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1 Reason for Contribution

Contribution OMA-OP-2006-0046-Enhancing-Formal-Review has been submitted. Related discussions centred around mandating solutions with review comments. 
2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution advocate the need to encourage reviews instead of adding extra barriers and therefore opposes any attempt to add burden on the reviewers and barriers to review comments. Instead we advocate spending time on how to encourage more reviews by more reviewers and adapt the process if needed to handle this instead of adapting it in ways that would reduce reviews.
3 Detailed Proposal

We do believe very strongly in the value and importance of review. We also believe very strongly that it is critical that reviews be done by people who have not designed the specifications under review and therefore often that means outside the WG. This is a aspect emphasized by many successful standard bodies. Too often review from outside are rejected as not from interested parties instead of welcome!

While only a few people take responsibilities for specifications (officers, editors, major contributors) even less actually spend time on the even less glamorous review tasks. This is a challenge met by most standard bodies.

Furthermore, among the small set of people who actually devote energy to review, it is typically to have a range of expertise from experts on the topics to different actors in value chain to consumer of the system (developers, customers, …). Everybody is not expert at everything and has its own focus.

I also agree that it is never good to raise a problem without offering a solution, if one has too and if it is possible. 

However I can’t agree and more strongly oppose anything that would put obstacle to reviews. That means:

· No mandatory solution should or even proposal should be required associated to a comment. Often only people involved with the WG or direct experts in the topic can provide solutions to technical challenges. Experts in related or broader topics can easily identify issues based on similar problems issues. Solutions are not necessarily similar. Also non experts may identify clear issues from their angle but have literally no idea on how to resolve. It is unreasonable to put any normative burden to propose a resolution. It would as well be unreasonable to disregard a comment because the proposed resolution is incorrect or poor in the eyes of the experts. A non expert can rarely provide insight as experts can. Still their comment can be as valid and should be as validly considered. Of course if the reviewer has a solution he should provide it to the WG. If he has it when he / she comments he should do it when commenting, otherwise later if a proposal results form the work.

· No extra burden should be put on the reviewer, especially not assuming that because a reviewer provide a few or even a lot of comment he / she is now under the obligation to render count for these comments or to become a member of the WG. Too often the lack of participation in WG pre discussions are used as reasons to object to even the comment being made or a proposed solution to be considered if against the WG current thinking! Too often reviewers are now on the hook to attend many meetings to address their comments and discuss solutions while they do not know when they will be addressed and this may not be their domain of expertise or interest. If reviewers can’t join the WG work directly alternative must be found to work with them instead of using that to disregard the comment, especially if unwelcome by the WG… Again the fact that it is not their main interest does not diminish the value of their comments and how grateful OMA should be for the time spent on reviewing and generating them. This expectation and behavior and any normative barrier to entry is sure to further scare away reviewers who now have to also fact in the burden that will result from their review. Instead I submit that WG should work with the reviewers (iterating if needed) to understand issue and work out a solution but without forcing the reviewer to fit the WG patterns. That being said of course if the reviewer he should try to participate and work with the WG schedule. But if not possible that should not disqualify the review. 

Remember, the quality of our specification results from the quality of our reviews. Standard work takes time and dedication and sometimes is painful. We should strive to increase review volume and deal with them diligently instead of raising barriers to review. It is much better to delay release of an enabler than to get out a poor specification.
To accept adding barrier to reviews or burden on reviewers will impact OMA technical credibility. It is a fundamental issue.
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

We recommend that OP keeps these considerations in mind while discussing this topic. 
We object to any proposal that adds burden on reviewers or suitability of review comments.

We encourage OP to decide if process updates are invited instead to put the burden on WG to appropriately deal with review comments.

We agree however to find out mechanisms or statements encouraging reviewers to work with WG on resolutions and provide solutions if they have some. These must not however be mandatory conditions or used to judge the value of a review or intent/credibility of a reviewer.
The changes to the review template proposed by OMA-OP-2006-0046-Enhancing-Formal-Review is acceptable provided that text in the process is added stating that a comment that does not provide a proposed solution is as valid and must be equally processed as one that is accompanied with a proposed solution. 
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