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1 Reason for Change

The updated definition of BoF groups proposed for the Process document 1.3 and included in the referred to draft 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. This led to document OMA-OP-2005-0089-CR_adhoc_groups.
The subsequent discussion of OMA-OP-2005-0089-CR_adhoc_groups suggested an alternative way forward to strke a better balance between the lightweight process for BoF initiation in the current Process Doc 1.3 draft and that contained in OMA-OP-2005-0089-CR_adhoc_groups. The discussion and possible way forward is captured in the minutes of the Athen’s meeting OMA-OP-2005-0091-Minutes_12Dec2005_Athens.

This document attempts to codify the approach captured in the minutes. It has been chosen to use a different document number, despite this CR being derived from OMA-OP-2005-0089-CR_adhoc_groups, to allow both paths to evolve, should that be necessary, in order to reach a conclusion by consensus and to avoid some general changes proposed in the document 0MA-OP-2005-0089-CR_adhoc_groups to be carried forward
This CR attempts to address the points in the minutes, i.e.

“The generally accepted proposal is:

· BOF section to address what a BOF is and what it is expected to do (and not do).  At present, this material is at beginning and some at end (mostly what BoF is not) of the current text.

· As now, capture the items needed to request a BOF.  These should be general concepts in process doc to avoid too much detail.  Do need to consider some of the proposed items in the emails sent in response to the proposal.

· Describe the review and consideration approach with TP Officer determination.  Essentially, would be something like:  Requests for BOF go to the TP Officers who look for any immediate issues (scope or required info) and work with requestor directly; once request was appropriate it would be presented to TP for a review and comment period (procedure should capture details on form and duration); following review, and in consideration of comments received, TP Officers to advise TP of outcome of their consideration – if granted, the BOF proposal (which may be revised by TP Officers) would be sent out to TP with appropriate notice of grant; if denied, there would be an explanation and preferentially a description of an alternate course of action (e.g. take issue to appropriate WG), if any.

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.
Note: this is per doc OMA-OP-2005-0089-CR_adhoc_groups

· Change 2: address the BoF specific points.

· Align the text more in the flow “what is a BoF”, “What can a BoF do”, “How to get one going” per the first bullet above, by:

· Moving sentences “BoFs are NOT chartered. “ and “The BoF Group name and abbreviated form (see section 12.2.1) SHOULD reflect the domain of the work.” ”to near beginning and editorially massage it to address “what is a BoF”. 
· Moving the block of text 

· “BoFs SHALL NOT produce normative documents. … BoFs CANNOT process liaison requests and responses as defined in Section 10.2.”
less “BoFs are NOT chartered.  “ forward to form the basis of “what can a BoF do”

· leave remainder asis to form the basis of “how to get one going)
·  Add MUST to “BoFs are NOT chartered” as NOT on its own is meaningless in RFC2119 and clarify sentence.
· Clarify what BoFs can do and how they do it

· produce informative documents for subsequent referral ,e.g. white papers
· streamline text – not consciously removing anything of value
· Replace the existing text with wording close to that of the minutes re the request process.

Note: Because of the moving of text the changes look worse than they are when viewed with changes.
R01 changes

· “Technical Plenary Officers” not “Technical Officers” in last sentence of change 2

·  changed BoF chartering in change 2 para 1 to “BoFs are informal groups and are not chartered”
· “subsequent referencing” rather than “subsequent referral” in change 2 para 2
· “approved for archival and referencing purposes.  Rather than “approved for archival purposes.  ” in change 2 para 3 
· change 2 2nd bullet re para 2: restructured sentence to remove the text re contributions to groups etc as this is covered in para 3
· change 2 para 4: reword first couple of sentences to make it simpler
· change 2 para 4 bullet 4: remove the parenthetical

· change 2 para 4 & 5: merge the two paragraphs. Separate the steps into bullets. Change “subsequent refining” to be “to refine).  
· Change 2 old para 5, new bullet 5, remove “and appropriate notice of the grant” since the TP Officers  advising TP serves as the notice.

· Check wording re intent to Dwight’s email of 13th Jan to Ops list and update change 2, para 4 bullet 4 to explain the review and comment period as a result.
· Minor clerical changes (punctuation, whitespace etc)
R02 changes

· Address concerns raised by Roope in the conference call of 24th Feb (see OMA-OP-2006-0014-MINUTES_24Feb2006_ConfCall) and the associated email thread. The changes in 6.4.3.1are
· Change iii) 
from “Upon receiving the request the Technical Plenary Officers MUST review the request for immediate issues, e.g. scope or required information, and, if necessary, work with the proponent(s) to refine of the proposal”  
to “Upon receiving the request the Technical Plenary Officers MUST review the request for immediate issues of any missing information required defined in i), and, if necessary, work with the proponent(s) to refine of the proposal accordingly.”
· Change v) 
from “Following the review, and after the comments are considered, the Technical Plenary Officers MUST advise the Technical Plenary of their consideration re the BoF request. If the BoF request is granted, the Technical Plenary Officers MUST inform the Technical Plenary of the granted BoF proposal, which may include revisions following the review and comment period to address concerns raised. If the BoF request is denied the Technical Plenary Officers MUST inform the Technical Plenary of the denial, providing an appropriate explanation, and providing a description of an alternate course of action (e.g. take it to a WG), if any.” 
to “Following the review and comment period, the Technical Plenary Officers advise the Technical Plenary of their conclusions of the comments. The Technical Plenary Officers MUST inform the Technical Plenary of the granted BoF proposal , which may include revisions following the review and comment period to address concerns raised.”
 R03 changes
The changes are based on the minutes of the 10th March call (doc OMA-OP-2006-0020) with reference to the intent of comments made via the email exploder
· Scope: A couple of issues were raised re scope i) unbounded nature, ii) overlap with existing work. These are described here and appropriate changes proposed

· BoF being unbounded re scope:

BoFs are groups under the TP, TP is bounded by the scope given in its charter which by default is the technical aspects of OMAs domain. The changes already proposed for section 6.3 (change 1) says “All activities conducted in the Technical Plenary and its subordinate groups SHALL be within this scope.” This should suffice since it is better to define scope generally in one place for the entire OMA TP scope than have it distributed.
However there is the issue of how to prevent a BoF being requested that exceeds this if there is no decision making. Given this model for BoFs.is loosely based on the IETF model it is proposed in 6.4.3.1 step iii) to add “Specifically the TP Officers MUST work with the submitters where there is doubt over the scope of the proposed BoF being consistent with the scope of the TP. Until this is resolve the establishment of the BoF MUST NOT be progressed further.”
· BoF scope overlaps with existing work.
While TP Officers can work with the proposers in step iii) re this it is important to gauge membership view. The existing proposal for R&C is proposed to remain for this. Should the TP Officers have concerns re the scope they should submit comments as individuals during the R&C. No substantial change is this proposed to iv) though some additional clarification of R&C is given.
Further it is proposed to add to to iii) the following “the TP Officers SHOULD work with the submitters where there is concern that the scope of the proposed BoF overlaps to any extent with an existing activity within TP to ensure the proposed BoFs scope is clearly articulated in any proposal that is subsequently presented to TP in order to mitigate adverse comments re scope“
Finally in v) an approach is proposed based on lightweight for no issues, modest issues and with affected WG concurrence but otherwise the proposers go to a WG or invoke R&A. In so doing TP Officers remain facilitators, should be kept our of the canvassing cited in the minutes and members are empowered. The detail is to change “v) Following the review and comment period, the Technical Plenary Officers advise the Technical Plenary of their conclusions of the comments. The Technical Plenary Officers MUST inform the Technical Plenary of the granted BoF proposal , which may include revisions following the review and comment period to address concerns raised.” to the text below in change 2.
R04 changes

· Codify discussion on thread post Vancouver and specifically post the call of April 21st.

· Specifically changing
· v) Following the review and comment period, the Technical Plenary Officers MUST consider the comments made and advise the Technical Plenary of their conclusions. The Technical Plenary Officers MUST inform the Technical Plenary of the outcome of the BoF proposal; which MUST be one of the following:
· The BoF is granted if there were no substantive comments, i.e. no comments warranting change to the proposed BoF

· The BoF is granted with a reduced scope if the substantive comments warrant such a reduction and the proposers are agreeable with the reduced scope

· The BoF is granted with the proposed or reduced scope if there were substantive comments re the scope overlap with existing work and the WG responsible for the existing work does not object and the proposers are agreeable with the reduced scope. To facilitate this, the proposers may wish to socialize the BoF with the affected WG.

· The proposed BoF is not granted in other circumstances. Where the substantive issues relate to the scope of the proposed BoF the submitters are encouraged to take the proposal to the affected WG. Alternatively the proposers may resubmit an updated proposal to R&A and normal the normal decision making process is invoked.
to

v) Following the review and comment period, the Technical Plenary Officers SHALL guide the BoF proposal through the following process, including suggesting modification to the BoF proposal or suggesting further socialization as required.
· The BoF is granted if there were no warranting change to the proposed BoF.
· The BoF is granted with a reduced scope if the comments warrant such a reduction and the proposers are agreeable with the reduced scope.

· The BoF is granted with the proposed or reduced scope if there were comments regarding the scope overlap with existing work and the WG responsible for the existing work does not object and the proposers are agreeable with the reduced scope. To facilitate this, the proposers may wish to socialize the BoF with the affected WG.

· Where the BoF is not granted through one of the above, the BoF proposers are encouraged to take the proposal to the affected work group. Alternatively the proposers may resubmit an updated proposal to R&A and normal the decision making process is invoked.
· Note: This does not take into account the email from Mark Cataldo of 26th as the exact point of insertion is not clear
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.). BoFs are informal groups and are not chartered.  The BoF Group name and abbreviated form (see section 12.2.1) SHOULD reflect the domain of the work.
BoFs SHALL NOT produce normative documents but MAY produce informative documents for subsequent referencing, e.g. white papers.  The 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; 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.

The outcome of the BoF MUST be documented as an informational (status) report under Technical Plenary.  Any informative documents produced MAY be approved for archival and referencing purposes.  Any recommendations and actions resulting from the report MUST be proposed to the Technical Plenary for decision-making. Members MAY also propose actions such as WIs or Input Documents to the Technical Plenary or other groups as a result of the BoF. 

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

Before 
a BoF may be held a request MUST be made to the Technical Plenary. The request and approval process is as follows:

i) The proposer(s) generate a request to hold a BoF that MUST include, at a minimum:
· a brief synopsis of the subject to be discussed

· its scope

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

· a proposed name including the abbreviated form.

ii) The proponent(s) MUST send the request to the Technical Plenary Officers directly in the first instance. 
iii) Upon receiving the request the Technical Plenary Officers MUST review the request for immediate issues of any missing information required defined in i), and, if necessary, work with the proponent(s) to refine of the proposal accordingly. Specifically: 
the TP Officers MUST work with the submitters where there is doubt over the scope of the proposed BoF being consistent with the scope of the TP. Until this is resolve the establishment of the BoF MUST NOT be progressed further.
the TP Officers SHOULD work with the submitters where there is concern that the scope of the proposed BoF overlaps to any extent with an existing activity within TP to ensure the proposed BoFs scope is clearly articulated in any proposal that is subsequently presented to TP in order to mitigate adverse comments re scope 
iv) The resulting request MUST be presented to the Technical Plenary for a review and comment period. The review and comment period allows comments to be made and be visible to the membership, as in the review and approval process (see section x.y), but does not allow formal objection in the sense described in the review and approval process.





· 
· 
· 


v) Following the review and comment period, the Technical Plenary Officers SHALL guide the BoF proposal through the following process, including suggesting modification to the BoF proposal or suggesting further socialization as required.
· The BoF is granted if there were no warranting change to the proposed BoF.
· The BoF is granted with a reduced scope if the comments warrant such a reduction and the proposers are agreeable with the reduced scope.
· The BoF is granted with the proposed or reduced scope if there were comments regarding the scope overlap with existing work and the WG responsible for the existing work does not object and the proposers are agreeable with the reduced scope. To facilitate this, the proposers may wish to socialize the BoF with the affected WG.

· Where the BoF is not granted through one of the above, the BoF proposers are encouraged to take the proposal to the affected work group. Alternatively the proposers may resubmit an updated proposal to R&A and normal the decision making process is invoked.
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