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1 Reason for Change

The updated definition of BoF groups proposed for the Process document 1.3 has led to some adverse comments re notification of a BoF vs the previous request and approval for a BoF by TP..
The concerns can be understood by reading the email archive and the minutes of the conference calls contained in documents OMA-OP-2005-0084-MINUTES_18Nov2005_ConfCall and OMA-OP-2005-0087-MINUTES_02Dec2005_ConfCall.

During the call of 18th November the submitter had an action to attempt to address the concerns and points raised in the minutes of the 18th November call via email and then codify any apparent consensus.

This CR attempts that codification which address the points in the minutes of 18th November, i.e.

“The generally accepted proposal is:

1) A BoF Initiator would need to make a request of TP for a BOF

2) The request would be put up for TP approval (see note 1)

3) The only considered objections would be related to scope (see note 2)

4) Comments with or without objecting could be used to refine the BoF proposal leading to follow-up review

5) If objected due to scope being outside of TP remit – but there was much interest – TP Officers could seek waver from Board.

6) If no objections – BoF would be created and would be able to start activity (but would have low priority for meeting rooms)

note 1 – Either at live TP meeting or via TP R&A
note 2 – there needs to be clear boundaries for the scope of BoFs beyond the current 'e.g.' listing in the ProcDoc.  Wording for this will need to be added and will be the key element for TP Officers to use to determine if an objection is truly scope issue or not.”

The changes thus proposes to the wording of  the current draft process doc 1.3 (OMA-ORG-Process-V1_3-20051026-D) are:

· Change 1: address TP scope

· 6.3 – define scope of TP and subordinate groups.
· Change 2: address the BoF specific points.

· Rolls in changes as proposed in my email “Update to proposed text for BoFs” dated 01/12/2005 (dd/mm/yyyy format) 15:00 GMT

· Reword first sentence first paragraph to improve readability (see email from Mark Cataldo) 

· Remove from the new paragraph following BoF request contents the entire text relating to TP scope since this is defined in change 1, i.e. remove “Where the objection relates to the scope of the Technical Plenary, the Technical Plenary Officers MUST resolve the question of scope before the BoF may proceed, i.e. work with the Board as necessary to determine that the proposed BoF's scope is within the scope or a waiver is given for the purposes of the BoF; the level of member interest in the BoF scope may be an influencing factor in seeking to extend or waive the scope of the Technical Plenary.”. (this address Kevin Holley’s and Mark Cataldo’s comments but I do not see the need to then say “BoF’s, like other groups…” as Mark suggests given the wording in change 1) 
· Reword the opening sentence of the paragraph following the BoF request contents to ease parsing (Kevin Holley) and remove all references to TP scope (Mark Cataldo, Kevin Holley etc).
· Modest general tidy-ups re sentence structure, etc. 

Proposal for additional changes.
· Remove the paragraph “The lack of plenary resource, e.g. meeting rooms, may be grounds for not holding a particular physical BoF meeting but the BoF may meet virtually or at a members’ venue” since it adds little value and is no different in reality to any other WID, Adhoc etc.

2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

None
3 Impact on Other Specifications

None
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

To add the text below to the OMA Process document.
6 Detailed Change Proposal

Change 1:  TP and WG scope

6.1 Technical Plenary

The Technical Plenary is a chartered standing committee of the Board of Directors, and is delegated by the Board of Directors with responsibility for technical specification drafting activities, approval and maintenance of technical specifications, and resolution of technical issues.

The charter of the Technical Plenary may be found at [OMATP].

6.2 Virtual and Physical Technical Plenaries

The Technical Plenary shall execute its responsibilities as efficiently as possible (i.e. avoid unnecessary delays in reaching agreement, reduce the need for travel, enable full member participation in Technical Plenary discussion, pre-process Technical Plenary work etc.), and use electronic means to perform its work.

To this end, as much work as possible shall be performed electronically, and attempt to reach consensus on issues.  Where consensus has been reached electronically, it is not necessary to re-discuss the agreed issues in a physical face to face meeting.

An electronic meeting of the Technical Plenary is called a Virtual Technical Plenary, and a face to face meeting is called a Physical Technical Plenary.

6.2.1 Virtual Technical Plenary

The electronic execution of the Technical Plenary’s responsibilities is defined as the Virtual Technical Plenary (VTP). The VTP shall be accomplished via electronic participation (i.e. via the Technical Plenary’s webpage, email, conference calls, Net-meeting, or other agreed means).
The VTP shall be an electronic meeting of the Technical Plenary, and has the same officers as the Technical Plenary.  The VTP shall execute the responsibilities of the Technical Plenary and endeavour to perform all duties in the VTP, and matters that cannot be resolved in the VTP shall be forwarded to the Physical Technical Plenary (PTP).  The chair of the VTP shall use electronic means to execute the Technical Plenary’s responsibilities.  

A VTP enables a more efficient and economical meeting, allowing wider participation by all eligible members in the Technical Plenary than can be achieved in a face to face meeting.

6.2.2 Physical Technical Plenary 

The PTP shall be the face to face meeting of the Technical Plenary.  The chair of the PTP shall execute the Technical Plenary’s responsibilities.  The PTP shall meet as needed to address issues and communicate information when a VTP is not appropriate, impractical, or inappropriate.

6.3 Group Types

The group types within the Technical Plenary comprise the Technical Plenary itself and groups subordinate to the Technical Plenary.  The Technical Plenary has five types of subordinate groups:

· Working Groups

· Sub-Working Groups

· Committees

· Birds of a Feather (BoF) Groups

· Ad hoc Groups.

The Technical Plenary charter defines the scope of the Technical Plenary. Unless stated otherwise it is assumed to be the technical aspects of OMA’s work. All activities conducted in the Technical Plenary and its subordinate groups SHALL be within this scope.
A group reporting to the Technical Plenary SHALL be chartered, or authorized in the case of the BoF, by the Technical Plenary to carry out tasks related to its assigned work.  The Technical Plenary may assign new work items to existing groups or may charter a group to carry out the work item.  The Working Groups, Committees and Birds of a Feather all report directly to the Technical Plenary.  Sub-working groups and ad hoc groups report to the group which spawned them.
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Figure 2: Model of Group Hierarchy

The name of a group SHOULD reflect the domain of its charter within the Technical Plenary, see section 12 for more details on naming of permanent and internal documents relating to the domain.

Change 2:  BoF specific changes.

6.4.3.1 Birds of a Feather (BoF)

Birds of a Feather (BoF) Groups serve as a forum for a presentation, discussion or exploration of topics with limited scope (e.g. discussion of a pertinent issue for OMA, potential new areas of work, including and especially socialization of new work items, etc.).  A BoF MAY be Physical (i.e. one or more meetings) and/or Virtual (i.e. email, conference calls, etc.).

The proponent(s) of a BoF MUST request the Technical Plenary to hold the BoF and receive approval before the BoF may be scheduled for reasons of transparency.  The request to hold a BoF MUST include, at a minimum:

· a brief synopsis of the subject to be discussed

· its scope

· outputs to be produced, especially if the Technical Plenary is expected to be asked to approve such outputs
· the expected lifespan

· need for utilization of OMA resources – virtual (e.g. mailing lists, conf. call lines) and/or physical (e.g. meeting room usage)

· contact information (i.e. the proponent(s) and proposed initial convener)

Objections to the BoF SHOULD relate to its scope, i.e. the scope of the BoF and how it relates to any existing OMA activity needs to be clear. For example, proposals for new work areas not overlapping existing work areas would not have a scope issue whereas proposals significantly duplicating or overlapping work areas should be assigned to the affected group(s) or have the duplication and/or overlap resolved prior to approval. 

The lack of plenary resource, e.g. meeting rooms, may be grounds for not holding a particular physical BoF meeting but the BoF may meet virtually or at a member’s venue.

A proponent of the BoF MAY be proposed as the initial convener.  The Technical Plenary, as part of the approval, SHALL agree a convener for the subsequent activities of the BoF.  The convener of the BoF is responsible for providing reports regarding progress and the outcome of the BoF to the Technical Plenary, including any recommendations.

BoFs SHALL NOT produce normative documents.  The outcome of the BoF MUST be documented as an informational report under Technical Plenary.  Such an informational report MAY be approved as an informative document for archival purposes.  The recommendations and actions resulting from the report MUST be proposed to the Technical Plenary for decision-making. Members MAY also propose actions as a result of the BoF. The proposed actions MAY be WIs or Input Documents to the Technical Plenary or other groups. 
Possible outcomes of a BoF MAY be one of the following:

· There was enough interest and focus on the subject; therefore, the BoF MAY make a recommendation to further work on the subject by creating WIs.

· The discussion came to a fruitful conclusion, with results to be written down and published as an informative document / report or input contribution to one or more Groups, however there is no need to proceed with the BoF further.

· There was not enough interest on the subject; therefore, the BoF MAY recommend its own closure.

BoFs are NOT chartered.  BoFs CANNOT process liaison requests and responses as defined in Section 10.2.

The BoF Group name and abbreviated form (see section 12.2.1) SHOULD reflect the domain of the work.
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