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1 Scope

The scope of this specification is to define the operations and processes of the Technical Plenary of OMA.

2 References

2.1 Normative References

	[OMAIOP]
	“OMA Interoperability Process”. Open Mobile Alliance. OMA‑IOPProcess‑V1_8. 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

	[OMAIPR]
	Open Mobile Alliance( IPR Guidelines available at URL:http://www.openmobilealliance.org/ipr.html 

	[OMA_AoA]
	Open Mobile Alliance( Articles of Association available at URL:http://www.openmobilealliance.org/


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.

All figures are informative unless explicitly indicated to be normative.

3.2 Definitions

	BoF Group
	An informal, short-lived group that may examine issues which are not covered or addressed within a formal group

	Committee
	A group chartered by the Technical Plenary to perform specific support tasks

	Consensus
	Consensus is the overwhelming support for a proposal, with no sustained objections from members

	Group
	The Technical Plenary, Working Group, Sub-Working Group, Committee or BoF Group .

	Liaison contact
	A person assigned by the Technical Plenary responsible for the maintenance of a specific liaison relationship.

	Liaison coordinator
	A person assigned to manage general liaison activity in the Technical Plenary.

	Liaison group contact
	A person assigned in a group (e.g. Working Group or Sub-Working Group) responsible for supporting the liaison with a specific liaison partner. 

	Membership Rights
	Rights granted members, by member classification, as determined and published by the OMA Board of Directors.

	Officer
	An officer is a chair or vice-chair of a group

	Ratification
	The act of confirming or accepting (an agreement) by formal consent (decision making, i.e. consensus or voting)

	Sub-committee
	A committee chartered by a committee to perform specific technical work within the domain of the parent committee.

	Sub-Working Group
	A group chartered by a Working Group to perform specific technical work within the domain of the parent Working Group

	Submitter
	A delegate from a member company who has submitted an Internal Document. A submitter can be the author of the document, any representative of the member companies supporting the document, or any other delegate from a member company asked by the author to present the document.

	Technical Plenary
	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

	Working Group
	A group chartered by the Technical Plenary to perform specific technical work


3.3 Abbreviations

	AD
	Architecture Document

	BoD
	Board of Directors

	BoF
	Birds of a Feather

	CONRR
	Consistency Review Report

	CR
	Change Request

	DTD
	Document Type Definition

	ERELD
	Enabler Release Definition

	ERP
	Enabler Release Package

	ETR
	IOP Enabler Test Requirements Document

	ETS
	IOP Enabler Test Specification

	EVP
	IOP Enabler Validation Plan

	IOP
	Interoperability

	IPR
	Intellectual Property Right

	LRR
	Liaison Relationship Request

	NDA
	Non-Disclosure Agreement

	OMA
	Open Mobile Alliance

	PR
	Problem Report

	RD
	Requirements Document

	REL
	Release Planning and Management committee

	RRELD
	Reference Release Definition

	RRP
	Reference Release Package

	SWG
	Sub-Working Group

	TFP
	Test Files Package

	TP
	Technical Plenary

	TWG
	Technical Working Group

	WAP
	Wireless Application Protocol

	WG
	Working Group

	WI
	Work Item

	WID
	Work Item Document


4 Introduction

For OMA to operate smoothly, there are rules to be followed.  This document lays out some of the rules by which participants to the OMA Technical Plenary are expected to adhere.

The processes covered in this document do not address all details of the various activities that will take place in OMA TP.  Further, as experience and expectations of the membership improve, changes to these processes may be desirable to address the changing needs of the organization and its members.

4.1 Version 1.5

This revision adds changes for 
· Proactive Release Management including updates to Work Item creation, AD document Approval.

· Adds INF document type.

· Adds Historic state
· Removes the word “Demotion”
· Changes related to the Architecture document

· Other outstanding changes

4.2 Version 1.6
· General clean up and simplification of the text.
· Remove Document types

· Remove Review Meetings

· Add light weight development procedures

· Review Process

· Align AD and RD Process flow

· Merge of Sub WG and Adhoc WG concepts

· Revised Meeting Notice section

· Add Test File Package

· Remove Appendix B ABFN grammar for document names
· Remove Principles of operation

4.3 Version 1.7

· Clarification of role of chair for timely decision making

· Revised handling of votes

· Allow for broader use of lightweight development procedures

· Introduction of Closure Reviews

· Text on large scale editing efforts introduced

4.4 Version 1.8

· Add timeout alternative for Release Validation

· Voting on technical issues is not confidential

· Clarification of handling of Candidate and Approved material

· Correct inconsistencies in voting text.

· Updated Architecture procedures

4.5 Version 1.9

· Added Overview Document stages

· Corrected Public Review text.
5 OMA Organisational Structure

5.1 Technical Plenary

The Technical Plenary (TP) is a chartered committee of the Board of Directors (BoD). The Board of Directors delegates TP with responsibility for technical specification drafting activities, approval and maintenance of technical specifications, and resolution of technical issues.

5.2 Group Types

The group types within the TP comprise the TP itself and groups subordinate to the TP.  The TP has four types of subordinate groups:
· Working Groups
· Committees

· Sub-Working Groups and Sub-Committees

· Birds of a Feather (BoF) Groups 
All activities conducted in the TP and its subordinate groups SHALL be within the scope of the TP charter. The TP may assign new work items to existing groups or may charter a new group to carry out the work item.  The Working Groups, Committees and Birds of a Feather Groups all report directly to the TP.  Sub-working groups report to the parent group. Group names and abbreviated form SHOULD reflect the work they are responsible for.
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Figure 1: Model of Group Hierarchy (Informative)
5.2.1 Working Groups (WG)
Working Groups (WGs) are chartered by TP to handle one or more work items.  WGs will normally be formed around a functional area, Examples of groups include the Requirements Group, the Architecture Group and the Interoperability Group. . WGs MAY produce normative or informative documents.  All permanent documents produced by the WG that are intended to be published as OMA deliverables MUST be approved by TP.  WGs SHALL handle liaison requests as defined in Section 9.  WGs MAY create Sub-Working Groups to address specific topics within their charter.

5.2.2 Committees of Technical Plenary (TP Committees)
Committees are chartered by the TP to handle one or more tasks. An example is the Release Planning and Management committee. Committees MAY produce normative or informative documents, but SHALL NOT produce specifications.  The work of Committees is not based on Work Items.  Committees MAY handle liaison requests as defined in Section 9 of the process document. Committees MAY create Sub-Committees to help address topics within their charter.
5.2.3 Sub-Working Groups (SWG) and Sub-Committees

A SWG does not require a charter. A SWG is bound by the charter of its parent WG and by the scope of the Work Items that are assigned to the WG. A Sub-Working Group MUST observe the same process as the parent WG. The structure, organization and officer appointments of SWGs are at the discretion of the parent WG.  A SWG MAY produce normative or informative documents.  All permanent documents produced by the SWG MAY be agreed by the SWG, but MUST be passed to the parent WG for decision-making. SWGs MAY process liaison requests and responses as defined in Section 9.  SWGs SHALL NOT create SWGs under them.

Where sub-committees are formed by committees the processes applied SHALL be those that apply to SWGs in this section.

5.2.4 Informal Groups

One type of informal group is currently defined

5.2.4.1 Birds of a Feather (BoF)

BoFs are authorized by the TP to handle a specific task. BoFs serve as a forum for a presentation, discussion or exploration of topics with limited scope. BoFs SHALL NOT produce normative documents but MAY produce informative documents. BoFs SHALL NOT process liaison requests. 
The outcome of a BoF MAY be a recommendation to further work on the subject by creating WIs. The BoF MAY recommend its own closure.

The outcome of the BoF MUST be documented as an informational report under TP. All Permanent documents produced by the BoF MUST be approved by the TP. All recommendations and actions resulting from the report MUST be passed to the TP for decision-making.

Members, separately from the BoF, MAY also propose actions such as WIs or Input Documents to the TP or other groups as a result of the BoF.
5.2.4.2 Birds of a Feather – Authorization procedures
A request for a BoF MUST be made to the TP as follows:

i) The proposer(s) generate a request for a BoF that MUST include:
· a brief synopsis of the subject to be discussed
· its scope
· the expected outputs 
· the expected lifespan

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

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

· a proposed name including the abbreviated form.

ii) The proposer MUST work with the TP Officers to ensure the proposed scope of the BoF is consistent with the scope of TP and does not overlap with an existing activity within TP.
iii) The resulting request MUST be presented to the TP for review.  The review allows comments to be made, but does not allow formal objection.

iv) Following the review, TP Officers SHALL work with the proposers to address any review comments. The outcome of the review is one of the following:
· The BoF is authorized
· The BoF is authorized with reduced scope, or a modified lifespan.

· The BoF is not authorized
· Where the BoF is not authorized due to overlap in scope with an existing activity in the TP, the BoF proposers are encouraged to take the proposal to the affected activity. Alternatively the proposers may resubmit an updated proposal.
5.2.5 Rules of Engagement Summarized
	
	WG
	SWG
	TP Committees
	BoFs

	Terse Definition
	Handles a functional Area in OMA
	Handles a clear defined work area under the WG’s Functional Area
	Assists TP in specific tasks
	A group of members to explore a specific area of interest inside OMA

	Reports to
	TP
	WG
	TP
	TP

	Charter
	YES; Approved at TP
	NO: bound by the parent group’s charter and the scope of its Work Items
	YES; Approved at TP
	NO

	Lifespan
	As indicated in the charter
	As  decided by the Parent Group
	As indicated in the charter
	Decided at the time of creation

	Officers
	Chair / Vice Chair(s); Election to be conducted by TP
	Chair / Vice Chair(s); Election to be conducted by the WG
	Chair / Vice Chair(s); Election to be conducted by TP
	Convener assigned by TP (e.g. the requestor)

	Documents
	MAY create normative or informative documents 
	MAY create normative or informative documents
	MAY create normative or informative documents (no specifications)
	SHALL create informative documents only

	External Liaison
	Yes; Bound by liaison process
	Yes; Bound by liaison process via its parent WG
	Yes; Bound by liaison process
	No

	Group Type
	Formal Group
	Formal Group
	Formal Group
	Informal Group


Table 1: Responsibilities of Groups in Technical Plenary

5.3 Electronic Working

Groups SHALL use electronic means to execute their responsibilities as much as possible, so as to reduce the necessity for physical meetings.

Groups SHALL use a web page for sharing information.  The web page SHALL link all meeting documents, meeting calendars, meeting reports,  liaison statements etc., and be available to all members(subject to membership rights. 
6 Additional Process, Procedures and Guidelines
This process document defines the high-level process for TP. Additional materials addressing areas of process, procedures and guidelines may be developed. These are characterized as follows:

Process
High-level description of an activity with particular focus on the expected outcomes. These  should not provide excessive detail on the mechanisms used to accomplish the stated objectives.  Process documents are generally normative and should be clear and concise.

Procedures
Description  of the specific actions required for an activity (e.g. use of specific tools, email lists or portal actions). Procedures change with the environment they apply to. (e.g. if a portal update changes how data is represented, a revision to the procedures may be needed).  Procedure documents are generally normative as the specific sequences involved can be explicit.

Guidelines
Recommendations on how things should be done (e.g. best practices, instructions in templates).  Guidelines may not be explicitly labelled as such, but the purpose is the same. Guideline documents are generally informative as they provide helpful guidance and not explicit actions.

WGs may develop and use additional processes or procedures as appropriate. These shall be consistent with the processes in this document.  WGs are encouraged to develop guidelines for activities unique to their operation.
7 Meetings

7.1 Meeting Notice Period

Meeting notices allow members to make timely arrangements for their attendance, or permit members unable to participate to arrange other forms of involvement.

Meeting notices SHALL consist of a meeting entry in the meeting calendar for the involved WG(s).  The meeting entry SHALL include date, time and type of meeting (e.g. conference call, interim, co-located w/TP).  Joint meetings SHALL list all involved WGs.  Face-to-face meetings SHALL include the location (detail to at least the city involved).  If the meeting addresses a specific purpose (e.g.  resolve RDRR comments), that purpose SHALL be noted in the meeting entry.

The meeting notice period for electronic meetings (e.g. conference calls) SHALL be minimum 14 days. Meeting notices for electronic meetings SHALL include meeting access information (e.g. call details). The meeting notice period for face-to-face meetings, SHALL be minimum 30 days.  Groups SHOULD consider travel related issues (e.g. visa turn-around times) which may impact members’ ability to participate. 

Meeting notices SHOULD provide information on local transportation, food and lodging options and registration requirements if any. This more detailed information SHOULD be provided in a timely fashion, but is not held to the minimum 30 day meeting notice period.
7.1.1 Rescheduling of a Meeting 

· When a meeting is rescheduled, a revised meeting notice is REQUIRED. Revised meeting notices are not held to the meeting notice period, but the following conditions apply:  
· the rescheduled meeting SHALL NOT take place before the originally planned meeting
· the revised meeting notice SHALL be issued no less than 10 days before the rescheduled meeting 

Change of venue SHOULD be avoided, because of impacts on travel costs and logistics.  For a change of venue, WG officers SHOULD consider travel related issues (e.g. visa turn-around times) which may impact members’ ability to participate.

7.2 Participation in Meetings and Votes

Participation in meetings and voting shall be open to all OMA members subject to their Membership Rights.

7.3 Joint Meetings

Joint Meetings MAY be called for discussion between groups and MAY involve any number of groups at any level of OMA. Deciding to hold joint meetings SHALL be agreed by the officers of the groups involved. Provisions regarding document availability (section 11.5) and decision making (section 10) SHALL apply to Joint Meetings. If items are addressed which were not previously notified then any decisions on such items SHALL be provisional and MUST be ratified by the participating groups.
A regular meeting MAY be converted into a joint meeting without the need for an additional Meeting Notice Period (see 7.1), however the Meeting Notice SHALL be communicated via all the involved groups’ mailing lists in advance.

7.4 IPR Calls in Meetings

All OMA members are contractually bound to the IPR policy under terms of the Membership Application and these IPR Guidelines must be followed. OMA meetings SHALL have an IPR call where a reminder of the IPR policy and the duties and obligations of OMA members is provided.  The text for the reminder notice will be documented and may be revised as needed. More details on the IPR disclosure policy is documented in the OMA IPR Procedural Guidelines [OMAIPR].
8 Officers

8.1 Responsibilities of Officers

In performing their tasks, officers SHALL maintain strict impartiality and act in the interest of OMA.
8.1.1 Responsibilities of the Chair

The chair shall be responsible for the overall management of the work within the group and shall ensure that:

· The group follows the processes defined in this document or any other processes or procedures approved by TP.

· The work within the group progresses in a timely manner.

Chairs SHALL, after a reasonable period of discussion time, use means to quickly reach a decision including (but not limited to):

· invite single or few objectors to no longer sustain their objections

· informal voting
· formal voting
· The work and progress of the group is appropriately communicated through regular status reports to the TP.

A list of the current tasks associated with the chairs responsibilities is to be found on the website.

8.1.2 Responsibilities of the Vice-Chair

The vice-chair shall support the chair to ensure the chair’s overall responsibilities are carried out. The chair may delegate tasks to the vice-chair, including chairing the group as and when necessary. 
8.1.3 Responsibilities of the Convener or Interim Chair
The convener or Interim Chair shall be responsible for the overall management of the work within the group for which convener or Interim Chair is appointed. The responsibilities SHALL be those equivalent to a chair (see 8.1.1).

8.2 Election and Removal of Officers

8.2.1 Notification Periods

A Notice Period of at least 14 days shall be given for all elections and removal of officers. A Notice Period is the time during which a candidate for an officer position may announce his/her candidature.

An officer candidate shall provide a letter of support from the member employing the candidate. The letter of support shall state patronage for the candidate’s nomination, and identify that the candidate shall allocate the necessary resources to properly execute the officer position. A letter of support SHALL NOT be required for Convenors.

A Consultation Period of 7 days shall take place before the start of the election. A Consultation Period is the time between the end of the Notice Period and the start of the voting, allowing members to consider the nominated candidates.

8.2.2 Elections of Officers

Ballots for Officer elections SHALL be confidential.  

The election of chairs and vice-chairs for a group SHALL NOT be conducted concurrently. When a group needs both a chair as well as a vice-chair, the election of the chair SHALL be conducted first followed by the election for the vice-chair(s). If an officer position becomes vacant, the parent group SHOULD appoint an interim officer until a new officer is elected.
8.2.2.1 Officers of Formal Groups
A chair, and as many vice chairs as needed, shall be elected by the members. Elections of SWG/Sub-Committee officers are done in a more light-weight manner than for WGs and Committees.
Candidates for officer positions shall be elected on the basis of their suitability and capability for the office, and not for the member they are employed by. Elected the officers shall perform their duties of office to the best of their abilities.

The parent group shall appoint an interim chair to convene the first meeting of a group. Interim vice chairs shall be appointed by the group itself. The election for the interim chair and vice-chairs shall take place within the first two face-to-face meetings of the group Officer elections for the group SHALL begin no later than 3 months after its creation.

8.2.2.2 Officers of Informal Groups

For any informal groups (section 5.2.4) a convener shall be appointed by the convening group.  A formal nomination or election process is NOT required for informal groups.

8.2.2.3 Member Ability to Vote

Officers shall be elected by the members subject to their Membership Rights [OMA_AoA].

8.2.2.4 Ballot Process

In case there is a single candidate a ballot is not necessary and the parent group chair SHALL declare the candidate as the winner.

In case there are multiple candidates for chair, a ballot shall be used. If no candidate has obtained greater than 50% of the votes cast, a further ballot shall be held, in which the candidate with the highest vote is elected. In case there are multiple candidates for vice-chair, a ballot shall be used.  The candidates with the highest number of votes shall be elected for the available vice-chair positions.

Abstentions or failure to submit a vote shall NOT be included in determining the number of votes cast. The parent group chair shall be responsible for the voting process and shall ensure that confidentiality is maintained, except for TP Chair Elections. In this election, the interim TP chair, or appointed member of the BoD, shall oversee the election.

TP officers’ election results shall be notified to the BoD, which ratifies the results. For all other groups the parent group shall be notified, which ratifies the election results, and the BoD shall be informed.

8.2.2.5 Resolution of Ties During Voting

If a vote results in a tie, the parent group SHALL announce the tie and provide a 7 day consultation period. During this period candidates MAY withdraw their nomination. At the end of the consultation period, the parent group SHALL hold a ballot process, in which the candidate with the highest number of votes is elected. If the tie persists, this step SHALL be repeated till the tie is resolved.

8.2.2.6 Term of Office

Officers shall be appointed for a two year term of office. In case the life time for the group is shorter than two years, the term will end when the group closes. Elections shall be held every two years, or when the office becomes vacant, whichever is the sooner.  Officers may serve for consecutive terms.

8.2.2.7 Change in an Elected Officer’s Company Affiliation

If an elected officer has any change in company affiliation, the following process SHALL be followed:

8.2.2.7.1 Requirement to Give Notice

The officer SHALL immediately notify the officers of the parent group of the change in affiliation. The notification SHALL include a statement whether the officer wishes to continue in the elected office if possible. In that case, the process described in 8.2.2.7.3 below SHALL be followed.

8.2.2.7.2 Questioning in Confidence

If an affiliation change has occurred without notification, a member MAY raise the question with the officers of the parent group. The officers of the parent group SHALL promptly and confidentially investigate whether such a change may have taken place.  The identity of the member raising the question SHALL remain confidential.
If the officers of the parent group decide that a change of company affiliation has taken place they SHALL in confidence notify the affected officer and request a timely explanation., The deadline for reply shall be clearly stated and be at least seven days.  If an explanation is not timely received, or if, in the sole determination of the officers of the parent group, a change in affiliation has occurred, the change SHALL be deemed to have occurred, and the process described in 8.2.2.7.3 SHALL be followed.

8.2.2.7.3 Procedure Following Notice

An elected officer SHALL be deemed to have resigned forthwith 

· if the officer has become unemployed, or 
· if the elected officer has become affiliated with a company that is not a member of OMA, or 
· if the officer’s affiliation is with a member of a membership class not permitted for the officer role in question, or

· if the officer does not confirm their willingness to continue in the elected role in a timely fashion, or

· if the member communicates that it does not intend to support the continuation of the officer’s officer-ship.

In the case of resignation the process described in 8.2.2.7.5 below SHALL be followed.

Otherwise, the officers of the parent group shall seek a letter of support for the continuation of the officer’s elected office from the officer’s new member company and the process described in 8.2.2.7.4 SHALL be followed.

8.2.2.7.4 Vote of Affirmation

A confidential ballot SHALL be taken on the question, “Shall this officer remain in office for the balance of the elected term?” If greater than 50% of the votes cast are in favour, the officer MAY continue in the elected position for the balance of the elected term.  

Otherwise, the officer SHALL be deemed to have resigned forthwith and the process described in 8.2.2.7.5 below SHALL be followed. 

8.2.2.7.5 Actions Following Resignation

In case of resignation, an officer of the parent group SHALL notify the affected group, and start a new election.  The officers of the parent group SHALL ensure the affected group has interim leadership. Where the resigning officer is the chair they SHALL appoint an interim chair from the vice-chair(s) if any. If there were no vice chairs, or the vice chairs are unable to serve, they SHALL appoint an interim chair.

8.2.3 Removal of Officers

A secret ballot shall be taken for the proposal to remove an officer because of a failure to effectively perform their duties, if requested by 30% of the members. 67% or more of the votes cast are required to recommend removal. The parent group shall, subject to due diligence, remove the officer on the recommendation of the group.

9 Liaison

The Liaison process SHALL be used for information exchange with external organizations.

9.1 Liaison Relationships

Due to the nature of relationships with external organizations and the legal obligations that may be created, the TP SHALL follow the terms established by the BoD (e.g. in a Cooperation Agreement/Framework).

9.1.1 Information on Established Liaison Relationships

OMA maintains information regarding all active relationships at an appropriate web location. The TP SHALL assign a Liaison coordinator to manage all general liaison activity in the TP.

The information contained for each relationship should include:

· Name of the External Organization

· Liaison Contact information
· Scope for communication, outlining the types of material (e.g. drafts, roadmaps, Work Items) that can be communicated

· Record of exchanged Liaison Documents 

The TP works closely with the BoD to make sure the information stays current.

9.1.2 Request to Create or Modify a Liaison Relationship

The TP may accept requests from WGs or Committees for any new or modified liaison relationship. Such requests SHALL use the appropriate template for Liaison Relationship Requests (LRR).
Inbound Liaison Documents requesting consideration of a liaison relationship should be presented to TP.

LRRs should contain the following information:

· Name of the External Organisation 

· Organization contact information (including URL) 

· Proposed scope of the relationship

· Proposed point-of-contact

· Nature of the material expected to be exchanged
· Justification for establishing the relationship

OMA keeps records of events related to the establishment of Liaison Relationships.

9.1.3 Response to Liaison Relationship Request
Upon approving LRRs, the TP will work with the BoD to establish the liaison relationship. A report will be presented to the TP with the results of the activity.  The report should include any relevant conditions or terms pertaining to the established relationship, such as scope, IPR restrictions (potentially placing further restrictions on the information that can be exchanged) and expiration.

A report will also be required if a LRR is not approved.  In this case the notification should indicate key difficulties or conditions that were unacceptable.  These should be considered for any future LRRs.

9.1.4 Liaison Contacts

Each Liaison Relationship should have an assigned Liaison Contact, who will be responsible for the maintenance of the relationship. The Liaison Contacts will help to make sure groups are properly responding to incoming Liaison Documents. The Liaison Contact will assist in the delivery of incoming Liaison Documents without specific delivery instructions.  The Liaison Contact will assist in coordinating responses that include material from more than one WG. The Liaison Contact should work with the External Organization on the proper distribution method for liaison documents.

9.1.5 Approving a Liaison Document

TP may approve Liaison Documents to External Organizations.  Such approval may be achieved by:

· WGs being empowered with the scope of a relationship (e.g. MMS scope MAY be assigned to MMS group) and then approving the Liaison Documents themselves.  WGs SHALL obtain such empowerment by informing TP of its requirements, and such empowerment being posted on the OMA website.  If the Liaison Document goes beyond the scope assigned to a WG, either the Liaison Document approval or scope expansion SHALL be sought from TP.

WGs MAY delegate to SWGs the processing of Liaison Documents. SWGs SHALL inform the WWG of all exchanged Liaison Documents.

· When not empowered to communicate directly with the external organization, WGs will present Liaison Documents to TP for approval.

WGs SHALL periodically inform TP of any exchanged liaisons with external fora.

9.1.6 Sending a Liaison Document to an External Organisation

Within the scope of an established Liaison Relationship, Liaison Documents MAY be exchanged with the External Organization. All such Liaison Documents will be sent on the appropriate exploder. Sending of Liaison Documents should be performed by designated Liaison Contacts, where established. Otherwise, the Liaison Coordinator will assist the group officers. Liaison Documents outside the scope of an existing liaison relationship will be handled according to section 9.1.7. Liaison Documents may be received by a variety of methods.  The preferred method is via delivery to the assigned Liaison Contact (or Liaison coordinator for unassigned relationships). The Liaison Contact will record such receipt, and send an acknowledgement to the sending organization.

Liaison Documents from External Organizations that do not have a relationship with OMA should be treated as a general Input Document from non-member entities so that issues related to embedded IPR can be handled. WGs should forward any such Liaisons to the appropriate Mail List and be careful in consideration of any information that may have been submitted.

9.1.7 Handling of Liaison

Each group SHOULD assign a Liaison group contact for each liaison relationship it actively uses.

Upon receiving a liaison document (see 9.1.6), the group shall consider the material, determine the necessary actions,  and  provide a response where required. 

Where the initial receiving group is unable to provide a response due to issues of scope or where another group is more appropriate to address some or all of the liaison the liaison shall be transferred to the other OMA group.

Where the received liaison addresses issues spanning more than one OMA group the groups shall provide the responses to the relevant portions of the received liaison. Groups may provide a single consolidated response or separate responses, but shall cooperate to ensure all aspects are covered in the response(s) sent.

Responses shall address all the points requested and SHALL be in accordance with the terms of the liaison relationship (see 9.1.3, 9.1.6, 9.1.5 or 9.2).  Where these two objectives are in conflict with the terms of the liaison agreement shall take precedence. 

9.2 Handling Communications Beyond Scope of Relationship

There may be communications to External Organizations with which OMA does not have a relationship, or which go outside the scope of an existing relationship. In these cases, exceptional consideration is required.

9.2.1 Sending Information

Requests to send such information must be presented to TP for consideration.  If approved, TP will work with the appropriate parties (e.g. BoD) to determine if the desired information will be permitted or whether reduced information exchange is appropriate.

When sent, the information should include clear information related to the IPR status of the material. Appropriate copyright notices and references should be used to preserve the rights of OMA and its member companies.

9.2.2 Receiving Information

OMA is not expected to block Liaison Documents or other Input Documents sent by other organizations.  Therefore, there is a possibility that IPR may be submitted. The following MUST be done in response to such unsolicited communications:

· An acknowledgement SHALL be sent to the source of the material.  If the material did not disclose the IPR status of the material, the acknowledgement will solicit such disclosure.

· A follow-up notice shall be sent to members to inform them of the IPR status. This will include any updates received in response to the solicitation above.  The notice will be used to remind members that IPR from non-OMA members may have been included in the contribution and that they should take care in its use.

· The liaison archive will record the source material as well as any subsequent communications related to IPR status. Appropriate information regarding the nature of possible IPR should also be noted.
10 Technical Decision Making

As part of their responsibilities defined in section 9.1, officers need to ensure efficient and effective decision-making.

The decision making process in TP is intended to be as inclusive as possible. TP shall attempt to use consensus to make decisions. If consensus cannot be reached, voting mechanisms may be used.

Formal notice SHALL be given for decision making, e.g.

· Inclusion of a document on an agenda, proposing a specific decision to be taken (e.g. Change Request)

· Inclusion of an item directly in the agenda (e.g. proposed next meeting date)

· Items proposed for approval via the group mailing list (e.g. agreement a document revision)

· Inclusion of a document for decision in an electronic Review, Comment and Approval event

· Inclusion of a document for decision in an e-vote event

The above list is not exhaustive. There SHALL be no distinction in the decision-making merit of real-time or non-real-time meetings.
10.1 Seeking consensus

Groups shall endeavour to reach consensus on all decisions. Informal methods of reaching consensus are encouraged (e.g. a show of hands). 

Groups SHOULD attempt to ensure contributions relating to the same subject matter are considered together before being disposed. However the chair SHALL ensure that progress is not delayed by unavailable contributions or participants.
Agreement shall be sought in all forms of meeting.  

10.1.1 Handling objections when seeking consensus

Objections from a small minority should be minuted and the objecting delegates should be questioned if having their objections minuted is sufficient and they agree to not sustain their objections. If such agreements are secured, then there is consensus for approving the proposal. If such agreements are not secured, then the proposal is not agreed and further action SHALL be taken (e.g. the proposal is withdrawn, updated, or voted on). Members are discouraged from sustaining their objections when it is clear that they would be overruled by a vote were one to take place. 

10.1.2 Consensus in Real-Time meetings

In real-time meetings, consensus can be determined by receiving no sustained objections to a proposal. Efforts to immediately resolve or record objections can be taken to attempt to achieve consensus.

Where attendance is sparse when viewed from normal participation levels, potentially controversial proposals should be made available to the broader membership. The chair is responsible for ensuring such opportunity for participation in the decision making process. Sparsely attended meetings should not be used to drive through proposals that would not have broad support. Following a decision-making meeting, a summary of decisions and document dispositions SHALL be published as soon as is practical. This will be addressed if the meeting minutes are available in a timely fashion.
When there is insufficient time for review in a real-time meeting, non-real-time consensus approaches should be considered.

10.1.3 Consensus in Non-Real-Time meetings
Consensus should be developed in non-real-time meetings using Review, Comment and Agreement periods, e.g.

a) Using the group mailing list

b) using Review and Approval (application on the OMA website)

Proposals SHALL be available for a given period. (refer to section 10.1.3.7).

10.1.3.1 Types of Review, Comment and Agreement period

Review, Comment and Agreement periods may take different forms, e.g.

· Comment-only; Solicit comments as a means to facilitate decision-making in a meeting.  Objections SHALL NOT be made. Groups SHALL avoid using the comment-only form to defer making a decision, if a proposal is widely supported

· Decision-making; Seek formal agreement or approval of a proposal. Objections (and comments) MAY be made

10.1.3.2 Actions during the Review, Comment and Agreement period 

Group participants should utilize electronic methods to present their views, whether in support or dissent, with any general comments.  Delegates SHOULD look for solutions to resolve points of dissent raised.  Officers shall moderate, but may delegate this task. Any changes to the proposal that result from such resolution MAY invoke a follow-up Review, Comment and Agreement period.

10.1.3.3 Reasons for holding a Review, Comment and Agreement period 

Review, Comment and Agreement periods MAY be held at regular intervals, to promote efficient progress for contributions of certain types, or MAY be set up for specific events such as:
· following a real-time meeting where a proposal was presented for consideration and was moved to the non-real-time meeting to permit delegates further time to review the proposal

· preceding a real-time meeting to permit delegates who may not be participating in the real-time meeting to contribute to the discussion of the proposal.  

10.1.3.4 Actions following decision-making Review, Comment and Agreement period 

At the end of a decision-making Review, Comment and Agreement period, the set of responses (including any objections) should be considered. If no objection was raised, the proposal is agreed by consensus. If at least one objection was raised, section 10.1.1 applies. In all cases the Officers shall encourage that all comments made are addressed and appropriate responses provided.

10.1.3.5 Follow-up Review, Comment and Agreement periods 

Updates to a proposal to accommodate changes, whether to address points of dissent or to take other editorial material, should be provided in a ‘final’ form with sufficient time for further consideration.  
If the changes are minor (e.g. editorial), such additional Review, Comment and Review MAY be at a reduced period (section 10.1.3.7. 
10.1.3.6 Exceptional circumstances

In exceptional cases a Review, Comment and Agreement period of less than the normal period MAY be called (refer to section 10.1.3.7).  This should be reserved for cases that are expected to be non-controversial and require a special urgency. Groups invoking exceptional circumstances SHALL notify the usage of this mechanism to their parent group.
10.1.3.7 Duration of agreement periods

The following minimum periods shall apply for decision-making:

	Procedure
	Period
	Section

	Formal e-vote
	7 days
	10.2 

	Consensus in Non-Real-Time meetings
	7 days
	10.1.3 

	Review, Comment and Agreement periods
	7 days
	10.1.3 

	Exceptional Review, Comment and Agreement periods
	>= 1 day
	10.1.3.6

	Follow-up Review, Comment and Agreement periods
	>= 3 days
	10.1.3.5 


Table 2: Agreement periods

The Chair or Convenor SHOULD take into account other circumstances (such as major public holidays, weekends, planned meetings, system availability or active discussion) to ensure that sufficient time is available for review, comment and agreement, and MAY extend the Review, Comment and Agreement period beyond the periods specified above.
10.2 Using voting to achieve agreement
If consensus cannot be achieved, a vote MAY be used to reach a decision.  After deciding to take a vote, the chair MAY permit limited discussion to help clarify the issues involved.

There are two types of vote:-

· Informal voting

MAY be conducted during a meeting and/or electronically

is not binding on the group

MAY be used to gauge sentiment and identify the level of support for the proposal within the group

MAY take several forms (e.g. show of hands, email etc.)

does not require notice periods
· Formal voting

SHALL be conducted electronically only (and MAY be in parallel to a meeting)

is binding on the group

MAY be used to reach a final decision on a proposal.

appropriate notice is provided as part of the electronic voting mechanism
on technical issues SHALL be performed with the usage of a non-confidential (i.e. open) ballot
The Chair SHALL ensure that a reasonable period of time for discussion and due notice have been provided prior for items being submitted to a formal vote.

The voting period (section 10.1.3.7) will commence once the proposal has been made available on the voting system. Proposals may be withdrawn before the end of the voting period. Proposals that are withdrawn and modified and resubmitted to the voting system will start a new voting period.

Formal votes shall be considered binding.  The results SHALL be presented (for information) to the parent group with a complete description of the issues and why the vote was taken.
A proposal in a formal vote SHALL be agreed if greater than 50% of the votes cast are in favour. In the exceptional case of voting at TP level on completed specification material prior to Board ratification, the material SHALL be deemed to be approved if at least two thirds of the Full and Sponsor Members vote in favour, as per [OMA_AoA]. In both cases, abstentions or failure to submit a vote shall not be included in determining the number of votes cast. 

The rules for formal vote are summarised in the following table.

	Type of formal vote 
	Threshold for approval

	TP vote on specification material intended to be ratified by the Board
	At least two thirds of those Full and Sponsor Members who cast a vote

	All other formal votes 
	Greater than fifty percent (50%) of those who cast a vote


Eligibility to vote is noted in the Membership Rights.

10.2.1 Phrasing of Voting Questions

The chair ensures that questions to be voted upon shall be phrased in a concise and unambiguous manner. Questions should not be phrased as the “The group shall not do xyz”.  Examples of appropriate questions are: 

· SHALL the group agree the Specification?

· SHALL the liaison be approved? 

· SHALL the new Work Item be approved? 

· SHALL the existing Work Item be stopped? 

If the issue is to choose between two options (i.e. A or B), an example of the appropriate question may be:

· SHALL the group agree Option A or Option B? 

The option receiving the highest number of votes SHALL be the decision of the group. 

If the issue is to choose between three or more options, the group SHOULD use informal voting to reduce the number of options to two, and then use formal voting, if necessary.
10.3 Ratification of Decisions

All formal groups SHALL and TP itself SHOULD ratify decisions made where:

· the document availability and notice to make a decision are not the minimum times defined in this document, or

· a sustained objection has been raised during or before the meeting.

Ratification SHALL be done using the provisions of this document (i.e. agreement of a document recording the decision, for example, the minutes).

Ratification applies to documents relating to formal deliverables (e.g. specifications, change requests) and not to procedural documents (e.g. agenda).

10.4 Appeals

TP decision making SHALL be binding and final.

Where members have issues with the steps leading to a decision or the decision itself, members MAY raise an appeal to the parent group. If the parent group agrees with the appeal, it SHALL request the group to reconsider and document the decision and its rationale. The parent group MAY additionally provide further guidance to the group. If the appeal is not agreed the original decision is ratified (see section 10.3).

Only TP MAY make an appeal, on non-technical grounds, to the BD.
10.5 Voting on Technical Issues

This section provides a summary of the voting procedures defined in section 10.2.
	Procedure
	For additional information see Section

	Before voting, a clear definition of the issues shall be provided by the chair
	10.2

	Members eligible to vote, shall only be entitled to one vote each
	

	Each member may cast its vote as often as it wishes, and the last vote it casts counts
	

	Voting may be performed electronically.
	10.2

	Voting may be performed by show of hands and members announcing their vote verbally one by one, or paper ballots.
	10.2

	The result of the vote shall be recorded in the meeting minutes
	

	Groups may use informal voting to reach consensus. If the Group is still unable to reach consensus, then a formal vote may be taken.  
	10.1

	Each member’s electronic vote shall be electronically acknowledged to confirm participation in the vote.
	

	The voting period for proposals voted in non-real-time shall be  as defined in section 11.1.3.7
	10.1.3


Table 3: Summary overview of Voting Procedures
11 Document Procedures

This section provides information related to the management and handling of documents.
11.1 Permanent Documents

An OMA permanent document is a specification, report etc. which may be publicly available.  By the use of the term ‘permanent’ these documents persist over time and are subject to change requests.
11.1.1 Permanent Document Numbering

The identification of a 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 document. 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.  Please note the availability of information on types used by OMA in section 11.1.5.
	RD, ORG

	<DocNum>
	This field MAY be provided, depending upon the type of document.  The field provides a sequence number 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 WG. 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 11.1.2 below
	V1_0, V2_1_2

	<DateStr>
	This field SHALL be provided and is the date achieved its state For documents that go through approval or notification actions, the date reflects the date of approval or notification. For other documents (e.g. updated drafts) it occurs when published.
	20020620

	<State>
	This field SHALL be provided and indicates the state of the document, see section 11.1.5
Note that this state should not be confused with document disposition (see section 11.4).
	D, A etc.


Table 4: Permanent Document Numbering

11.1.2 Document Version 

The values in the <Vers> field of permanent documents SHALL be defined in the following manner:-

<Vers> = “V” <x> “_” <y> { “_” <z> }

where:

	Field
	Use
	Remarks

	<x>
	Major Version Indicator
	This mandatory field SHALL identify the major version of the document, as determined by the WG. 
Major versions contain major feature additions; MAYcontain incompatibilities with previous document or specification revisions; and MAY change, drop, or replace existing interfaces.  Initial releases are “1_0”.

	<y>
	Minor Version Indicator
	Minor version of the document.  This mandatory field SHALL identify the minor version of the document.  It is incremented every time a minor change is made to the approved document version.  Minor versions MAY contain minor feature additions, be compatible with the preceding Major_Minor specification revision, and MAY provide evolving interfaces.  The initial minor release for any major release is “0”, i.e. 1_0

	<z>
	Service Indicator
	Service indicator for the document.  Incremented every time a corrective update is made to the approved (not candidate) document version by the WG.

This field is OPTIONAL, and SHALL be provided whenever a service release of the document is made.  The first service indicator release SHALL be “_1” for any Major_Minor release.

Service indicators are intended to be compatible with the Major_Minor release they relate to but add bug fixes.  No new functions will be added through the release of Service Indicators.


Table 5: Document Version

Successive versions of the document shall be sequentially enumerated, with no gaps.  An example of such sequential numbering is the following: 1_0, 1_1, 1_1_1, 2_0, 3_0, 3_1, etc.

Once posted, a version of a document SHALL not be replaced by another with the same name.  Any posting of a revised document SHALL contain a different document number.  There is no provision for specifying a “V1_1B” or “V1_1BIS”, etc.

11.1.3 Permanent Document States

The values in the <State> field represent the condition of the document, reflecting the level of completion or approval.  The values used for the <State> field on OMA permanent documents are as defined in the following table.

	<State>
	Purpose
	Description

	‘A’
	Approved
	Final level of approval for a document.  Used for documents reaching this point following either the IOP Validation or Public Review Timeout sequence.   No revision, with the current version number, may be created for the specification.  Requires approval or notification to the TP and, where needed, subsequent Board Approval.

	‘C’
	Candidate
	A version of the document intended for validation and/or public review.  Candidate versions may be revised without changing the version number.  Requires approval or notification to the TP and, where needed, subsequent Board Approval

	‘D’
	Draft
	An intermediate version of a document during the development process.  Drafts can be revised by the WG as frequently as needed.

	‘I’
	Information
	A reporting state for a permanent document that is not normally a main product of the organization (e.g. Review reports and Templates).  The ‘I’ state is used to bestow status on a document (e.g. final version of review report) that normally is just progressed as a draft.

	‘H’
	Historic
	A reporting state used for documents that have been marked as obsolete (see section 12.1.45).  Requires approval or notification to the TP and subsequent Board Approval.


Table 6: Permanent Document States

Note that document states from OMA affiliates which may be used on their existing documents may not be accommodated or mappable into this list but SHOULD be preserved and not reused if there is any risk of confusion.
11.1.4 Example Permanent Document Names

The following are examples of permanent document names using the permanent document numbering convention:-

· OMA-TS-DLOTA-V1_0-20020620-D

· OMA-WAP-AD-WML-V2_0-20010620-A

· OMA-SYNCML-RD-SYNCPROT-V1_1-20020215-A

11.1.5 Permanent Document Types

Details regarding the available permanent document types are available in the process support material provided by REL.
11.2 Internal Documents

Internal documents are those that support the operation of TP and its groups but are not generally expected to be products of OMA.  This covers such document types as agendas, minutes, input contributions and change requests.
11.2.1 Internal Document Naming Model
An OMA internal document is any document used as input to, or output from, an OMA meeting OMA internal documents are internal to OMA.

The identification of any input OMA document number shall be in the following manner:-

“OMA-” <Group> “-” <Year> “-” <DocNum>{“R”<RevNum>} “-” <DocType> “_” <Description>

where

	Field
	Use, Format and Remarks
	Examples

	<Group>
	This Mandatory field SHALL be an abbreviated name of the group.  The names SHALL be unique.
	TP, OP, REQ, STI, etc.

	<Year>
	This mandatory field SHALL identify the year of the internal number.
	2002, 2003 etc.

	<DocNum>
	This mandatory field SHALL identify the sequential number of the assigned internal documents per committee and year. The number reverts back to 0001 for each new calendar year.  The initial sequential number SHALL be 4 digits, from 0001 to 9999. In the unlikely event this limit is exceeded additional digits SHALL be added to increase the range to 99999,  etc.. Revisions to an internal document SHALL be made by either a) using the revision mechanism defined herein, this being the recommended mechanism, or b) allocating a new internal document number, and a reference to included to the previous version.  Numbers SHALL be maintained by an automated system.
	0001, 0153 etc.

	“R”
	This optional revision indicator field is recommended where revisions of input documents are made. 

If present this indicates a revision number defined as below.
	

	<RevNum>
	This optional revision number field must be used when the revision indicator is supplied.

The revision number shall be an integer, no upper limit is specified. 
	0001R1, 0067R2 etc.

	<DocType>
	This field SHALL identify the type of document.  The value of this field SHALL be a supported type as indicated in section11.2.2.
	INP, AGENDA, etc.

	<Description>
	Use of this field is RECOMMENDED.  This field SHALL be a text field describing the subject of document.
	“FrameworkUpdate” etc.


Table 7: Temporary Document Numbering

The following are examples of internal document numbers using the above numbering convention:-

· OMA-TP-2002-0254R1-INP_FutureMeetings

· OMA-REQ-2002-0417-Agenda_Rome

· OMA-IOP-Browsing-2003-0110-INP_SomeInformativeDescription

Filenames shall have industry standard file type extension, e.g.

· OMA-TP-2002-0254-INP_FutureMeetings.ppt
· OMA-REQ-2002-0417-Agenda_Rome.doc
11.2.2 Internal Document Types

Details regarding the available internal document types are available in the process support material provided by REL
11.3 Special Document Handling

11.3.1 Charters

Charters define and communicate the scope of work that is authorised by TP. TP, its WGs and Committees SHALL have approved charters. Charters SHALL contain the scope  responsibilities, deliverables and domain of work that the group is intending to perform The Charter of TP SHALL be reviewed and approved by TP, and SHALL have sufficient scope to cover all their work including the work of any sub-groups. 

There MAY be exceptions to having an approved Charter:

· The charter is currently under review
· A new group’s charter is being produced for the first time
After a group has generated a Charter it MUST be submitted to the parent group for review and approval.  The parent group SHALL ensure that it meets the intended scope for the group.  After the parent group reviews the Charter it will inform the group of either

a) The deficiencies that need to be rectified before resubmission, or

b) The approval of the Charter

Approved Charters are valid for one year. Charters MUST be updated yearly to ensure they properly reflect the activities of the group. The updated Charter MUST be submitted to the parent group for review and approval.

A Charter may be amended such that details (e.g. deliverables or goals) are elaborated or adjusted to meet the goals of a new activity within the spirit of the original Charter. The amended Charter MUST be submitted to the parent group for review and approval.
The Chair ensures that the group has a well-defined and up to date Charter covering the scope of assigned work items.  Charters SHALL use the Charter template. 
All charters SHALL be published at http://www.openmobilealliance.org/.
11.4 Document Dispositions

The following table describes the valid dispositions that can be assigned to internal documents presented in OMA.

	Disposition
	Meaning

	Reserved
	A document number has been assigned to a contribution however the document has not been submitted to the group.

	Submitted
	The document has been submitted to the group however it has not been handled.

	Noted
	The document has been presented to and considered by the group.  Subsequent actions MAY have been taken, e.g. Action Points being assigned or a liaison response produced .  Informative presentations, which have no specified actions to be taken, SHALL be “Noted”.

	Agreed
	The document has been presented to and considered by the group.  There was consensus in the group to accept all the recommendations made in the document.  The recommendations made in the document SHALL be acted upon.  Meeting Agendas and Minutes SHALL be “Agreed” by the group for which they have been prepared.

	
	

	Postponed
	The document was not fully considered and SHALL be placed on the agenda for a subsequent meeting.

	Withdrawn
	The member or organisation that submitted the document has requested that it not be considered further.


Table 8: Document Dispositions

11.5 Document Submission and Availability

11.5.1 Document Submission

All documents submitted to a meeting SHALL be Internal Documents (Section 11.2).  If a Permanent Document needs to be handled in a meeting (e.g. for approval) then the Permanent Document SHALL be supplied as an attachment to an Internal Document.  The Internal Document SHALL describe the actions needed to be taken regarding the Permanent Document.  

Officers SHALL ensure that document submissions to the group are consistent with the Membership Rights.  As an exception, liaison statements and inputs from external organisations may be submitted per section 9.

11.5.2 Submission of Revision Marked Documents

When a new version of an already approved document is submitted for approval, two versions of the document SHALL be supplied.  A version with revision marking and a version with accepted revision marking SHALL be supplied, together with the appropriate cover sheet. The filenames of the two versions SHALL identify which is the revision marked version, and which is the clean version.

11.5.3 Document Availability Before a Meeting

Documents are submitted for decision at a real-time meeting or using non-real-time activities. For real-time meetings, documents shall be submitted at least 7 days before the start of the real-time meeting. As an exception, any documents submitted later than this deadline may be taken in the meeting at the group’s discretion.  Such documents may be presented for information, however no decision on these documents shall be made during the meeting, unless there is consensus. Documents shall be made available and distributed electronically (e.g. website, e-mail).

11.5.4 Presentation of the Document

Documents SHOULD be presented by the submitter. The submitter SHALL be given at least one opportunity to present the document. The chair SHALL ensure to balance the needs of the submitter to present with the needs of the group to make progress. The chair SHALL ensure a decision is reached on the submitted document in accordance with section 10.  The Chair SHALL ensure a disposition is assigned to the submitted document in accordance with section 11.4.
When the submitter is not available to present the document the chair SHALL do one of 3 things:
The chair MAY defer the document to later in the meeting if a presenter is expected at that time. 
The chair MAY endeavour to present the document on behalf of the submitter. Where the submission expresses what might reasonably be considered an objection, giving benefit of doubt to the submitter, the chair SHALL take steps to ascertain from the submitter: i) whether it is an objection, and ii) whether the submitter would sustain the objection, and convey this to the group so decisions relating to the document can be made. 
The chair MAY “Postpone” the document until the next meeting (e.g. because of the timeliness of the document, the level of interest or the level of controversy). In this case no further action SHALL be taken at the current meeting. Where contributions are “Postponed” the chair SHOULD engage with the submitter(s) to ensure the contribution is presented in a subsequent meeting.
12 Work Activities

Section 12 documents the procedures for OMA work activities. The work creation procedures are defined in section 12.1. Lightweight procedures may be utilized for certain releases and these are defined in section 12.4.

12.1 OMA Process Flow
This section documents the procedures for the creation of a release package which may constitute development of a new enabler or reference release, or the modification thereof. The process begins with suggestions and concludes with an approved new or updated release package or the abandonment/termination of the work.

The concept of a Work Item (WI) is used to define an activity in OMA. The Work Item Document (WID) describes the scope of the activity and the deliverables in the resulting release package. The WID, Requirements Document (RD) and the Charter of a WG may all contain some similar information; 
· The RD contains the detailed market requirements
· The WID contains general requirement statements along with other information needed to assess the requested work

· The charter defines the scope of a group which may be more or less than the scope of a WI
The WID may be updated throughout the evolution of the release package for tracking purposes. A release package is a work product of OMA, such as enablers and reference releases. Release package development activity SHALL NOT be undertaken outside the scope of an approved WID. 
There are several phases in the release package development procedure. Each phase has an associated diagram visualizing the described steps. The legend for these diagrams is provided in Figure 2.  The diagrams are informative and support the text.  If there are inconsistencies between the text and the diagrams, the text is deemed correct.

[image: image3]
Figure 2. Simple Legend for Process Flow Diagrams (Informative)
12.1.1 Work Item Definition Phase
WIs are the means by which release packages are defined. 

The WI SHALL describe the scope and expected deliverables and SHALL require TP approval.

The WID may be revised during the development activities of the work to properly reflect and justify the work activities needed to develop the release package(s) until its final approval.

The Work Item Definition Phase relates to the creation and approval of the WIs.  A simplified flow diagram is shown in Figure 3
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Figure 3. Flow Diagram for Work Item Definition Phase (Informative)

12.1.1.1 Stage 1. Work Item Creation

WIDs SHALL use the WID template. Work items MAY be produced by:

a) members (stage 1.1 in the process flow), or

b) WGs (stage 1.2 with member only input to the WG), or 

OMA SHOULD review external submissions relating to WIs and decide whether to progress the work toward TP approval (stage 1.3).
12.1.1.2 Stage 2. Socialisation of Work Item

A proposed WI SHALL be socialised with potentially affected WGs, including the Requirements group (REQ) and the Architecture group, and MAY be refined by the supporters as a result of this socialisation. As socialisation is not a review, WI supporters need not formally track the comments or issues raised, or refinements made to  the WID.
The socialisation of the WI MAY also be used to start discussions with REL on whether a lightweight development procedure is appropriate (see section 12.4).

12.1.1.3 Stage 2.1 Work Item Document Review
Prior to submission to TP the draft WID and associated information (e.g. proposed WG and timelines) SHALL be subject to a TP review.  
The WID review SHALL document the resulting issues and comments. The Review Report shall be used to capture the issues and comments as well as the responses.
The WI supporters SHOULD consider the review comments and determine whether they should revise the draft WID.  The completion of this activity SHALL include a revised review report and MAY include a revised draft WID.
12.1.1.4 Stage 3. Submission of a Work Item to the Technical Plenary

Any WI submitted for TP approval SHALL be supported by a minimum of four full or sponsor members. Supporting companies commit resources to do the work so that the WI schedule can be fulfilled.  

Any WI submitted to TP for approval SHALL list all WI socializations and any endorsements. As part of their WID submission package, the supporters SHALL include:

· The revised review report showing responses to all comments received

· A proposed timeline to accomplish the work.
· Where a lightweight development alternative has been agreed with REL, what development steps should be carried out.

The supporters SHALL provide the WID package to the Release Planning and Management Committee (REL) which will ensure that the package is complete before submission for TP approval.

TP leadership SHALL notify members of WIDs presented for approval, along with the details needed to participate in the decision.

12.1.1.5 Stage 4. Decision by Technical Plenary on Approval of Work Item
TP SHALL make a decision on the submitted draft WI as follows:

c) the WI is approved as submitted, or
the WI is approved with changes, or
the WI is not approved and returned to the  submitters.
In cases (a) and (b) the approved WI SHALL be assigned to a WG who may commence technical activities.

In case (c) the supporters have the option of ceasing efforts on the WID or revising the WID and resubmitting it to TP. Where TP has made specific comments or set conditions for resubmission, the reworked WID SHALL address these . The reworked WID SHOULD go through the socialisation and review stages prior to resubmission.  These stages MAY be abbreviated depending on the nature of the changes of the WID.

12.1.2 Assignment to Working Group Phase
Following approval, a WI SHALL be delegated to a WG. The priority of assignment is in the order outlined by stages 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3.  The Figure 4 represents these stages.

[image: image5]
Figure 4. Flow Diagram for Assignment to Working Group Phase (Informative)

Upon delegation the WG MAY require chartering activities. Initial technical activities may be undertaken, on the expectation that the Charter would ultimately support the work.
12.1.2.1 Stage 4.1. Assignment of a WI to a Working Group Where the WI is in Scope

If the WI is within the scope of an existing WG, it SHOULD be directly assigned to that WG. 
12.1.2.2 Stage 4.2. Assignment to an Existing Group Where the WI Leads to a Change of Scope

If the WI relates to the work of an existing WG but is not covered by the current charter of that WG it SHOULD be assigned to the WG. The WG SHALL update its charter to reflect the change of scope caused by the assignment of the WI and resubmit its charter for TP approval (stage 5). Any updates to the WI as a result of the charter update SHALL also be submitted to for TP approval. 

12.1.2.3 Stage 4.3. Assignment to a New Group

If the WI does not relate to an existing WG, it SHALL be assigned to a new WG.

The new WG’s initial task SHALL be to create a charter and submit this for TP approval (stage 6).  Any updates to the WI as a result of the charter SHALL be submitted for TP approval. Stages 5 (charter review) and 6 (charter approval) are described in section 11.3.1.
12.1.3 Release Package Development Phase

This section describes the development of Enabler Release Packages, which usually involves all stages. Development of Reference Releases may involve just some of the stages needed. REL defines the steps required for Reference Releases, based on the items to be developed (e.g. White Papers, RDs).  These lightweight development procedures can be found  in section 12.4.
The Release Package development phase allows for parallel document drafting, but to keep Figure 5 simple the order in which deliverables are approved by TP is depicted in sequence.  The text defines the parallelism in more detail.
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Figure 5. Flow Diagram for Release Package Development Phase (Informative)

The WG assigned the WI SHALL be responsible for all aspects of the work to be carried out. The creation of the candidate release package involves several stages, namely

the creation and candidate approval of the RD (stages 7 -9)

the creation and candidate approval of the AD (stage 10)

the creation of the specifications (stage 12)

Review and approval of candidate release packages is covered by stages 13 and 14.  The WG SHALL determine whether the work or aspects of the work to produce the candidate release package is performed by:
d) the WG, (or a SWG), or 

e) other WGs in OMA (e.g. Architecture group for architectural aspects), or 

f) outside OMA if an appropriate liaison relationship is established. (see section 9.1)
Where the WG wishes to have work performed by other WG(s) the WG SHALL seek the necessary agreement of the other WG(s).  Similarly, where the WG wishes to have work performed outside of OMA, all necessary agreements SHALL be sought. Regardless of how the WG decides to have the work performed the WG SHALL cooperate with all the groups involved.

12.1.3.1 Stage 7. Development of the Requirements Document

The TWG assigned the WI SHALL be responsible for ensuring the RD is produced and maintained during the lifetime of the WI. 

The RD SHALL be produced by either REQ or the TWG or jointly, based on agreement between both groups. The TWG and REQ SHALL cooperate where necessary with other WGs on the creation of the RD.
The RD SHALL use the RD template. The RD SHALL contain nothing that cannot be referred in general terms to the WI(s) from where it is derived. 

The RD SHALL contain sufficiently detailed market requirements for the release package to allow clear and unambiguous interpretation of the engineering and technical requirements during its creation.  The minimum content of the RD SHALL be use cases and high-level requirements.
The use cases SHALL be informative and support the high-level requirements. 

To avoid ambiguity there MAY be some use cases that do not provide explicit requirements, but which provide a more complete background for the requirements, and there MAY be requirements which do not have supporting use cases that explicitly show the requirements.

The requirements in the RD SHALL be normative and MAY show explicit traceability to the use cases.

The RD SHALL state which requirements are to be implemented in the forthcoming release of the release package or which are to be deferred to future releases. 

Readiness for an RD to be submitted for a RD Review SHALL be determined by the group that has produced the document.

12.1.3.2 Stage 8. Requirements Document Review

Prior to submission to the TP the completed draft RD SHALL be subject to an RD review.

The RD review SHALL be organised by REQ. The review participants SHALL consist of representatives of REQ and the WG but is open to all members. See section 12.1.4.10

 REF _Ref231984033 \r \h 
12.1.3.2 for the details of the review process.

The Requirement group SHALL provide notice to other WGs if necessary, to engage in the RD review.

During the RD review the requirements specified in the RD SHALL be reviewed against the WI and with reference to the use cases in the RD, bearing in mind that not all requirements may be explicitly apparent through the use cases.  The RD review MAY review the use cases for completeness against the WI.

The RD review SHALL document the resulting issues and comments. The RD Review Report (RDRR) shall be used to capture the issues and comments as well as the responses.

The WG and REQ SHALL work to resolve any issues found during the RD review. Any issues unresolved when the RD is submitted to TP for review and approval and the source of those issues SHALL be clearly identified and brought to the attention of TP.

Completion of the RD SHALL be determined jointly by the TWG and the REQ.

The RD resulting from the RD review SHALL be submitted to TP for review and approval along with the updated RDRR showing the status.

12.1.3.3 Stage 9. Review and Approval of the Requirements Document by the Technical Plenary

Following the submission to TP the RDRR and updated WI SHALL be made available for review and approval using the approval process defined in section 10.  The specific procedures to be followed for submission of materials and recording status SHALL be documented and available to members.

In the event the RD is not approved by TP the TWG SHALL address the reasons for the failure to achieve approval.

The approved RD SHALL be the basis of the subsequent work to define the candidate release package (stages 10 onwards).

The approved RD SHALL be considered one input to the candidate submission (stage 13).

If the RD needs to be updated post RD approval all changes SHALL be reviewed with the REQ.  REQ SHALL determine whether a further RD review is necessary.  The associated updated RD SHALL follow the process defined in section 12.7.5.
12.1.3.4 Stage 10. Development of the Architecture Document

Before developing the actual AD, the Architecture group SHALL perform the following tasks, which SHALL start as soon as the Requirement Document is stable and SHOULD be finished latest when the formal RD review is closed:

· RD architectural analysis: 

This task is to 

· Start with a requirements walk-through, to familiarize the Architecture group with the requirements

· evaluate and decide if the modularization of required functionality

· identify and decide if existing OMA enablers or entities in other SDOs can be reused 
· identify and decide if existing OMA enablers or entities in other SDOs can be enhanced

· Identify and decide if new enablers or entities are required to be developed

· Creation of the initial architecture proposal: 

This task is to create an initial architecture proposal (e.g. an initial diagram proposal) based on the findings in the RD architectural analysis, i.e. it should show an overall architecture including e.g. all potentially reused OMA enabler.

The WG assigned the WI SHALL be responsible for ensuring the AD is produced and maintained during the lifetime of the WI. The Architecture group SHALL provide the initial architecture to the TWG.
The AD SHALL be produced by either ARC or the WG or jointly, based on agreement between both groups. The WG and the Architecture Group SHALL cooperate where necessary with other WGs on the creation of the AD.

The AD SHALL use the AD template.

The AD SHALL define the detailed architecture for the release package.  The AD SHALL be consistent with any overall OMA architecture. 

The minimum content of the AD SHALL be:

· all functional elements of the enabler’s architecture based on OMA OSE
· the specified interfaces and/or reference points 

· the relation between the enabler's architecture and any overall OMA architecture view (e.g. OGSA).

Readiness for an AD to be submitted for an Architecture Document Review SHALL be determined jointly by the TWG group that has produced the document and the Architecture group.

12.1.3.5 Stage 10.1. Architecture Document Review

Prior to submission to TP the completed draft AD SHALL be subject to an AD review.
The AD review SHALL be organised by the Architecture group. The participants of the AD review SHALL consist of representatives of the Architecture Group and the WG but is open to all members. See section 12.1.3.5 for the details of the review process to be followed.

The Architecture group SHALL provide notice to other WGs if necessary, to engage in the AD review. 

During the AD review the proposed architecture SHALL be reviewed in the context of the candidate requirements, the OMA architecture, other OMA enabler architectures as well as general industry practice.

The AD review SHALL document the resulting issues and comments. The AD Review Report (ADRR) shall be used to capture the issues and comments as well as the responses.
The TWG and Architecture group SHALL work to resolve any issues found during the AD review. Any issues unresolved when the AD is submitted to TP for approval and the source of those issues SHALL be clearly identified and brought to the attention of TP. Completion of an AD SHALL be determined jointly by the WG and the Architecture group.
The AD resulting from the AD review SHALL be submitted to TP for review and approval along with the updated ADRR showing the status.
12.1.3.6 Stage 10.2. Review and Approval of the Architecture Document by the Technical Plenary

Following the submission to TP the AD, ADRR and updated ERELD SHALL be made available for review and approval using the OMA approval process defined in section 10. The specific procedures to be followed for submission of materials and recording status SHALL be documented and available to members.

In the event the AD is not approved by the TP the TWG SHALL address the reasons for the failure to achieve approval.

The approved AD SHALL be the basis of the subsequent work to define the candidate release package (stages 12 onwards).

The approved AD SHALL be considered one input to the candidate submission (stage 13).

If the AD needs to be updated post AD approval all changes SHALL be reviewed with the Architecture group.  The Architecture group SHALL determine whether a further AD review is necessary.  The associated updated AD SHALL follow the process defined in section 12.5.5.
12.1.3.7 Stage 11 Development of the Overview Document

When developing a release which requires to have a high level overall architecture view (e.g. OGSA), the Overview Document (OD) can be used as a substitute for the AD.
The Architecture Group SHALL cooperate where necessary with other WGs on the creation of the OD.

The OD SHALL use the OD template.

The OD SHALL be consistent with any overall OMA architecture. 

12.1.3.8 Stage 11.1 Overview Document Review

Prior to submission to TP the completed draft OD SHALL be subject to an OD review.
The OD review SHALL be organised by the TWG. The participants of the OD review SHALL consist of representatives of the Architecture Group and the TWG but is open to all members. See section 12.1.3.5 for the details of the review process to be followed.

The TWG group SHALL provide notice to other WGs if necessary, to engage in the OD review. 

The OD review SHALL document the resulting issues and comments. The OD Review Report (ODRR) shall be used to capture the issues and comments as well as the responses.
The TWG and Architecture group SHALL work to resolve any issues found during the OD review. Any issues unresolved when the OD is submitted to TP for approval and the source of those issues SHALL be clearly identified and brought to the attention of TP. Completion of an OD SHALL be determined the TWG.

The OD resulting from the OD review SHALL be submitted to TP for review and approval along with the updated ODRR showing the status.

12.1.3.9 Stage 11.2 Review and Approval of the Overview Document by the Technical Plenary

Following the submission to TP the OD, ODRR and updated RRELD SHALL be made available for review and approval using the OMA approval process defined in section 10. The specific procedures to be followed for submission of materials and recording status SHALL be documented and available to members.

In the event the OD is not approved by the TP the TWG SHALL address the reasons for the failure to achieve approval.

The approved OD SHALL be the basis of the subsequent work to define the candidate release package (stages 12 onwards).

The approved OD SHALL be considered one input to the candidate submission (stage 13).

If the OD needs to be updated post OD approval all changes SHALL be reviewed with the TWG.  The TWG group SHALL determine whether a further OD review is necessary.  The associated updated OD SHALL follow the process defined in section 12.5.5.
12.1.3.10 Stage 12. Development of the Enabler Package

The WG SHALL be responsible for producing the enabler package. The enabler package SHALL contain all required specifications and supporting material.

The specifications SHALL define the technical detail of the enabler and SHALL contain:

· all aspects of function and behaviour in an unambiguous way, e.g. protocols, APIs, content formats, semantics and syntax, processing models, security, UI behaviour where appropriate, etc., and

· sufficient technical detail to ensure interoperability for all normative function and behaviour, and

· the means to achieve versioning for evolution and maintenance.

The specifications SHALL contain nothing that cannot be referred in general terms to the RD and AD.

The Enabler Test Requirements (ETR) SHALL define the features, means (e.g. method to test) and criteria (e.g. expected results) including the priority for assessing interoperability.
The WG SHALL cooperate with other WGs as appropriate during the creation of the specifications.

a) Completion of the enabler SHALL be determined by the WG.  The criteria for the completion of the enabler SHALL be that the RD and AD have been approved as candidate (including updates post-review in stage 9 and 10.2)
b)  any interoperability requirements are complete, including the Enabler Test Requirements

c) the enabler package  has been subject to consistency review and there are no known issues outstanding. 

12.1.3.11 Stage 12.1. Consistency Review

The WG SHALL engage with the REL to ensure the consistency review occurs. The consistency review shall involve a specification or a package of specifications.  For an enabler release, the review will cover the RD, AD, one or more specifications, the ERELD, ETR and other supporting materials (e.g. DTD files). The Release Planning and Management committee SHALL coordinate the consistency review. RELSHALL ensure WGs with domain expertise support the review activity. The WG SHALL generate a Consistency Review Report (CONRR).

The TWG SHALL work with other WGs, as needed, to resolve problems found. The CONRR SHALL be updated with the resulting actions. The Consistency review SHALL be complete when there are no substantive issues outstanding and all issues or comments in the CONRR have responses recorded. REL SHALL provide a statement and CONRR to TP as part of the Candidate submission.

12.1.3.12 Stage 13. Candidate Submission for Review and Approval

The completed release package forming the proposed candidate along with the review reports and supporting material SHALL be submitted by REL to TP for review and Candidate approval.

The approval process defined in section 10 SHALL apply.

12.1.3.13 Stage 14. Approval of the Candidate Release Package
A candidate release package SHALL be approved by TP unless an objection is made on the substance of the material for review. In case of an objection TP SHALL work to resolve the dissenting response as defined in section 10.

Following approval the candidate moves to the public review, validation and approval stages.

12.1.3.14 Stage 14.1. Updating of Existing Candidate Release Package
The process for updating existing candidate release packages is defined in section 12.7.
12.1.3.15 Stage 14.2. Board Approval of Candidate Submission

When TP has approved a candidate or been notified of a modification or condition change to a candidate, it MUST present the candidate item to the BoD for Board Ratification.  If any process concerns had been raised for the candidate item, they would be resolved before action by the BoD is completed.  Once the candidate item receives its Board Ratification, formal publication of the candidate, with any indication of its new status, may occur.

12.1.4 Candidate Validation and Final Approval Phase
Before the Candidate can be Approved and marked with the '-A' Approved doc state, it must go through a validation phase and be formally approved by TP and BoD.  Figure 6 shows the activities undertaken in the TP.
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Figure 6. Flow Diagram for Candidate Validation and Final Approval Phase (Informative)

The major flow through the IOP activities is intended for Enabler Releases, for details see the OMA Interoperability Process [OMAIOP]. For other types of products in Reference Releases alternative validation activities may apply before final approval.  REL will be responsible for defining the validation activities for Reference Releases. In all cases, Public Review (stage 15) is required of all products intended to be released.

12.1.4.1 Stage 15. Public Review

Following approval, the Candidate Release Package SHALL be made available for public review. The purpose of the public review is to 

g) make OMA work visible, thereby reducing the risk of conflicting specifications from other organisations 

h) solicit opinions from expert technical reviewers (individuals and organizations) to determine whether the package is technically mature and ready to be approved

The release package SHALL be publicly available via the OMA website. WGs or members MAY additionally notify interested domain experts or organisations of the public review.

The minimum public review period SHALL be set by REL in consideration of the subject and scale of the release.  It SHALL be no less than 30 days for those cases where no interoperability testing is required (e.g. Reference Releases) or where only minor enhancements/changes to existing interoperability tests are required.  Longer minimum periods may be set to account for the volume or complexity of the material to be made available for review.

The maximum public review period, for use as a timeout interval, SHALL be set by REL for Enabler Releases requiring validation activities by IOP.  The value for the maximum public review period shall be determined by REL after it consults with IOP and TWG to assess expected testing intervals. which should also take into consideration the scope and complexity of the material to be validated,.

The expectation is that the timeout interval shall be longer than needed for IOP to develop validation support, vendors to supply test units and testing efforts to take place.  The timeout interval would thus be expected to expire only in those cases where the IOP validation efforts don’t complete in a timely fashion..

During the public review period the WG SHALL acknowledge receipt of any comment raised and determine the actions to take, if any.  Where a comment results in a change to the release package the Change Control procedures (section 13.5) SHALL be used. The WG SHOULD inform the submitter as to the actions taken as a result of the comment or problem and SHALL notify the submitter if and when the specification is updated.

12.1.4.2 Stage 16. Validation Task

There are several possible validation approaches for a candidate release package:

· End-to-end service delivery tests to validate conformance and interoperability. This testing involves service end-points and infrastructure components.

· Alternative validation program (Stage 16.1).

· Mixture of the above that recognizes that some elements of the release package may be testable and others may not.

The validation approach should provide confidence in the quality of all elements of the release package. The testing and validation activities will be documented in the Enabler Validation Plan (EVP).   The EVP and any needed Enabler Test Specifications (ETS) and Test Files Packages (TFP) SHOULD be approved to Candidate by TP before testing and validation activities take place.
12.1.4.3 Stage 16.1 Alternative Validation Activities

In cases where (parts of) an enabler are not tested, alternative validation activities SHOULD be undertaken. These should provide as much overview of the un-tested aspects as possible as it will be the only quality checking performed.

Where technology is based on developments of other organizations, validation may be based upon tools or techniques available for those technologies.

The EVP will include the criteria and outcome(s) required for successful validation.

Successful completion of the validation activities SHALL be a pre-requisite for the final approval of a release package where validation is required.

12.1.4.4 Stage 17.  Test Document Creation

The IOP group SHALL ensure Enabler Test Guidelines (ETG), ETS) and TFP documents are produced to support all testing activities required for validation.

The EVP SHALL detail the approach for interoperability validation. The ETS SHALL have an end-to-end service delivery focus and address conformance and interoperability testing using service end-points and infrastructure components.

The TFP SHALL describe and hold files supporting the test activities (e.g. executable script files, media files or stored contents needed to perform the tests.

The IOP group SHALL cooperate with the WG and any other WG as appropriate when producing the EVP and ETS to ensure the test cases reflect the ETR. The reviewed test case documents form the basis of the interoperability tests.

12.1.4.5 Stage 18. Interoperability Testing, Problem Report Generation and Handling

The IOP group SHALL organise and manage the interoperability testing which executes the tests defined in the test specification document.

The IOP group SHALL ensure any problems found during interoperability testing are raised in Problem Reports (PRs). The IOP group SHALL ensure PRs are as comprehensive as possible, describing the test scenario, test details and problem condition details. The IOP group SHALL manage the resolution of PRs through cooperation with the WG.

The IOP group SHALL investigate PRs to ensure the problem is not one of process, test cases, or test environment. In the event the PR relates to a candidate specification issue the IOP group SHALL pass the PR to the WGs where resolution is expected.

PRs SHALL result in one of the following outcomes:

i) No action as the problem is one of developer interpretation only, or 

j) IOP group action to change the test cases or test environment, using the change management process, or

k) WG action to address a technical problem. This MAY result in a CR being raised against the candidate item.

CRs to one candidate item may impact other candidate items in the same candidate release package. The process defined in section 12.7.3 applies.  The WG handling the CR SHALL determine the result as one of the following:

l) No action, where no interoperability issue is perceived. 

m) Editorial change to the candidate item which does not impact the current validation process, including the public review timeout (though this should be confirmed with REL)
n) Material change to the candidate item, requiring re-approval of the candidate item, which would also likely impact the public review maximum timeout interval which may be adjusted by REL following consultation with IOP and TWG.   

o) Deferment to a following release where one is planned and where no interoperability impact will result from deferment.

Interoperability testing SHALL be considered complete when all criteria for successful validation, as defined in the EVP, have been fulfilled and any rework due to PRs is verified.

The final candidate item material incorporating all changes resulting from validation along with the test report SHALL be submitted by REL for TP review and approval.

12.1.4.6 Stage 19. Timeout as Alternative Completion Criteria

In cases where the public review maximum interval is reached, it should be recognized that the expected validation interval has been exceeded and exceptional handling may be required.  REL should consult with IOP and TWG regarding the work status and determine an appropriate course of action.

REL, in consultation with IOP, should focus on the progress of the validation efforts and determine whether such activities are just running behind schedule but still expected to complete.  In this case, an adjustment to the maximum interval should be supported to permit the completion of the IOP work.

REL, in consultation with the TWG, should determine if any development work on the release is stalled or not.  REL should not seek to advance a release to an approved state where there is work ongoing or expected, associated release.  Such continuing work, if expected to lead to a revised candidate, would drive a new public review maximum interval which would be set by REL as outlined in Stage 15 (sec 12.1.4.1).

In those cases where validation efforts have not completed and there is no ongoing work in the TWG, REL may seek to advance the release to the Approved (‘-A’) state.  REL will compose the final candidate item material along with a report stating the conditions related to this proposal (e.g. IOP incomplete, TWG work completed) and SHALL submit to TP for review and approval.  Related reports from IOP and TWG may be included in the submission to TP.

If the release is submitted for approval by TP, any remaining efforts associated with the release shall be reviewed and appropriate end activities performed.  For example, any validation or support efforts including production of documents (EVP or ETS), test fest services, or test scripts will proceed as if the testing effort had completed in normal case.  Further, the TWG will review the situation as it relates to the Work Item to determine if it should be closed or continued and make the appropriate proposals to TP.
12.1.4.7 Stage 20. Submission of Final Candidate for Approval

Following submission of the final candidate item material and test report to TP for review and approval, the approval process defined in section 10 applies.

12.1.4.8 Stage 21. Approving the Candidate as an Approved Specification

A candidate item which has been subject to public review and interoperability validation and has resolved all problems SHALL be approved by TP unless an objection is made. In case of an objection TP SHALL work to resolve the dissenting response. TP MAY request the IOP group or WG to reconsider aspects of the interoperability validation or candidate item, or TP MAY request one or more WGs for additional clarification or opinion before making the decision, or TP MAY resolve any objections directly. If the dissenting opinion cannot be resolved then TP SHALL vote on the issue. The appeal process defined in section 10.4 applies.
In consideration of alternative actions by TP, it should recognize that those cases where approval is being sought on work that did not complete IOP validation and no further efforts are expected from the TWG that the conditions leading to the submission are not likely to change.  Consequently, the TP should determine if the work should progress to approval or be dropped based on market demands and finalize the decision and avoid any wasteful circuitous intervals with IOP or TWG.

In case of Enabler Release approval, the associated EVP will be approved concurrently as the associated validation activities are completed.  
As the associated ETS and TFP may be subject to maintenance in support of continuing test activities, the ETS and TFP continue in Candidate state until no further support for the tests is expected.
12.1.4.9 Stage 22. Post Technical Plenary Approval Process

The post TP approval processes consist of approval by the BoD (stage 21.1) and maintenance (stage 21.2).

When an approved release package is subject to new or revised conditions (e.g. change in OMA policy affecting the approved release package) that require visibility or impact its usability, TP SHALL be notified.
12.1.4.10 Stage 22.1. Board Approval of the Approved Specification

After TP has approved a release package or been notified of a condition change to an approved release package, it MUST present the approved item to the BoD for approval. If any process concerns had been raised for the approved item, they must be resolved before the action by the Board is completed. Once the approved item receives its Board Approval, formal publication of the approved specification, with indication of its new status, may occur.

12.1.4.11 Stage 23. Maintenance of Release Package

After a release package is approved and publicly released, it may need to be revised. Maintenance of OMA specifications SHALL use the process defined in section 12.7. Any changes to the approved release package will result in a new version for the release package. Minor changes which are primarily corrective may result in a service indication update in which case the subsequent approval steps may be abbreviated (see section 12.7)

12.1.4.12 Stage 24. Actions at Completion of Work Item

When all the work contemplated by a WI has reached approved status,, the WI SHOULD be closed. This will signal the end of all activities (apart from unforeseen maintenance) and permit the work programme to reflect the correct status of the associated work. WIs SHALL be closed by agreement in TP.

WIs MUST NOT be closed while there are ongoing maintenance activities on releases developed under those WIs.  

Closure of a WI does not change the ownership of release packages that were developed.  If a revision is needed for a release package that does not have an open WI, the WG that developed that release package performs the revision. If groups are themselves closed, ownership transfers to the parent group with ultimate responsibility in TP.

12.2 Review Process

Reviews permit members to raise comments regarding the work of the groups, but are not intended to be a gate or block to work advancing. That is the role of the Approval activities in TP. There is no “Passing” or “Failing” of a review. There are three kinds of review:

Informal reviews to be used to collect feedback from members early in the development of material.

Formal reviews to be used at the end the development of material using the normal development procedures.

Closure reviews to be used at the end the development of material using the light weight development procedures,
12.2.1.1 Informal Reviews

Prior to a formal review, one or more informal reviews MAY be held to get views from the broader membership.  As informal reviews, there are no formal comment capture procedures. The submitting WG need not respond with the same level of detail as for formal reviews.

Informal reviews may be held by the review host(e.g. REQ for RD) and may address particular aspects of the work (e.g. pre-review session with Architecture), or limited scope (e.g. Sections 1-5). Scheduling of informal reviews is ad hoc in nature and may be facilitated by normal agenda handling.

12.2.2 Formal reviews

12.2.2.1 Scheduling of Formal Reviews

Once material is stable and mature, a formal review is appropriate. The formal review SHOULD include a comment period of minimum 14 days. For reviews of a large body of material, a longer comment period SHOULD be considered. The review host and source WG contact will use their best judgment in this regard.
The submitting WG SHALL request the review. The host SHOULD set an end date for the comment period in coordination with the WG. The review host SHOULD consider common holidays, vacation periods, and other external factors that may affect preparation or participation in the review. The end date for the comment period SHOULD avoid other competing OMA activities known to be taking place.

Notification of the review SHALL be sent through the normal channels (e.g. mail list).  The notification will, at minimum, identify the review type, the submitting WG, review contact person (review moderator), pointer to the material for review, mail list to be used and the comment period end date.
12.2.2.2 Handling of Comments

Members MAY submit comments during the comment period preferably using the Review Contribution (RC) document. Comments SHALL be captured in the Review Report. In addition to the comments, proposed resolutions may be offered.
12.2.2.3 Update of Material and Review Response

Following the end of the comment period, the submitting WG is responsible for generating responses to all comments.  Responses are included in the Review Report. Responses should describe the resolution and may result in changes to the document(s) being reviewed. The Document Change Management process (section 12.5) SHALL be used. 

The review is closed when the Review Report is agreed.
12.2.2.4 Follow-up Reviews

Based on the level of the comments or effort to resolve them, a follow-up review MAY be needed.   The follow-up review comment period may be shorter than 14 days as it addresses the responses and resulting document updates.  New comments may be raised, but the moderator has discretion regarding handling of redundant comments. There may be further follow-ups, but the moderator should seek timely closure of the reviews.

12.2.2.5 Submission to Technical Plenary

The final Review Report SHALL be submitted to TP as part of the package supporting approval.  Key comments, with remaining disagreements among the review participants should be noted to permit TP to weigh the decision of the submitting group.

12.2.3 Closure reviews

Closure reviews are only to be considered for material that is developed using light weight development procedures. 

Closure reviews may be held for individual documents, such as the RD or AD or for a whole release. Whether the individual documents undergo closure review prior to review of the whole release is ready is part of the agreement with REL on steps needed as part of the light weight development procedures.

12.2.3.1 12.2.3.1 Scheduling of Closure Reviews

When the WG agrees that the material is ready, a Closure Review date is set. The review SHALL be held during one or more meetings and is hosted by the WG that has developed the material. Sufficient notice SHALL be given prior to allow for members to prepare for and attend the review meeting.

Review notification SHALL be sent through the normal channels (e.g. mail list) and be sent to all WGs expected to be interested in participating. The notification will, at minimum, identify the review type, the WG hosting the review, review contact person (review moderator), pointer to the material for review and meeting date for the planned meeting(s) at which the review is held. Care SHOULD be taken to avoid overlap with other meetings involving interested participants, but also taking into account the planned time schedule for completion of the work.

12.2.3.2 Holding the review

During the review, each document SHOULD be reviewed paragraph-by-paragraph for all normative text, and in significant detail for informative text. Clerical changes MAY be done by the editor, other changes SHALL require the CR process. 

Volunteers are needed to generate the CRs and these need to be generated in a timely manner. The time allowed to produce CRs SHALL be agreed after the review and is dependent on the amount of comments provided, the complexity of the problems and the number of volunteers.

12.2.3.3 Update of Material

Once all CRs produced as part of the closure review meeting are in the final stages of processing, a call for final CRs SHALL be made by the Chair. This call consists of an email to the appropriate mailing list(s), indicating that the document is nearing completion and that CRs will be allowed for two more weeks only.

If the review results in substantial changes the WG may decide to hold a follow-up review.

12.2.3.4 Submission to Technical Plenary

Once all agreed CRs have been incorporated the material SHALL be submitted for approval by the TP.
12.3 Managing Obsolescence

OMA documents may evolve over time which results in multiple versions.  As a consequence, versions may become obsolete through replacement with later versions. OMA does not maintain obsolete documents and discourages their use. It is important to properly indicate when these documents are obsolete. Obsolescence of a document SHALL in no way reduce its public availability. The Historic state (‘H’ see Table 4) SHALL be used for obsolete documents.
Management of obsolescence SHALL use two mechanisms:
1) clearly indicating an already released document  is obsoleted (e.g. by a replacement enabler)

2) use of the Historic state for documents.

A group SHALL consider documents for obsolescence after a suitable period. For example the technical direction is no longer pursued, or because of the number of subsequent versions of the document that have been approved.

A proposal to change a document state to Historic MUST be presented to TP for approval. The proposal will provide the reason to change the document state.

12.4 Lightweight Development Procedures
Not all products require all of the steps defined in the Work Flow. A lightweight development procedure (removing unneeded steps from the work flow that do not add value or quality) MAY be used. Such procedures are normally associated with Enabler Releases with limited scope or Reference Releases (stand-alone White Papers and Data Definition Specifications) which do not require validation activities. Whether a release qualifies for lightweight procedures SHALL be determined in conjunction with REL prior to TP approval of the WI. An example of lightweight development procedures for a Enabler Release with limited scope is as follows:

3) Work Item Definition phase, as defined in section 12.1.1

Assignment to WG phase, as defined in section 12.1.2

The product is produced by the assigned group, which will decide when they think the release package is complete. Informal reviews are used to socialize work with ARC and REQ, no formal reviews are required.

The draft release package will undergo a Closure Review.

Following completion of the review, the release package is submitted to TP for Candidate approval. Following TP approval, the release package is submitted for BoD ratification as a Candidate release item

Work then progresses as for other Enabler Releases with Candidate validation activities, as defined in section 12.1.4 and onwards.

An example of lightweight development procedures for a Data Definition Specification is as follows:

1) Work Item Definition phase, as defined in section 12.1.1
Assignment to WG phase, as defined in section 12.1.2
The product is produced by the assigned group, which will decide when they think the release package is complete.

The draft release package will undergo a Consistency Review.

Following completion of the review, the release package is submitted to TP for Candidate approval. Following TP approval, the release package is submitted for BoD ratification as a Candidate release item.

The release package does not go through Testing or Validation but does go through Public Review (stage 15).

Following completion of the Public Review, the release package is presented to TP for final approval. If approved, the Release Package is submitted for Board Approval as an Approved release item.

12.5 Handling of Organizational Documents

This section describes the handling of OMA organizational documents (e.g. processes, procedures or guidelines). In general, process documents will be formatted in spec-style formal documents.  Procedure documents may be formatted as web pages.  Guidelines will be developed in a format consistent with the material for which guidance is provided.

Organizational documents are developed in a similar way as technical documents. This includes having an editor and agreeing an early draft as the initial permanent document revision to which revisions are proposed using the Change Management process (section 12.7).

Organizational documents need to be in alignment and consistent with other process and procedures. Any misalignment or inconsistency needs to be resolved by revising either the organizational document or the other process or procedures. 
Completion of the organizational document shall be determined by the WG. A review SHALL be held following the process described in section 12.2.

Organizational documents MUST be approved by TP.  Approval takes the draft document to the Approved ('A') state as there is no Candidate period for such documents.

Following approval, organizational documents will be made accessible in a readily usable format.

12.6 Generation of Permanent Documents

The following process applies to Permanent Documents (PD) that will be published as OMA deliverables (e.g. technical specifications and white papers) rather than PDs used for organisational purposes (e.g. WIDs and WISPRs) or administrative purposes (e.g. Review Reports). The process applies while the PD has draft status.
4) The PD editor submits an Input Contribution proposing the first draft of the PD.  The content SHALL be agreed by the group:

The editor MAY start with only the document template

The editor MAY start with a proposed table of contents

The editor MAY start with some preliminary text included.

Once agreed by the group, this SHALL become the first version of the PD. The PD SHALL NOT include text that is not agreed by the WG. Text in draft PDs is subject to ongoing discussion and may be changed by the WG.  (i.e. inclusion of text in a draft PD does not represent final approval of that text).

5) Members submit CRs to the latest version of the PD, available on the portal.  A CR shall include the actual passages from the latest clean version of the PD that are proposed to be changed, and use revision marks to propose modifications. Large-scale editing efforts by groups of members, whether on their own or as an informal editing activity to speedily progress the work, are encouraged.  Such efforts may produce CRs with marked-up document attachments, allowing to address the subject of the intended changes in a comprehensive and easily tracked format.
6) The group discusses and MAY agree submitted CRs (section 12.7).

Where multiple CRs affect the same paragraph, the WG may perform editing on screen in a meeting. The resulting CR SHALL be uploaded as a revision or a new document to provide a record of the changes agreed.

Editorial changes to a PD MAY be reported in a CR or in other ways (e.g. e-mail or verbally), justification for the clerical change SHALL be provided.

Such editorial changes MAY be agreed verbally, and SHALL be captured in the meeting minutes.

Substantive changes to a CR for a PD may require resubmission of the revised CR before deciding upon it.

7) The editor SHALL incorporate agreed changes into the next version of the PD. The editor SHALL also update the change history table in the PD to indicate which changes (CRs or other) have been included.

8) The editor SHALL make available both a change barred version of the PD (showing only the changes since the previous version), and a clean version (no revision marks) of the PD. The frequency of making available new PD versions is decided by the WG.

9) The process repeats from step 2), until the PD reaches candidate or approved status. Then the process defined in section 12.7 shall apply.

12.7 Document Change Management

This section describes the change management process to be followed for modification of PDs.
12.7.1 Classes of Change

Changes to PDs are classified as follows:

· Class 0: New Functionality – introduces new functionality.  Such functionality may break compatibility with previous versions.

· Class 1: Major Change – introduces significant changes, amendments, or additions to the behavior, form or fit.  Such changes may break backward compatibility with previous versions.  

· Class 2: Bug Fixes - corrects technical issues that SHALL NOT include significant changes, amendments or additions to the behavior, form, fit, or functionality.
· Class 3: Editorial Corrections or Amendments- corrects spelling errors, typographical errors and other minor editorial errors or moves text from one section to another; any change has no normative effect on the document.
If several changes are suggested in a CR, then the class number for the most significant change shall be used (with class 0 being most significant).

There are two types of change that can be applied to an approved document (i.e. state 'A'):

· Essential changes for maintenance (Class 2 or 3 CR), leading to a service indicator update. 

· Any other change requires a new WID and leads to a new major or minor version of the document.
Requests for class 0-2 changes SHALL be handled through CRs submitted to the group that owns the PD. Requested class 3 changes MAY be documented in a CR, but MAY also be reported to the group in other ways (e.g. e-mail or verbally). See section 12.7.4 for further information about handling of class 3 changes.

12.7.2 Contents of a Change Request

A CR SHALL use the CR template. The changes SHALL be suggested using revision marking, clearly showing the additions, changes and deletions. The changes SHALL be made against the document revision identified.
12.7.3 Process for Handling of Change Requests

The CR SHALL be submitted to the WG that owns the PD.

· The WG SHALL consider the proposed change and agree on the classification.

· The WG SHALL analyze the impact of the CR on related WIs or other documents.

· The WG SHALL decide whether or not to agree the proposed change

· the WG MAY decide to revise the proposed change (i.e. update the CR)

· the WG SHALL communicate with any other impacted WG, as appropriate

12.7.4 Incorporation of Changes

Following CR approval, the changes shall be incorporated into the PD.  Class 3 changes require no CR, the PD editor can incorporate the changes directly in the document and follow the process below. 

· The changes shall be indicated using revision marking, clearly showing the additions, changes and deletions

· The document history shall be updated with a list of incorporated changes (CR or other).

· The name of the PD shall be updated to reflect that it has been changed.

Note that a PD revision may incorporate multiple CRs prior to publication.

12.7.5 Handling of a Document with Incorporated Changes

When a Candidate or Approved PD has been updated with one or several CRs, the WG that owns the PD SHALL perform a final review before the next step in the process. Incorporating CRs to a Candidate or Approved PD SHALL result in the creation of a Draft version of the PD.

· If at least one of the CRs is classified as class 0 or 1, the new revision of the document SHALL be submitted to TP for Candidate re-approval.

· If the CRs only have been classified as class 2 or 3 REL SHALL be notify TP, by submission of a report which points to the new revision of the PD along with a summary of the changes.
· PDs that are in Draft state require no additional handling once the CRs have been incorporated.
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