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1 Reason for Contribution

There have been plenty of discussion on that we should aim to streamline the reviews and as ARC and REQ now have made efforts to align and streamline their ways of working with AD and RD reviews, it also seems appropriate to more carefully look into what can be done to streamline consistency reviews.
2 Summary of Contribution

The input contributions looks at how we presently conduct consistency reviews, compares this with how RD and AD reviews are performed and suggest some possible improvements.
3 Detailed Proposal

Consistency reviews

These are the current steps undertaken during a consistency review:
1. The working group finishes off its technical work and DSO puts together a package either consisting of the Enabler Release Package + ETR or the Reference Release Package. The ETR review needs to have closed prior to the initiation of a consistency review (but remaining comments not addressed may be transferred to the consistency review).

2. DSO uploads the package to the CONR portal and requests a review, mentioning who will be review report editor and possibly also a suitable date for when the review is to be carried out.

3. The REL officer that is assigned to lead the review checks the material to make sure that it is correct and then puts together an announcement mail to kick off the review and creates a meeting entry on the portal. The mail contains a suggested date for when the review is to take place, as well as a deadline for comments. The suggested date is to be negotiated and this is typically done during two work days. Occasionally, there are disagreements with the selected date or time.
4. At the end of the time period for negotiation of date for the review, the REL officer uploads an agenda for the meeting and announces that the meeting will take place at the agreed time.

5. The comment period then continues up until the deadline for input of review comments for the review, which is typically 24 hours prior to the review meeting. The group owning the material that is being reviewed is allowed to start addressing comments prior to that the consistency review meeting is being held. Intermediate consistency review reports (CONRRs) may be produced.

6. After the deadline has been passed, a revision of the CONRR is produced as input to the review meeting and hopefully containing all comments received.

7. The review meeting is held. It is made sure that all review comments received during the review are captured in the review report and understood. Occasionally, there may be some disagreement on the validity of a review comment, but the final discussion on that is expected to be taken in the group. There are often also practical questions related to  the continuation of the review that are answered. Often, there is a need to produce a new revision of the CONRR to fix some editorial matters related to the report itself.

8. After the review meeting, the REL officer posts the minutes from the meeting and once a possible updated CONRR is available asks for agreement of the minutes, as well as that the CONRR contains all comments that have been submitted. Two working days are normally allowed for people to check the material.

9. Once the minutes and CONRR have been agreed, the working group proceeds to address the review comments. The group goes through the comments and assigns actions to people to address these. Minor comments that only are expected to result in editorial changes may be handled directly by the corresponding document editor without Change Requests, while class 0-2 changes require Change Requests that should be agreed in the group. Additional comments on the documents may come in during this time period and if agreed as valid by the group, these are also to be documented in the CONRR. This time period when comments are addressed is typically the longest part of the consistency review, ranging from a few days to several months. The CONRR is being updated continuously to capture resolutions to review comments.
10. Once the group finally has addressed all review comments, its DSO compiles a new ERP + ETR/RRP package and informs the REL officers about its availability. An updated CONRR is also made available.
11. The REL officer in charge checks that all material is available and typically announces a final two day checking period for people to see that the review comments have been addressed properly.

12. Once the time period for checking has expired, the consistency review is closed and a final review report is produced by the REL officer in charge. DSO is then expected to put together a package for Candidate approval of the release and corresponding ETR (for Enabler Releases).

Comparison with AD/RD reviews
If a comparison is made between the Consistency Reviews and AD/RD reviews, the following differences can be noted:

1. There are informal reviews carried out prior to the formal reviews. This is not used for consistency reviews, although some working groups do their own informal, internal reviews of material prior to the start of consistency reviews. That is done in a light weight way without review reports being produced, so this may be something that REL could encourage groups to do more to limit the amount of work resulting from receiving the same comments during a consistency review.

2. Both ARC and REQ have checklists with considerations for how RDs and ADs are to be written. REL has its consistency review guidelines document, which is similar in content.

3. The ARC WG has its own review of the AD prior to the review meeting. To do something similar in REL makes less sense as REL merely serve as the convener of the review.

4. The review meeting is taking place in an ordinary conference call or a face to face meeting.

5. ARC and REQ respectively will review a final review report once the submitting group has decided that it think the review can be closed.

Suggested changes
1. The work of the REL officers could be decreased significantly if Consistency Review meetings are co-allocated with ordinary REL meetings. There is no need for management of separate meetings (including negotiation of meeting times), meeting agendas, meeting minutes, etc. The down side of this is that the CONR meetings interfere with normal REL business, but given that the consistency reviews mostly are spent on dealing with administrative tasks anyway, these can be minimized if we do this under the cover of already planned meetings. Consistency Review meetings could be performed as the first real agenda points during REL meetings.

2. There is no need to continue having a separate step after the review meeting to check if all review comments are included. It has been very rare that this has not been the case to begin with, and if it is discovered that some comments have been missed later, those could still be taken on board and addressed during the review in a similar manner as how new comments arising during the review are dealt with.

3. The handling of review comments with production Change Requests is already being addressed by the NFR that has been submitted on behalf of REL to implement a review tool on the portal. For the time being, it would be best to hold off and see to what extent this can be implemented before making further changes to this step.
4. The final review report from consistency reviews can possibly be produced by the DSO of the responsible group, rather than of a REL officer.

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

It is suggested that the Release Planning and Management committee reviews and agrees this proposal and that subsequent actions are assigned to make appropriate changes to process and procedures document that may need to be changed.
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