acceptable justification is provided as to why multiple releases cannot be made.  



13.0.1.1.6 Stage 2. Socialisation of a Work Item

A proposed WI SHALL be socialised with potentially affected working groups, including the Requirements group, the Architecture group, and other affected/interested/suggested groups after which it MAY be further refined by the supporters as a result of this socialisation before submission for formal review.  Socialisation is not a formal review with any form of approval though the proposers of a WI MAY consider any comments made during the review and refine the WI accordingly.
13.1 Stage 3. Work Item formal review

Draft WIDs SHALL be formally reviewed and a report generated prior to being submitted for TP approval.

The following SHALL be performed to formally review a draft WID:

a) draft WIs SHALL undergo a lightweight and expedient formal review, to capture comments on the content and quality of the draft WID and WISPR and alignment with guidelines mentionedabove
b) WI formal reviews shall be conducted by the Requirements WG 
c) the WI formal reviews SHALL address the Work Areas and other aspects of the draft WI, the draft WISPR and WID as well as any other resources required to fulfil the draft WI.  All related or affected WGs (e.g. Requirements WG, Architecture WG, Security WG etc.) SHALL send comments or participate in the formal review.

d) the formal review of the draft WID and WISPR SHALL start as soon as possible and within 7 days of it being submitted for formal review, and be completed within a further 7 days, subject to availability of resources.  

e) formal review of the draft WID and WISPR SHALL result in a WI Review Report (WIRR) collating and identifying all comments on the draft WID and WISPR, and any recommendations with respect to the contents or appropriateness of the WID and WISPR.

f) the WI supporters MAY revise the draft WID and WISPR to address comments in the WIRR.

g) no formal comments resolution procedure SHALL be required, and the WIRR MAY be taken into account by TP members when the WI is submitted to TP for approval.

h) in the event that the WI (and relevant WID and WISPR) requires to be subsequently revised following its previous approval by TP, an efficient approach to these subsequent WI formal reviews SHALL be taken. 

i) the WIRR MAY make several recommendations to the WI supporters (such as, but not limited to):-

i. further clarifications and/or details

ii. changes/additions to the Work Areas

iii. further modularisation of functional requirements

iv. re-use of, or alignment with, existing specifications

v. splitting the WI into multiple WIs

vi. modified timeline

vii. etc.

NOTE: the following sub-sections require
- the Stage numbers in the sub-section titles to be re-numbered

- the Stage numbers to be reflected in the flow diagram figures
13.1.1.1 Stage 2. Work Item Refinement (Following Failure to Approve)

Where the TP rejects a submitted WI (see stage 3) one of the following options SHALL result:

· Decision to not proceed further with the work item. 

· This may only be the decision of the original submitter(s) of the WI.

· Decision to rework the WI pending resubmission.

· The rework or refinement of the WI may be done by the original submitter(s) of the WI or, with the original submitter(s)’s consent, by the requirements group, or by another OMA working group.

Where the Technical Plenary has made specific comments during the preceding WI approval attempt or set conditions for resubmission the rework or refinement SHALL address these issues before resubmission.

13.1.1.2 Stage 3. Submission of a Work Item for approval
d) Work Items MAY only be submitted by OMA members. 

Any WI being submitted for approval to the Technical Plenary SHALL be supported by a minimum of four (4) OMA full or sponsor members.  When a member states that it supports a Work Item, this also implies that it intends to commit resources to do the work so that the work schedule for the Work Item can be fulfilled.  

Any WI submitted to the TP for approval SHALL list the working groups with which the WI was socialized and any endorsements.
The REL committee SHALL be responsible for the verification of the WI package contents and its submission to TP for approval.

The following SHALL be performed by the REL committee:

a) the REL committee SHALL receive the WI package (draft WID, WISPR, WIRR, WI presentation for information) from the WI supporters, and verify the correctness of the package

b) Depending on REL committee resources, the REL committee will determine the correctness of the WI package within 7 days, subject to availability of REL committee resources.

c) On successful verification of the WI package, the REL committee SHALL submit the WI package to the Technical Plenary for approval.  The WI supporters SHALL not submit the WI package to the Technical Plenary directly.
Following the submission to the Technical Plenary the WI shall be made available for review and approval using the OMA approval process defined in section 11. 

All WIs submitted to the Technical Plenary SHALL be made easily available for members and working groups to review.  The Technical Plenary leadership SHALL ensure notification is made to members of new WIs, the period of the review and the means to provide comments.  Working groups SHOULD ensure awareness of WIs pertinent to their domain and provide review comments including, but not limited to, the relevance of, or priority of, the WI for OMA.
13.1.1.3 Stage 4. Technical Plenary Approval of Work Item
The end result of the Technical Plenary review and approval SHALL be:

a) the WI is approved as submitted and assigned to a Technical Working Group
b) the WI is approved with changes and assigned to a Technical Working Group
c) the work item is not approved and returned to the creators or Requirements group for further work pending resubmission for approval (see stage 2)
In either of the cases where the Technical Plenary approves a WI (cases (a) and (b) above) the approved WI SHALL be delegated to a technical working group and the work commence on the technical activities.

In the event of a resubmission of a WI that has been previously rejected by the Technical Plenary, i.e. case (d), the Technical Plenary should first establish whether it will entertain resubmission.
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