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1 Reason for Change

Preamble:

The discussion as to whether a situation such as Browsing where multiple candidate releases justifies making all bar the most current as obsolete has caused me to consider today’s wording re obsolescence in OMA’s processes.
The origin of obsolete as a document status and the process associated with it has two origins.
a) the WAP Forum process document

it had little to say re obsolete. There was the “–o” document state indicating obsolete and some simple text “Obsolete Specification – an unused, expired, abandoned, decommissioned, or obsolete documents. A Draft, Prototype or Proposed specification may be moved to the Obsolete State at the decision of its parent Working Group.”
b) a result of the ITU-T cooperation agreement where they wanted to ensure OMA had the processes in place to review periodically its specifications for obsolescence.
 In OMA obsolete is dealt with in the following places

a) document status in section 12.1.1

The definition is very simple: ‘O’ for Obsolete
b) Managing Specification Obsolescence in section 13.1.4
The section covers:

· Preamble as to how the oldest specs may become obsolete through replacement with newer versions.

· That obsolete indicates they are no longer maintained and discourages their use

· Guidance on when a spec might be considered obsolete, e.g. 3 or more major+minor newer releases

· That obsolete does not mean not publicly available (visible)
To date there are no specifications that have been made obsolete by OMA (at least none the submitter is aware of). Thus if there is a refinement in the approach to obsolescence it will have no impact on existing released documents/enablers.
The concern
Obsolete as an adjective, e.g. the XYZ is obsolete, meaning it has a replacement or is no longer applicable is perfectly sound. 
However to give something a status of obsolete has negative connotations. To suggest someone’s product is obsolete rather than saying it is up to date demonstrates this. Yet it is quite possible and reasonable for products to implement back-level features for a number of reasons.
While it is not the role of OMA to specifically tune its processes, procedures and release program to market perception it would be naïve to suggest that the status OMA gives to documents has no impact on the market perception of OMA’s work and hence product implementing OMA’s work just as much as PR would.

Thus it is suggested the document status and way it is conveyed to the public is more carefully considered.

How have other organisations dealt with this issue ?

W3C: appears to not deal with obsolescence. They have a well defined process in section 7.1 of http://www.w3.org/2005/10/Process-20051014/process.html for working drafts, candidate, proposed and W3C recommendations but nothing more.
3GPP: Says groups may make specifications such as requirements documents obsolete. Yet looking at the list of documents they appear not to use it as a status nor as an indication though they do associate “withdrawn” to some documents.
3GPP2: Cannot find any mention of “obsolete” or “obsolescence”  in their working practices.

ITU: Are known to have processes re this – being checked
IETF: Does have a process to manage obsolescence. Documents (RFCs) may be made obsolete. But obsolete is not a status. Obsolete is used as a process descriptor and as an adjective for the document’s status which may be any of the usual set, e.g. draft standard, proposed standard, standard, historic etc. Moving documents to the historic status is called retiring a standard and is different from making a standard obsolete. See RFC2026 for details.
The IETF process is worthy of some further commentary.

One of the best sources for IETF process is RFC2026.

The ultimate list of RFCs and their status can be found at http://www.ietf.org/iesg/1rfc_index.txt
The list of the current IETF standards can be obtained through STD0001 (or looking at regularly published RFCs e.g. RFC 3000, 3300, 3700.
The Proposal:

The proposal is:
a) to get the OMA release pages to use the concept of “obsoleted by” or “superceded by” to annotate the clearly show evolution in OMAs work. It should only be used where a release really is the supercedent of another release.
b) To change the “obsolete” status to “historic” in the process document. This is in fact what they are; historical releases. 

c) Ensure “obsoleted by” is not confusable with historic.

d) To provide the necessary hooks for this in the process document for the above, allowing REL to implement the detail on the portal through the release of the work program
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

OPs to consider these changes for process doc 1.3
6 Detailed Change Proposal

Change 1:  PD numbering
12.1.1 Permanent Document Numbering

The identification of a specification, report or any other permanent OMA document shall be in the following manner:-

“OMA-“ {<Affiliate> ”-“} <DocType> {“_” <DocNum>} “-“ <FuncArea> ”-“ {<Vers> ”-“} <DateStr> ”-“ <State>

where

	Field
	Use, Format and Remarks
	Examples

	<Affiliate>
	This field MAY be provided to indicate the affiliate organisation that produced the spec.  The future usage of affiliate names requires further consideration, and it is desirable that any new work initiated in OMA does not have the affiliate name in the document name.
	SYNCML, LIF, WV, WAP etc.  

	<DocType>
	This field SHALL be provided.  The field identifies the type of the document as presented in section 12.1.2.
	RD, ORG

	<DocNum>
	This field MAY be provided, depending upon the type of document.  The field provides a sequence number providing a series associated with the specific document type.
	0042

	<FuncArea>
	This field SHALL be provided. The field provides an abbreviated name of the document function in the working group. It shall be a unique identification of the functional area, distinguishing between different groups that may be working on the same functional area.
	MLP, POC_ControlPlane, WML, etc.

	<Vers>
	This field MAY be provided.  This field shall refer to a version of the document.  See section 12.1.1.1 below
	V1_0, V2_1_2

	<DateStr>
	This field SHALL be provided and is the date when the document was posted to the document archive.
	20020620

	<State>
	This field SHALL be provided and indicates the state of the specification, these states being

· ‘A’ for Approved

· ‘C’ for Candidate

· ‘D’ for Draft

· ‘I’ for Information

· ‘H’ for Historic
Existing other states from OMA affiliates not accommodated or mappable into this list should be preserved and not reused if there is any risk of confusion.  Note that this state should not be confused with document disposition (see 12.4).
	D, A etc.


Table 4: Permanent Document Numbering

Change 2:  Obsolescence
 
Managing Specification Obsolescence

Where ongoing interests in a technical area continue over time, OMA specifications are expected to evolve which results in multiple versions (e.g. WML V1.0, 1.1, 1.2, 2.0 etc).  As a consequence, it can be expected that at some point the oldest versions may become obsolete through replacement with later versions.  In these cases, it is important to properly indicate that these specifications are not being maintained.
Management of obsolescence SHALL use two mechanisms.

i. clearly indicating an already released specification, e.g. ABC V1.0, is obsoleted by a replacement specification, or specifications, e.g. ABC V1.1, through appropriate annotation of the already released and replacement specification(s) and any associated release information, e.g. via the release program at http://www.openmobilealliance.org. 
ii. use of the Historic state for documents.
Indicating an existing released specification is obsoleted via annotating both the existing and replacement specifications is intended to provide a clear indication to readers that a newer version is available and in doing so encourage implementation of the latest version. The indication of obsolescence SHALL be performed for every major, minor and service release of a specification in both the replacement specification and on through the release program information. Indicating a specification has been obsoleted by another SHOULD NOT imply it is no longer maintained. Moreover indicating a specification has been obsoleted by another SHALL NOT change its document state – this is a separate part of the process of managing specification obsolescence. An example of the annotation using the IEFT approach is provided
MMS 1.1 (Obsoleted by MMS 1.2)

MMS 1.2 (Obsoletes MMS 1.1) (Obsoleted by MMS 1.3)
MMS 1.3 (Obsoletes MMS 1.2)
Indicating a document as being obsoleted by another specification SHALL in no way reduce its public availability.
The Historical state (‘H’ see Table 4) SHALL be used for specifications that have been replaced and for which OMA does not intend to maintain and discourages their use.  Before a specification is marked as Historic, it must be presented to the Technical Plenary for explicit handling and agreement of the change of state.  This will permit OMA members, utilizing the specification, to indicate their desire to continue maintenance.

A working group will consider whether a specification should be considered historic when three or more newer major and/or minor versions (see Table 5) of the specification have been approved (full Approved state).  For example, if a specification goes through V1.0 > V1.1 > V2.0 > V2.1 > V3.0, the V1.0 would be considered by the working group for handling once V2.1 approved and V1.1 would be considered once V3.0 approved.

Specifications are to be presented to the Technical Plenary for determination of status.  The presentation itself will provide the reason for the specification being brought forward and propose to change its state to Historic.  If an OMA member expresses their continued interest in maintaining the specification, then the proposal should be dropped.  If there is no consensus on the proposal, the rules of technical decision making (see section 11) SHALL be utilized.

Making a document status Historic SHALL in no way reduce its public availability but SHALL prevent current or future OMA document normatively referencing it for conformance purposes.










�These sentences seem to provide a veto rather than consensus oriented as in the rest of the process doc. It only takes a single member?  Why not consensus?  But what about the next sentence?  Suggest rewording both in line with the main themes of decision making
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