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1 Reason for Change

From their positions of leadership of key groups, the TP, REQ, ARC and REL Officers have monitored, managed and participated in may formal reviews.
As a consequence of this active engagement, observations have been made on the effectiveness and efficiencies of these procedures, and improvements to improve efficiency are proposed.
2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

No impact
3 Impact on Other Specifications

It is proposed to require all review comments to be identified as one of the following 3 comment types:-

· Question for clarification

· Editorial comment

· Technical comment

and facilitate more expedient resolution of the comments.

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

It is recommend that the REL committee considers and agrees the proposed changes to make reviews more efficient and more expedient.
6 Detailed Change Proposal

Change 1:  Section 8 is modified to introduce the 3 comment types
8. Submitting comments to the Consistency Review

All comments submitted to the Consistency Review must be submitted using the CONSISTENCY-REVIEW email list and with the announced prefix in the subject line.

Although it is allowed to submit comments directly via email, it is recommended to use input contributions. This is especially important for late comments to the review, as it then may not be possible for the Consistency Review Report editor to be able to incorporate these into the review report in time for the review. Review comments should be documented in input contributions that are based on the review contribution template. The documents shall be uploaded the Consistency Review part of the OMA portal and their names should reflect what Release the comments are directed towards.
Review comments SHALL be identified as one of the following 3 comment types:-
· Question for clarification
· The comment submitter wishes to seek clarification of an issue, and submits a question to the review

· Editorial comment
· The comment submitter identifies an editorial issue, and SHALL identify a proposed resolution
· Technical comment
· The comment submitter identifies a technical issue, and SHALL identify a proposed resolution

 The issue description should be a clear statement of the issue with reference to the document and section where the issue is raised. In addition, it should note the source of the issue (e.g. email from X, WG Y, agreement in a meeting, etc).
Impacted WGs may wish to hold specific focus reviews to address areas of interest (e.g. Security WG may wish to have a review of the security aspects of the release) and submit issues as a group. These reviews are appreciated and are also requested to provide inputs in the review report format to ease to collation effort of the review report editor.

In particular, input from the following groups will be requested:

· The Requirements (REQ) WG 

· The Architecture (ARC) WG
· The Security (SEC) WG

· The Interoperability (IOP) WG 

Input from these groups shall be highlighted in the review report (and lack thereof shall also be noted).
Change 2:  Section 9 is modified to delete the handling of review comments (as it is moved to the more appropriate section 12) 
9. Producing the Consistency Review Report

The Consistency Review Report is used to collect all review comments and their resolution. 

It is up to the group initiating a consistency review to determine whether one or several review reports are used to document the work. Using several review reports allow several review report editors to share the work, thus this may be the preferred solution for large releases for which many review comments are expected. The review reports should however not be broken up into too small pieces and each of the reports should as a minimum cover one of the documents that is undergoing review. 
The review report editor is responsible for collecting the various comments into a single report document. The editor should preferably be from the submitting group. The review report shall be a permanent document which identity is allocated from the Working Group’s Permanent Document (PD) area.

 
Change 3:  Section 12 is modified to identify the handling of review comments 
12. Completion of the Consistency Review

The group submitting the release for review is then responsible for resolving and responding to the issues that were raised. The review report response area should be filled in for all issues. 
Review comments SHALL be addressed in the following manner:-

· Question for clarification

· The submitting group SHALL provide a response to the question.  The comment in the review report SHALL NOT be closed until a response is provided.

· Editorial or technical comment

· The submitting group MAY accept or reject the editorial or technical comment and its proposed resolution or agree to an alternative resolution. The comment in the review report SHALL NOT be closed until a response is provided.

Responses may be of several forms. These may include:

· Item will be fixed in the document – the response should include a brief description of the resolution. For example, if text were offered in the description, stating that the text was changed as requested would be okay. If no text offered, then a brief outline of the changes would be desirable (e.g. section reworded to make it clear). 
· Item presents issue addressed elsewhere in the documents – the response should point to the spec/section where the relevant material may be located. If feasible, update of the spec(s) involved may be useful to avoid similar issues, indicate that these actions were taken. 
· Item may reflect future work objective – the response should indicate whether there is intent to address in future activities or if proponents would need to gather support. 
· Item is not viewed as relevant – the response should provide rational for why the group will ignore the raised issue. Note that this response may be used for issues raised but may cause people to consider objecting to any approval if they think otherwise. Therefore, it is important that the response text clearly address the rational involved to help minimize confusion. 
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