OMA-ORG-ARCHReviewProcess-V1_23-2005071220050809-AD
Page 11  V(13)


	[image: image1.jpg]«“+OMa

Open Mobile Alliance




	

	Architecture Review Process

	Draft Version 1.3 – 09 Aug 2005

	Open Mobile Alliance

	OMA-ORG-ARCHReviewProcess-V1_3-20050809-D

	
	

	

	
	


Use of this document is subject to all of the terms and conditions of the Use Agreement located at http://www.openmobilealliance.org/UseAgreement.html.

Unless this document is clearly designated as an approved specification, this document is a work in process, is not an approved Open Mobile Alliance™ specification, and is subject to revision or removal without notice.

You may use this document or any part of the document for internal or educational purposes only, provided you do not modify, edit or take out of context the information in this document in any manner.  Information contained in this document may be used, at your sole risk, for any purposes.  You may not use this document in any other manner without the prior written permission of the Open Mobile Alliance.  The Open Mobile Alliance authorizes you to copy this document, provided that you retain all copyright and other proprietary notices contained in the original materials on any copies of the materials and that you comply strictly with these terms.  This copyright permission does not constitute an endorsement of the products or services.  The Open Mobile Alliance assumes no responsibility for errors or omissions in this document.

Each Open Mobile Alliance member has agreed to use reasonable endeavors to inform the Open Mobile Alliance in a timely manner of Essential IPR as it becomes aware that the Essential IPR is related to the prepared or published specification.  However, the members do not have an obligation to conduct IPR searches.  The declared Essential IPR is publicly available to members and non-members of the Open Mobile Alliance and may be found on the “OMA IPR Declarations” list at http://www.openmobilealliance.org/ipr.html.  The Open Mobile Alliance has not conducted an independent IPR review of this document and the information contained herein, and makes no representations or warranties regarding third party IPR, including without limitation patents, copyrights or trade secret rights.  This document may contain inventions for which you must obtain licenses from third parties before making, using or selling the inventions.  Defined terms above are set forth in the schedule to the Open Mobile Alliance Application Form.

NO REPRESENTATIONS OR WARRANTIES (WHETHER EXPRESS OR IMPLIED) ARE MADE BY THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE OR ANY OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE MEMBER OR ITS AFFILIATES REGARDING ANY OF THE IPR’S REPRESENTED ON THE “OMA IPR DECLARATIONS” LIST, INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE ACCURACY, COMPLETENESS, VALIDITY OR RELEVANCE OF THE INFORMATION OR WHETHER OR NOT SUCH RIGHTS ARE ESSENTIAL OR NON-ESSENTIAL.

THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE IS NOT LIABLE FOR AND HEREBY DISCLAIMS ANY DIRECT, INDIRECT, PUNITIVE, SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL, CONSEQUENTIAL, OR EXEMPLARY DAMAGES ARISING OUT OF OR IN CONNECTION WITH THE USE OF DOCUMENTS AND THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE DOCUMENTS.

© 2005 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms set forth above.

Contents

41.
Scope

2.
References
5
2.1
Normative References
5
2.2
Informative References
5
3.
Terminology and Conventions
6
3.1
Conventions
6
3.2
Definitions
6
3.3
Abbreviations
6
4.
Introduction
7
5.
Architecture Review Process
8
5.1
Architecture Document Template
8
5.2
Expectations for Architecture Documents
8
5.3
Types of Architecture Reviews
9
5.4
Preliminary Informal Review
10
5.5
Formal Architecture Document Review Process
10
5.6
Follow-up Architecture Review Process
11
Appendix A.
Change History (Informative)
13
A.1
Approved Version History
13
A.2
Draft/Candidate Version <current version> History
13


1. Scope

This Document describes the process the OMA Architecture WG employs for reviews assigned to it in the OMA Process Document [OMAProcess].  The OMA Process Document takes precedence if there is any conflict with this document.  The intent of this document is to describe how the Architecture WG hosts reviews that are compliant with the OMA Process Document procedures for Architecture Reviews.

2. References

2.1 Normative References

	[ArchPrin]
	“OMA Architecture Principles”.  Open Mobile Alliance(.  OMA-ArchitecturePrinciples-V1_2, 
URL:.http://www.openmobilealliance.org/

	[ArchTemp]
	“OMA Architecture Document Template”, Open Mobile Alliance(, available for members on the OMA portal, 
URL: http://member.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/ops/gen_info/templates.shtml

	[Dictionary]
	“OMA Dictionary”, Open Mobile Alliance(, OMA-Dictionary-V2_1,
URL: http://www.openmobilealliance.org/

	[OMAProcess]
	“OMA Organization and Processes”. Open Mobile Alliance(. OMA-Process-V1_1,
URL: http://www.openmobilealliance.org/

	[RFC2119]
	“Key words for use in RFCs to Indicate Requirement Levels”. S. Bradner. March 1997, 
URL: http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc2119.txt


2.2 Informative References

	[ConsReview]
	“OMA Consistency Review Procedures”, Open Mobile Alliance(, available for members on the OMA portal, 
URL: http://www.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/rel/gen_info/constency.shtml


3. Terminology and Conventions

3.1 Conventions

The key words “MUST”, “MUST NOT”, “REQUIRED”, “SHALL”, “SHALL NOT”, “SHOULD”, “SHOULD NOT”, “RECOMMENDED”, “MAY”, and “OPTIONAL” in this document are to be interpreted as described in [RFC2119].

All sections and appendixes, except “Scope” and “Introduction”, are normative, unless they are explicitly indicated to be informative.

3.2 Definitions

None.

3.3 Abbreviations

	ADRR
	Architecture Document review Report

	OMA
	Open Mobile Alliance

	WG
	Working Group


4. Introduction

The OMA Process document [OMAProcess] requires that all specifications have both Requirements and Architecture Documents, each with its own review.  The OMA Process document describes the required Architecture Document as well as rules for how reviews are to be conducted.  This document describes the Architecture Working Group’s procedures for carrying out reviews that comply with the OMA Process document.  

This document describes the nature of the Architecture Documents to be reviewed and also sets expectations for what is needed for a successful in review.  This document also describes the procedures that are followed.

Architecture Documents and reviews serve a number of purposes.  The Architecture Document helps document and clarify the Architecture that specifications will be developed to follow.  The collection of Architecture Documents produced by all OMA WGs (including the Arch WG) describes the complete OMA Architecture.  The Architecture Document also provides enough information to determine that key Requirements can be satisfied in the eventual specification.  It offers an opportunity early in the process of specification development to identify and correct any major technical problems with the proposed solution before developing a detailed specification.

As the OMA Process document stresses: “… there is no ‘Passing’ or ‘Failing’ of a review.  The review permits members to raise issues and comments regarding the work of the various groups, but it is not intended to be a gate or block to work advancing.  That is the role of the Approval activities in Technical Plenary.”  The review provides feedback to the WG that produced the Architecture Document.  That WG ultimately decides how to deal with review recommendations and finally, the Technical Plenary decides how to weigh unresolved or disputed issues in an Architecture Review.

Reviews are OMA wide.  They are hosted and organized by the Architecture WG, but all members of OMA who are eligible to participate in WGs are encouraged to review material on the OMA-ARCH-REVIEW mail list and to participate in reviews.  The wider the feedback from across OMA for these crucial Architecture documents, the better.  To encourage this widespread participation, review announcements will be sent to the TP mailing list to indicate when reviews begin on the Architecture review list.

It is the hope of the Architecture WG that Architecture Document reviews can play an important role in generating strong solutions with widespread support throughout OMA at an early stage in specification creation and that this will lead to quicker development of higher quality specifications.

5. Architecture Review Process

The OMA Process document describes the requirements for Architecture Documents and reviews [OMAProcess].  The relevant sections of that document should be read to thoroughly understand the review process.   It is the intent of this document to outline a set of procedures that ensure compliance with the OMA Process Architecture Document review procedures.

5.1 Architecture Document Template

Working Groups MUST use the Architecture Document template [ArchTemp].

5.2 Expectations for Architecture Documents

Architecture Documents must provide the following:

1. MUST be at a sufficient level of detail to make clear how the specification to be developed solves the types of problems it is designed for.   At the same time, the architectural description should not be more detailed than necessary to meet the expectations described in this section.

2. MUST include a description all of the main functional elements and capabilities relevant to the specification to be developed.  These may include components not developed in OMA that are essential to understanding use of the specification to be developed in OMA.  For example, an Architecture Document for a format for content that is viewable in a web browser may need to indicate some of the key functional components in a browser or server to make clear how the format fits into the larger system.  Similarly, a messaging Architecture Document may need to describe elements or protocols specified in other organizations to make understandable how the specification to be developed fits into an overall architecture. 

3. MUST include a high level description of the major interfaces and protocols.  This should not be a detailed description of every interface or of detailed parameters in interfaces, but should indicate what the nature of the key interfaces are, what the main flows are and what existing or new protocols are used.  If a specification defines only data formats, a high level architectural description should be provided of how the proposed format is to be used.

4. MUST be comprehensive enough to understand how each requirement from the approved Requirements Document and Workitem could be satisfied by the proposed architecture.  There is no need to describe how each requirement is met, but it must be possible for others to look at the requirements and be satisfied that they can be met within the proposed architecture.   For example, if the Architecture Document indicates the general nature of a data format that will be developed, there is no need to go to the level of detail necessary to specify exactly how each requirement will be satisfied as long as it is clear the general approach can be successful.

5. MUST not include any architectural features, elements, interfaces or protocols that cannot have their inclusion traced back to a requirement in the approved Requirements Document or Workitem.  This does not mean the Architecture Document must show specific links to the requirements, but the document must be clear enough and complete enough that someone else could determine what requirements particular architectural features would satisfy.  The proposed architecture provided MUST not go beyond what is needed to meet requirements.  If it does, that indicates that there are hidden requirements that should be made explicit to determine if they are should be approved requirements.

6. MUST indicate where it is planned to deviate from the OMA Architecture Principles [ArchPrin].  The Architecture Document must be detailed enough that areas where the OMA Architecture Principles would be relevant have enough detail to determine whether the solution deviates from these principles.  Where the principles will not be followed, an explanation MUST be given to explain this choice.  As an example, if there are widely used standards in an area and they will not be used, that should be noted in the Architecture Draft with an explanation of why the choice was made.  Deviation from the Architecture Principles does not necessarily mean an unacceptable result in the review.  The review may determine the deviation is appropriate and, in any case, the ultimate outcome is up to the Technical Plenary. 

7. SHOULD indicate areas of the proposed architecture that may be useful for other specifications from other WGs.  These areas are candidates for separating out for possible reuse by others.

8. MUST indicate any known areas where the proposed architecture conflicts either with other Specifications in OMA or with other external widely used standards.  An explanation MUST be provided in this case for why it is appropriate to proceed despite the conflict.

9. MUST indicate any known gaps in the proposed architecture.  This includes any areas where it is known not to meet the approved requirements from the Requirements Document, Workitem or likely requirements for expected future extensions.   A brief description of likely future developments of the proposed architecture is also encouraged.

10. MUST indicate any known Interoperability problems with other similar systems or with end-to-end use of the specification when it is part of a larger system.

11. MUST indicate what provisions, if any, have been made for future extensibility of the proposed architecture.

12. SHOULD provide more general solutions that can have wider applicability where the usual tradeoffs with efficiency warrant a more general solution.

13. SHOULD indicate any areas of the approved Architecture Documents or the OMA Architecture Principles [ArchPrin] that the WG believes inhibit the best possible solutions for the problems addressed by the proposed architecture.  This can help identify parts of the OMA Architecture that need improvement to meet new needs.

14. MUST indicate any important architectural decisions that are still not decided that affect either meeting requirements, consistency with other already approved architecture or adherence to the OMA Architecture Principles.  These areas MUST be addressed in a later follow up review.  WGs should feel free to schedule early architecture reviews even when all issues are not decided.  They just need to point out what architectural work is not yet complete.

15. The Architecture Document should comply with [ConsReview].

5.3 Types of Architecture Reviews

There are 3 types of Architecture reviews.  These are described in the OMA Process document [OMAProcess
].

1. Preliminary Informal Review.  These are reviews of early drafts of Architecture Documents or of specific issues where a WG wants architectural feedback on a particular issue.  For instance, if there is a particular problem the WG would like feedback on more widely in OMA, it could ask for a review on just that issue.  These reviews are informal.  The WG asking for the review will take the information from commenters on the review list for its consideration on the issue it raised.

Preliminary Informal Reviews are highly recommended. The first such review should occur early  - for example when an Architecture Document is approximately 25 percent complete. Additional informal reviews are also encouraged (e.g. at 50 percent and 75 percent completion).

2. Formal Architecture Document review.  This is the formal review of an Architecture Document associated with a developing specification.  More details on the procedure for this review are found below.

3. Follow-up review.  In some cases, issues are identified during an Architecture Document Review that require a Follow-up review.  Additionally, development of specifications can lead to the realization that the proposed architecture needs to change.  Whenever the Architecture Document changes in substantive ways after the Formal Architecture Document Review there will be a follow up review aimed at just the changed material.  Generally, this review will occur on the OMA-ARCH-REVIEW mail list for 7 days unless the changes are so great that 2-week period is needed.  The procedure for this review is similar to the Formal Architecture Document review procedure described below.  As just noted, the Follow-up can have an email review period as shorter than the original review.  Also, the Architecture Chair or his or her delegate MAY decide to conduct the review entirely on the mail list without a teleconference or face to face. 


5.4 Preliminary Informal Review

The following process applies to informal reviews:

1. The requesting WG MUST mail a request for an informal review to the OMA-ARCH-REVIEW mailing list asking for a review.  The subject line MUST begin with [Informal Review Request – suggested title].  E.g. [Informal Review Request – Download DRM]. 

2. The request MUST contain an URL for the document to be reviewed located on the requesting WGs website.  The request MAY contain a suggestion for the duration of the review.

3. The Architecture WG Chair or his or her delegate will respond with mail starting the review and setting a time period in which to gather information for the review on the email list.  This announcement will repeat the information about where to find the document to review.  The Architecture WG Chair or delegate will decide whether the review warrants a notification mail to the TP list.   If the topic is deemed not appropriate for Architecture sponsored review, the review request will be declined.  

4. All mail related to the review on the list will begin with [Informal – suggested title].  E.g. [Informal – Download DRM authorization expiration question].  All OMA members eligible to participate in WGs are encouraged to submit comments.

5. No review report will be generated.   The requesting WG will use the feedback gathered as it sees fit.

6. An Informal AD review MAY precede TP approval of the corresponding Requirements Document.

5.5 Formal Architecture Document Review Process

The following process applies to Formal Architecture Document reviews:

1. The requesting WG MUST mail a request for a formal review to the OMA-ARCH-REVIEW mailing list asking for a review.  The subject line MUST begin with [Formal Review Request – suggested title].  E.g. [Formal Review Request – Download DRM]
2. The request MUST contain an URL for the document to be reviewed located on the requesting WGs website. The request MUST also contain the URL of the Approved Requirements Document(s) the architecture satisfies.  The request MAY also contain a desired duration of the email review that must be at least 2 weeks.  Requests MAY also be made for face-to-face review sessions at one of the OMA wide meetings, but the normal case is to review by teleconference.

3. The WG requesting the review SHOULD also be aware that any terms to be defined in their Specifications SHOULD come from the OMA Dictionary [Dictionary] that is maintained by the Architecture WG.  Requests to add or change terms in the dictionary should be sent in an email to the OMA-PLENARY mail list with subject line beginning with [Dictionary].  That request can contain suggested definitions or just the terms that need to be defined.  

4. The Architecture WG Chair or his or her delegate will respond to the review request by sending mail to the review list starting the review and setting a time period in which to gather comments on the email list and specifying the time for a teleconference or face to face.   This announcement will repeat the information about where to find the document to review.  The Architecture WG Chair or delegate will send notification mail to the OMA-REVIEWS list to encourage widespread participation in the review.

5. All mail related to the review on the list will begin with [Formal - suggested title].  

6. All OMA members eligible to participate in WGs are encouraged to submit comments during the period of the review.  The WG that initiated the review is encouraged to attempt to resolve issues on the mail list (or to report resolutions to the list).

7. The WG that requested the review MUST create a list of all issues raised on the review list.  This should include an issue number to identify the issue, a very brief (few words) description of the issue, a URL pointing to the mail describing the issue on the review list, and an indication of the resolution if there is one.  This should be mailed to the review list no later than 1 business day before the review teleconference or face-to-face.  This document is the basis of the Architecture Document Review Report (ADRR). The WG that requested the review MUST appoint an ADRR editor.

8. The review teleconference or face to face will focus on unresolved issues and clarification of issues that need further discussion.   All OMA members eligible to participate in WGs are welcome to participate.

9. All issues raised on the mail list that are judged by the moderator (the Arch WG Chair or delegate) to be in scope will be included in the ADRR produced by the WG that requested the review.  

10. The WG that requested the review is responsible for continuing work on the ADRR after the telecom or face to face.  Issues where the submitter is not satisfied MUST be called out by the ADRR editor in a separate section.   The WG must decide how to handle each issue and MUST produce a version of the Architecture Document with all changes that resulted from the review.  The WG sends both ADRR and new version of the Architecture Document to the Architecture review list.

11. The Architecture WG Chair or delegate then creates the final ADRR by adding a review summary at the top of the ADRR stating the Architecture WGs opinion on the review and a brief summary of the review teleconference (or face to face).  This Architecture WG opinion could include a request for a follow up review for parts of the Architecture Document.   Where there are unresolved issues and the WG wishes to proceed anyway, the review concludes with the Architecture WG opinion on the review included in the Review Report.  The review is not a gating function when the WG decides to move on.  The Architecture WG review opinion MAY highlight any concerns of the Architecture WG or opinions about unresolved issues or could indicate the Architecture WG has no major concerns about the Architecture Document. 

12. As described in the OMA Process document [OMAProcess
], the WG submits the Architecture Document and final ADRR as part of the package they submit to the Technical Plenary for consideration when requesting approval of a Specification. 

5.6 Follow-up Architecture Review Process

The following process applies to follow up reviews:

1. Follow up reviews can occur because the Architecture WG asked for a Follow-up as part of a Formal Architecture Document Review or because the WG made substantive changes to their Architecture Document after the Formal Architecture Document Review.  Follow up reviews are limited to the changes made in the Architecture Document.

2. The WG MUST mail a request for Follow Up Review to the OMA-ARCH-REVIEW mailing list asking for a review.  The subject line MUST begin with [Follow Up Review Request – suggested title].  E.g. [Follow Up Review Request – Download DRM]

3. The request MUST contain an URL for the document to be reviewed located on the requesting WGs website.  The requester MAY also indicate whether they would prefer a teleconference following the mail review or whether they prefer to complete the review on the mail list without a teleconference.

4. The Architecture WG Chair or a delegate responds to the review list starting the review and setting a time period in which to gather comments.   This announcement will repeat the information about where to find the document to review.  A decision will be announced in this response about whether another teleconference will be held.  The Architecture WG Chair or delegate will decide whether the review warrants a notification mail to the TP list.

5. All mail related to the review on the list will begin with [Follow Up – suggested title].  All OMA members eligible to participate in WGs are encouraged to submit comments.

6. After the follow up review period (and possible telecom), the Review Report will be updated by the WG that owns the Architecture Document.  This update will indicate any new issues or changes to the resolution of issues.  An updated version of the Architecture Document MUST be posted to the OMA-ARCH-REVIEW list if the Follow up resulted in changes. The Architecture WG Chair or delegate will update the Architecture WG opinion after the WG completes its portion.  The result is mailed to the Architecture Review list and closes the follow up review.

Appendix A. Change History
(Informative)

A.1 Approved Version History

	Reference
	Date
	Description

	OMA-ARCH_Review_Process-V1_0_0-20030815-A
	15 Aug 2003
	Approved by Technical Plenary

	OMA-ARCHReviewProcess-V1_1-20050113-A
	13 Jan 2005
	Approved by Technical Plenary, uploaded with new name

	OMA-ORG-ARCHReviewProcess-V1_2-20050712-A
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