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Dear all,

        as per my action point from the last meeting, I hereby attach a set of slides that represent the latest view.  Now for some explanation.

The original maturity model was produced when we effectively produced our first version of Parlay 3.1, which is the version with which every other future spec should be backwards compatible.  now having had some conversations with Ultan, he felt the following:

If we are to stick to the Evolving/Established/Mature status set, for both specification and implementation, and in particular if we are to stick with the meaning of these, then I suggest having 3 sets of tables:  one for Parlay 3, one for Parlay 4 and one for Parlay 5.   In future we may have a Parlay 6, we don't yet know the requirements for it, so we can't say that e.g. MPCC overall is fully stable, because there may be new requirements for it in Parlay 6.  But we can say that it is fully stable for Parlay 3, 4 and 5.

I have taken his views into account with the production of these sets of slides.

Now my view differs slightly.  i feel that we should have one maturity model that reflects the latest situation with the specification.  This does cause some difficulties however when you take into account that we may say in the maturity model for Parlay 3.3 that mobility is 'Mature' only to go and change the statement in the Parlay 5.0 version to say that Mobility is 'Established'.  You see my point!

So as a group we need to make a decision here:

*       Should we stick with three tables?

*       Or should we have only one table.

Whatever we decide the table/s will be published on the Parlay WEB site.

Personally I go for one version and would propose we use the Parlay 5.0 model (in the ZIP file attached). This should be our view on the state of the specifications maturity at this point in time.

We have some time before the next meeting in Bangkok, so lets gather your views now.

You can of course plumb for either solution and also propose changes to the table/s provided.

Looking forward to your comments!!!

Best regards Richard Stretch

BT Exact

