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 OMA Confidential
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	Submission Date:
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	Classification:
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 0: New Functionality
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 1: Major Change
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 2: Bug Fix
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 3: Editorial

	Source:
	Dwight Smith, dwight<dot>smith<at>motorola<dot>com

	Replaces:
	n/a


1 Reason for Change

Several enablers are ending up in Candidate state where the IOP activities stall before they complete the validation efforts.  This has resulted in a ‘black hole’ of unapproved enablers that are not progressing any further.  This CR adds a timeout functionality that would help get these enablers into an approved state.
Note that there were other minor issues associated with ‘approval’ that have been introduced as cleanup items.

2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

The process change builds upon the current public review interval to add a new trigger that will permit permanent documents to be brought to TP for approval with the Approved (‘A’) state.
3 Impact on Other Specifications

As the timeout procedure may affect work and consideration of status in the IOP work group – there may be an impact on the IOP processes and procedures.

There may also be impacts in the REL procedures for the work program as the work activities will now need to add procedures for setting the timeout as well as recording progress and then upon presenting material for approval, listing the conditions by which such material reached such state.
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

REL Committee is asked to review the proposed changes.  In addition, there should be consideration of the earlier discussions on the topic associated with document OMA-REL-2010-0013R1-INP_Proposal_TimeoutForApproval to determine if the proposed changes properly capture the outlined course of action.
6 Detailed Change Proposal

Change 1:  Add a bit to the description of the Approved state
11.1.3
Permanent Document States

The values in the <State> field represent the condition of the document, reflecting the level of completion or approval.  The values used for the <State> field on OMA permanent documents are as defined in the following table.

	<State>
	Purpose
	Description

	‘A’
	Approved
	Final level of approval for a document.  Used for documents reaching this point following either the IOP Validation or Public Review Timeout sequence.   No revision, with the current version number, may be created for the specification.  Requires approval or notification to the TP and subsequent Board Approval.

	‘C’
	Candidate
	A version of the document intended for validation and/or public review.  Candidate versions may be revised without changing the version number.  Requires approval or notification to the TP and subsequent Board Approval

	‘D’
	Draft
	An intermediate version of a document during the development process.  Drafts can be revised by the WG as frequently as needed.

	‘I’
	Information
	A reporting state for a permanent document that is not normally a main product of the organization (e.g. Review reports and Templates).  The ‘I’ state is used to bestow status on a document (e.g. final version of review report) that normally is just progressed as a draft.

	‘H’
	Historic
	A reporting state used for documents that have been marked as obsolete (see section 12.1.45).  Requires approval or notification to the TP and subsequent Board Approval.


Table 6: Permanent Document States

Note that document states from OMA affiliates which may be used on their existing documents may not be accommodated or mappable into this list but SHOULD be preserved and not reused if there is any risk of confusion.
Change 2:  Remove an artifact that had been linked to a removed table
11.1.5
Permanent Document Types

Details regarding the available permanent document types are available in the process support material provided by REL.

Change 3:  Make it clear that the dispositions are for internal documents only and that in any case, ‘approval’ for permanent documents is not a disposition.
11.4
Document Dispositions

The following table describes the valid dispositions that can be assigned to internal documents presented in OMA.
	Disposition
	Meaning

	Reserved
	A document number has been assigned to a contribution however the document has not been submitted to the group.

	Submitted
	The document has been submitted to the group however it has not been handled.

	Noted
	The document has been presented to and considered by the group.  Subsequent actions MAY have been taken, e.g. Action Points being assigned or a liaison response produced .  Informative presentations, which have no specified actions to be taken, SHALL be “Noted”.

	Agreed
	The document has been presented to and considered by the group.  There was consensus in the group to accept all the recommendations made in the document.  The recommendations made in the document SHALL be acted upon.  Meeting Agendas and Minutes SHALL be “Agreed” by the group for which they have been prepared.

	
	

	Postponed
	The document was not fully considered and SHALL be placed on the agenda for a subsequent meeting.

	Withdrawn
	The member or organisation that submitted the document has requested that it not be considered further.


Table 8: Document Dispositions

Change 4:  <insert change info here> Another change

12.1.4 Candidate Validation and Final Approval Phase

Before the Candidate can be Approved and marked with the '-A' Approved doc state, it must go through a validation phase and be formally approved by TP and BoD.  Figure 6 shows the activities undertaken in the TP.
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Figure 1. Flow Diagram for Candidate Validation and Final Approval Phase (Informative)

The major flow through the IOP activities is intended for Enabler Releases, for details see the OMA Interoperability Process [OMAIOP]. For other types of products in Reference Releases alternative validation activities may apply before final approval.  REL will be responsible for defining the validation activities for Reference Releases. In all cases, Public Review (stage 14) is required of all products intended to be released.

12.1.4.1 Stage 14. Public Review

Following approval, the Candidate Release Package SHALL be made available for public review. The purpose of the public review is to 

a) make OMA work visible, thereby reducing the risk of conflicting specifications from other organisations 

b) solicit opinions from expert technical reviewers (individuals and organizations) to determine whether the package is technically mature and ready to be approved

The release package SHALL be publicly available via the OMA website. WGs or members MAY additionally notify interested domain experts or organisations of the public review.

The review period SHALL be a minimum of 30 days (where no interoperability testing is required or where only minor enhancements/changes to existing interoperability tests are required) with a maximum review period being set after REL consults with IOP and TWG to assess expected testing intervals which should also take into consideration the scope and complexity of the material to be validated,
The expectation is that the maximum interval shall be longer than needed for IOP to develop validation support, vendors to supply test units and testing efforts take place.  The maximum interval would thus expire in cases where IOP validation efforts don’t complete in a timely fashion.
The WG SHALL acknowledge receipt of any comments raised during public review and determine the actions to take, if any.  Where aZ comment results in a change to the release package the Change Control procedures (section x.x) SHALL be used. The WG SHOULD inform the submitter as to the actions taken as a result of the comment or problem and SHALL notify the submitter if and when the specification was updated.
12.1.4.2 Stage 15. Validation Task

There are several possible validation approaches for a candidate release package:

· End-to-end service delivery tests to validate conformance and interoperability. This testing involves service end-points and infrastructure components.

· Alternative validation program (Stage 15.1).

· Mixture of the above that recognizes that some elements of the release package may be testable and others may not.

The validation approach should provide confidence in the quality of all elements of the release package. The testing and validation activities will be documented in the Enabler Validation Plan (EVP).   The EVP and any needed Enabler Test Specifications (ETS) and Test Files Packages (TFP) SHOULD be approved to Candidate by TP before testing and validation activities take place.
12.1.4.3 Stage 15.1 Alternative Validation Activities

In cases where (parts of) an enabler are not tested, alternative validation activities SHOULD be undertaken. These should provide as much overview of the un-tested aspects as possible as it will be the only quality checking performed.

Where technology is based on developments of other organizations, validation may be based upon tools or techniques available for those technologies.

The EVP will include the criteria and outcome(s) required for successful validation.

Successful completion of the validation activities SHALL be a pre-requisite for the final approval of a release package where validation is required.

12.1.4.4 Stage 16.  Test Document Creation

The IOP group SHALL ensure Enabler Test Guidelines (ETG), ETS) and TFP documents are produced to support all testing activities required for validation.

The EVP SHALL detail the approach for interoperability validation. The ETS SHALL have an end-to-end service delivery focus and address conformance and interoperability testing using service end-points and infrastructure components.

The TFP SHALL describe and hold files supporting the test activities (e.g. executable script files, media files or stored contents needed to perform the tests.

The IOP group SHALL cooperate with the WG and any other WG as appropriate when producing the EVP and ETS to ensure the test cases reflect the ETR. The reviewed test case documents form the basis of the interoperability tests.

12.1.4.5 Stage 17. Interoperability Testing, Problem Report Generation and Handling

The IOP group SHALL organise and manage the interoperability testing which executes the tests defined in the test specification document.

The IOP group SHALL ensure any problems found during interoperability testing are raised in Problem Reports (PRs). The IOP group SHALL ensure PRs are as comprehensive as possible, describing the test scenario, test details and problem condition details. The IOP group SHALL manage the resolution of PRs through cooperation with the WG.

The IOP group SHALL investigate PRs to ensure the problem is not one of process, test cases, or test environment. In the event the PR relates to a candidate specification issue the IOP group SHALL pass the PR to the WGs where resolution is expected.

PRs SHALL result in one of the following outcomes:

c) No action as the problem is one of developer interpretation only, or 

d) IOP group action to change the test cases or test environment, using the change management process, or

e) WG action to address a technical problem. This MAY result in a CR being raised against the candidate item.

CRs to one candidate item may impact other candidate items in the same candidate release package. The process defined in section x.x applies.  The WG handling the CR SHALL determine the result as one of the following:

f) No action, where no interoperability issue is perceived. 

g) Editorial change to the candidate item which does not impact the current validation process including the public review timeout (though this should be confirmed with REL)
h) Material change to the candidate item, requiring re-approval of the candidate item which would also likely impact the public review maximum timeout interval which may be adjusted by REL following consultation with IOP and TWG.
i) Deferment to a following release where one is planned and where no interoperability impact will result from deferment.

Interoperability testing SHALL be considered complete when all criteria for successful validation, as defined in the EVP, have been fulfilled and any rework due to PRs is verified.

The final candidate item material incorporating all changes resulting from validation along with the test report SHALL be submitted by REL for TP review and approval.

12.1.4.6 Stage 18. Timeout as Alternative Completion Criteria
12.1.4.7 In cases where the public review maximum interval is reached, it should be recognized that the expected validation interval has been exceeded and exceptional handling may be required.  REL should consult with IOP and TWG regarding the work status and determine an appropriate course of action.

12.1.4.8 REL, in consultation with IOP, should focus on the progress of the validation efforts and determine whether such activities are just running behind schedule but still expected to complete.  In this case, an adjustment to the maximum interval should be supported to permit the completion of the IOP work.

12.1.4.9 REL, in consultation with the TWG, should determine if any development work on the release is stalled or not.  REL should not seek to advance a release to an approved state where there is work ongoing or expected, associated release.  Such continuing work, if expected to lead to a revised candidate, would drive a new public review maximum interval which would be set by REL as outlined in Stage 14 (sec 12.1.4.1).
12.1.4.10 In those cases where validation efforts have not completed and there is no ongoing work in the TWG, REL may seek to advance the release to the Approved (‘-A’) state.  REL will compose the final candidate item material along with a report stating the conditions related to this proposal (e.g. IOP incomplete, TWG work completed) and SHALL submit to TP for review and approval.  Related reports from IOP and TWG may be included in the submission to TP.
12.1.4.11 If the release is submitted for approval by TP, any remaining efforts associated with the release shall be reviewed and appropriate end activities performed.  For example, any validation or support efforts including production of documents (EVP or ETS), test fest services, or test scripts will proceed as if the testing effort had completed in normal case.  Further, the TWG will review the situation as it relates to the Work Item to determine if it should be closed or continued and make the appropriate proposals to TP. 
12.1.4.12 Stage 19. Submission of Final Candidate for Approval

Following submission of the final candidate item material and test report to TP for review and approval, the approval process defined in section x.x applies.

12.1.4.13 Stage 20. Approving the Candidate as an Approved Specification

A candidate item which has been subject to public review and interoperability validation and has resolved all problems SHALL be approved by TP unless an objection is made. In case of an objection TP SHALL work to resolve the dissenting response. TP MAY request the IOP group or WG to reconsider aspects of the interoperability validation or candidate item, or TP MAY request one or more WGs for additional clarification or opinion before making the decision, or TP MAY resolve any objections directly. If the dissenting opinion cannot be resolved then TP SHALL vote on the issue. The appeal process defined in section x.x applies.
In consideration of alternative actions by TP, it should recognize that those cases where approval is being sought on work that did not complete IOP validation and no further efforts are expected from the TWG that the conditions leading to the submission are not likely to change.  Consequently, the TP should determine if the work should progress to approval or be dropped based on market demands and finalize the decision and avoid any wasteful circuitous intervals with IOP or TWG.
In case of Enabler Release approval, the associated EVP will be approved concurrently as the associated validation activities are completed.  
As the associated ETS and TFP may be subject to maintenance in support of continuing test activities, the ETS and TFP continue in Candidate state until no further support for the tests is expected.
12.1.4.14 Stage 21. Post Technical Plenary Approval Process

The post TP approval processes consist of approval by the BoD (stage 20.1) and maintenance (stage 20.2).

When an approved release package is subject to new or revised conditions (e.g. change in OMA policy affecting the approved release package) that require visibility or impact its usability, TP SHALL be notified.
12.1.4.15 Stage 21.1. Board Approval of the Approved Specification

After TP has approved a release package or been notified of a condition change to an approved release package, it MUST present the approved item to the BoD for approval. If any process concerns had been raised for the approved item, they must be resolved before the action by the Board is completed. Once the approved item receives its Board Approval, formal publication of the approved specification, with indication of its new status, may occur.

12.1.4.16 Stage 22. Maintenance of Release Package

After a release package is approved and publicly released, it may need to be revised. Maintenance of OMA specifications SHALL use the process defined in section Error! Reference source not found.. Any changes to the approved release package will result in a new version for the release package. Minor changes which are primarily corrective may result in a service indication update in which case the subsequent approval steps may be abbreviated (see section x.x)

12.1.4.17 Stage 23. Actions at Completion of Work Item

When all the work contemplated by a WI has reached approved status,, the WI SHOULD be closed. This will signal the end of all activities (apart from unforeseen maintenance) and permit the work programme to reflect the correct status of the associated work. WIs SHALL be closed by agreement in TP.

WIs MUST NOT be closed while there are ongoing maintenance activities on releases developed under those WIs.  

Closure of a WI does not change the ownership of release packages that were developed.  If a revision is needed for a release package that does not have an open WI, the WG that developed that release package performs the revision. If groups are themselves closed, ownership transfers to the parent group with ultimate responsibility in TP.
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