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1 Reason for Change

Aim is to simplify the IOP process document. IOP process document has some old information that needs to be updated to reflect the current practise.  This CR is aiming to fix the old text in the process document.
2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

None
3 Impact on Other Specifications

None
4 Intellectual Property Rights

Members and their Affiliates (collectively, "Members") agree to use their reasonable endeavours to inform timely the Open Mobile Alliance of Essential IPR as they become aware that the Essential IPR is related to the prepared or published Specification.  This obligation does not imply an obligation on Members to conduct IPR searches.  This duty is contained in the Open Mobile Alliance application form to which each Member's attention is drawn.  Members shall submit to the General Manager of Operations of OMA the IPR Statement and the IPR Licensing Declaration.  These forms are available from OMA or online at the OMA website at www.openmobilealliance.org.

5 Recommendation

IOP WG to agree proposed changes.
6 Detailed Change Proposal

Change 1:  Chapter 4 – 3rd paragraph
· Original text:
The overall testing effort for interoperability requires the existence of agreed and approved interoperability test specifications. This document covers the steps and tasks that will lead to addressing this need for all of the respective OMA Enabler Release specifications based on priorities defined by members’ interests and efforts.

· Problem

· Text is overly complicated. ETS is not the only document that is needed.
· Modified text
Approved test documentation is needed to successfully test OMA Enabler Releases. This document covers the steps and tasks to create the needed documentation, based on priorities defined by OMA membership.
Change 2:  Chapter 4 – paragraph 4 & 5
· Original text

The guidelines provided to IOP WG regarding the interoperability testing are to focus on the interoperability aspects present in OMA Enabler Release specifications and in actual implementations to come out to the market. The scope and aims of testing will be restricted to cover only the issues defined in OMA Enabler Release specifications.
One of the goals of these processes and procedures is to ensure interoperability of end-user services based on OMA Enabler Releases within the scope defined previously.

· Problem

· Guidelines provided by whom? This document? Text can be simplified.
· Modified text

The guideline for testing is to focus on the interoperability aspects of the OMA Enabler Release specifications, product implementations and end-to-end services being deployed. The scope and aims of testing will be restricted to cover only the issues defined in OMA Enabler Release specifications.
Change 3:  Chapter 5 – point 4
· Original text

4. Flexible: Allow for vendors to use multiple, alternative methods for official testing of OMA Enabler Releases:

· TestFests (physical or virtual participation)

· Bilateral testing between vendors
· Problem

· Conformance testing may be the only way to test pure conformance enablers.
· Modified text

4. Flexible: Allow for vendors to use multiple, alternative methods for official testing of OMA Enabler Releases:

· TestFests (physical or virtual participation)

· Bilateral testing between vendors

· Conformance testing 

Change 4:  Chapter 8 – second bullet
· Original text

· The IOP WG in close cooperation with the TWG responsible for the enabler SHOULD create the EICS pro-forma and the Enabler Validation Plan.

· Problem

· EVP is not created before the consistency review.
· Modified text

· The IOP WG in close cooperation with the TWG responsible for the enabler SHOULD create the EICS pro-forma for the enabler.

Change 5:  Chapter 8.1 – first paragraph
· Original text

In particular, the TWG WG in charge of the Work Item SHOULD provide a contact person, the role of whom will be to liaise with IOP WG and update the IOP dates which SHOULD be mentioned in the WISPR.
· Problem

· It is the IOP Champion that should update the IOP dates in WISPR.
· Modified text

The whole chapter 8.1 can be removed, since this is already covered by 8.3.2
Change 6:  Chapter 8.2 – paragraph 1
· Original text

The IOP activities for any new Work Item from OMA Technical Plenary SHALL be initiated when TWG contacts IOP WG regarding Enabler Test Requirement and Enabler Validation Plan documents. This SHOULD happen as soon as possible, but no sooner than stage 10.1 as described in [OMAPROC].
· Problem

· EVP is not created by the TWG.
· Modified text

The IOP activities for any new Work Item from OMA Technical Plenary SHALL be initiated when the TWG contacts IOP WG regarding the review of the Enabler Test Requirement document. This SHOULD happen as soon as possible, but no sooner than stage 10.1 as described in [OMAPROC].

Change 7:  Chapter 9.3.1 – paragraph 2
· Original text

Input to the EICS is the [OMADICT], ETR, relevant enabler technical specifications, RD and AD for the enabler. 
· Problem

· In reality EICS is just a copy-paste of the SCR tables.
· Modified text

Input to the EICS is the [OMADICT] and relevant enabler technical specifications. 

Change 8:  Chapter 9.3.2
· Original text

The EICS is a document that SHALL capture the conformance requirement structure of an OMA Enabler Release and SHALL be used to describe an implementation against that structure according to rules specified in [OMASCRRULES].

EICS is a statement of the capabilities and options that have been implemented so that an implementation can be properly matched for testing against relevant requirements only. This translates to an implementation indicating the set of mandatory and optional features it supports for each specification and class in an Enabler Release.

An EICS is reviewed during testing to ensure that all mandatory features are supported. In addition, for each supported feature (mandatory or optional) static review checks whether all features required by it (i.e., features it depends on) are also supported.

The concepts of SCR [OMASCRRULES] and EICS have been adapted from similar concepts of SCR and Profile ICS defined and discussed in [ISO9646]. Section 9 in [ISO9646] defines a notation for expressing conformance requirements and dependencies between them. However, since the ISO9646 notation allows for use of natural language prose, the process of statically reviewing the Profile ICS needs to be manual if ISO9646 notation is used.

The IOP WG SHALL create one EICS for the client and one for the server part of an enabler version.
EICS will be used to determine which implementations can be matched against each other for testing.
· Problem

· Text is overly complicated
· Modified text

EICS is a statement of implemented features against the Static Conformance Requirements (SCR) of the corresponding OMA Enabler Release. The concept of SCR rules is described in [OMASCRRULES].
EICS is used to determine which implementations can be matched against each other for testing.
EICS documents are reviewed before each test event (e.g. TestFest) to ensure that all required mandatory features and feature dependencies are supported. 
The IOP WG SHALL create one EICS document per each tested entity (e.g. client or server) of the enabler.
Change 9:  Chapter 9.3.3
· Original text

· Drafted EICS SHALL be sent to the TWG responsible for the enabler for comments

· After incorporating comments from the TWG, the IOP SHOULD approve the document.

· Problem

· TWG review seems unnecessary, since the document is a copy-paste of the SCR tables.
· Modified text

· The IOP SHALL review the EICS to ensure that it matches the SCR tables of the corresponding enabler release.  
· After the review, the IOP SHOULD approve the document.

Change 10:  Chapter 9.4.3 
· Original text

Drafted ETS SHOULD be sent to REQ and the enabler TWG for comments.

After incorporating comments from these two working groups, the IOP WG SHOULD approve the document. After incorporation of the comments, the IOP WG WILL deliver the ETS to REL with the request to get TP approval or notification.

When an Enabler reaches Approved status, the ETS WILL remain in Candidate status as long as IOP WG deems necessary in order to be maintained for continued bug fix items from Test Events and other incoming CRs. 

In the event there is TTCN Test Code available for an Enabler the following path would apply:

Draft TTCN Test Code will be available on the permanent document section as “OMA confidential”. Once the Test Code is in a mature state IOP-TTCN will propose IOP WG to approve the document and make it public.  IOP WG will deliver the Test Code to REL with the request to get TP approval or notification. TTCN Test Code will remain in Candidate status.

· Problem

· REQ comments are not needed. WILL is not a RFC2119 word. TTCN code is included in the TFP, so the last paragraph can be removed, after updating chapter 9.5.2. Approval or notification, which one is it? This chapter is also overlapping with Chapter 9.8 and these two chapters should be combined. See also changes 13 and 14.
· Modified text

The IOP WG SHOULD approve the document. Once the document is approved by IOP, the IOP WG SHALL deliver the ETS to REL with the request to get a Candidate approval from TP.
When an Enabler reaches Approved status, the ETS SHALL remain in Candidate status as long as IOP WG deems necessary in order to be maintained for any bug fixes from Test Events or other incoming CRs. 

Change 11:  Chapter 9.5.2
· Original text

Drafted TFP SHOULD be sent to the enabler TWG for comments.

After incorporating comments from these two working groups, the IOP WG SHOULD approve the document. After incorporation of the comments, the IOP WG WILL deliver the TFP to REL with the request to get TP approval or notification.

When an Enabler reaches Approved status, the TFP WILL remain in Candidate status as long as IOP WG deems necessary in order to be maintained for continued bug fix items from Test Events and other incoming CRs. 

· Problem

· WILL is not a RFC2119 word. Text that was removed from 9.4.3 should be added here. Approval or notification, which one is it? Before approval, the test code within the TFP needs to be verified according to chapter 9.9. TWG review seems unnecessary in this case.
· Modified text

Draft TFP SHALL be available on the permanent document section as “OMA confidential”.

All test code within TFP SHALL be verified before approval according to chapter 9.x. 

After verifying the test code, the IOP WG SHALL deliver the TFP to REL with the request to get a Candidate approval from the TP.
When an Enabler reaches Approved status, the TFP SHALL remain in Candidate status as long as IOP WG deems necessary in order to be maintained for any bug fixes from Test Events or other incoming CRs. 

Change 12:  Chapter 9.6.2 – paragraph 6
· Original text

It is anticipated that the EVP MAY be updated after each TestFest or Bi-Lateral Test Session, where an Enabler Test Report has been published, to improve the validation plan or define new test processes and requirements for the approval of the enabler. The IOP Sub-Working Group responsible for the EVP document SHOULD conduct a review of the EVP after each Enabler Test Report is published.

· Problem

· The key reason why EVPs are being updated is missing i.e. update on test case priorities. Processes and requirements are not expected to be modified after each TestFest.
· Modified text

It is anticipated that the EVP MAY be updated after each TestFest or Bi-Lateral Test Session, where an Enabler Test Report has been published, to improve the validation plan or to update the test case priorities for the following test events. The IOP Sub-Working Group responsible for the EVP document SHOULD conduct a review of the EVP after each Enabler Test Report is published.

Change 13:  Chapter 9.6.3
· Original text

· The IOP WG SHOULD send the drafted EVP to the TWG for review and comments from a technical point of view. 

After incorporation of the comments, the IOP WG MAY send the EVP for approval to the BOD-IOP for approval from a financial and contractual perspective within the IOP budget OMA has planned.  If approval to proceed cannot be given, proposed prioritisation should be followed in selecting focus areas. The BoD IOP steering committee SHOULD provide justification to the decision, since it invalidates the scope of the EVP.

· After incorporation of the comments, the IOP WG WILL send the EVP to REL WG with the request to get TP approval or notification.  It is a condition that the ETS document (to which the EVP document refers) is already a Candidate or is being approved as a Candidate at the same time. 

· If the ETS document (to which the EVP document refers) is modified in some form (addition, modification or removal) the IOP WG MUST review the EVP to check it is still consistent and that the changes do not affect the EVP content and plan. If any of the ETS modifications affect the content of the EVP, then the EVP MUST be modified and delivered to REL WG with the request to get TP approval or notification. The condition, noted in the previous bullet, that the revised ETS document SHALL already be in Candidate Status or is being approved as Candidate at the same time as the EVP, also applies).

· Problem

· Use of bullets is unnecessary. WILL is not a RFC2119 word. Approval or notification, which one is it? If process is followed, the ETS will always be in the Candidate state when updates are being made (last sentence). After removing chapter 9.8, some of the text can be added here. See also change 14.
· Modified text

The IOP WG MAY send the EVP for approval to the BOD-IOP for approval from a financial and contractual perspective within the IOP budget OMA has planned.  If approval to proceed cannot be given, proposed prioritisation should be followed in selecting focus areas. The BoD IOP steering committee SHOULD provide justification to the decision, since it invalidates the scope of the EVP.

After incorporation of the comments, the IOP WG SHALL send the EVP to REL WG with the request to get a Candidate approval from TP.  It is a condition that the ETS document (to which the EVP document refers) is already a Candidate or is being approved as a Candidate at the same time. 

If the ETS document (to which the EVP document refers) has been modified and submitted for TP re-approval or notification the IOP WG MUST review the EVP to check it is still consistent and that the changes do not affect the EVP content and plan. If any of the ETS modifications affect the content of the EVP, then also the EVP MUST be modified and delivered to REL WG with the request to get a TP re-approval or notification, depending on the class of change. 

Change 14:  Chapter 9.8
· Original text

· Problem

· This chapter is overlapping 9.4.3 and 9.6.3.
· Modified text

Amend chapters 9.4.3 and 9.6.3 (changes 10 and 13). Remove chapter 9.8 altogether.
Change 15:  Chapter 9.7
· Original text

9.7 Test Case and Test Code Development

This activity corresponds to stage 16 as described by [OMAPROC].

If decision is taken for OMA to use other means for developing test cases and/or test code, e.g. subcontracting to a 3rd party developer, then this SHOULD be specified in the EVP and be accepted by the BoD IOP steering committee that this development is funded by OMA.

Depending on the particular complexity of the Enabler technology and the identified requirements for testing, test code development MAY be needed. For example,if any executable test code is needed to perform the test cases, e.g. an xHTML page, it SHOULD be developed to guarantee usability of the test cases in EVP, or it may be decided that for efficient implementation of Conformance test cases that TTCN code should be developed.

In the case of a proposal to develop TTCN, IOP-TTCN SHOULD then analyse the proposed enabler with all its protocols and functionality to provide guidance if and how TTCN test code can be used for conformance testing. 

IOP WG SHOULD then make an assessment of the overall test code requirements for this work.

The test code files should be stored on the IOP WG web site, and named according to specific test case identifier or specific Enabler name.
There are different options for the work to be completed:

Development within OMA: This option can be taken if the test cases or tes code required for the test cases is not too complex and at the time when the requirements are ready, there is a company volunteering to champion doing this work inside IOP WG, or in the case of TTCN, inside IOP-TTCN. All other members of the IOP WG or IOP-TTCN can freely participate in the work. In this model, IOP WG or IOP-TTCN systematically follows work progress.

Development by OMA member(s): This option is available if there is one or more OMA member companies that are prepared to bear the burden of developing the needed test cases or test code and are prepared to make the test cases or test code (& maintenance) available to OMA in such manner that OMA can rely on the development schedule and future-proof nature of the deliverables. Note that test code must be available for a long period and OMA must be able to secure maintenance for any code in use.  Any test cases donated to OMA should use the OMA ETS template according to chapter  9.4. The donated test cases will undergo an IOP Test Case Review as described in chapter 9.7. After the donated test cases have been reviewed and approved according to the chapter 9.7, the donating company is no longer liable for the donated test cases and is not required to provide any maintenance or support, if not otherwise agreed.

Development funded by OMA: This option remains for those activities that are needed by OMA but cannot be facilitated using any of the models above. Funding is based on available IOP budget of OMA and is controlled by OMA BoD IOP Steering Committee.

Obtaining revisions and maintenance for test code may require additional financial commitments from OMA and will be managed by BoD IOP Steering Committee. Revision information MUST be issued for each revision of the test code stating the differences between the different revisions.

· Problem

· This chapter only talks about test code development. Test case development is covered by chapter 9.4 (ETS). ETS development by subcontracting is not a real use case. xHTML page is a bad example for TTCN development. “Development within OMA” and “Development by OMA members” are the same thing, since test code donations are handled like normal input contributions. The concept of TFP is missing.
· Modified text

9.7 Test Code Development

Depending on the particular complexity of the Enabler technology and the identified requirements for testing, test code development MAY be needed to improve the usability of the test cases in the EVP or guarantee efficient implementation of the conformance test cases.

In the case of a proposal to develop TTCN code, IOP-TTCN SHOULD analyse the proposed enabler with all its protocols and functionality to provide guidance if and how TTCN test code can be used for conformance testing. IOP WG SHOULD then make an assessment of the overall test code requirements for this work.

All test code files SHOULD be stored in a TFP (see chapter 9.5) and SHALL be verified according to chapter 9.x. 
There are different options for test code development:

Development within OMA: This option is available if there is one or more OMA member companies that are prepared to bear the burden of developing the needed test code. Test code contributions are either handled as input contributions for a new TFP or as Change Requests to an existing TFP. After the test code contribution has been reviewed and approved by the relevant IOP SWG, or in the case of TTCN code, by the IOP-TTCN WG, the submitting company is no longer liable for the test code contribution and is not required to provide any maintenance or support, if not otherwise agreed.

Development funded by OMA: If decision is taken for OMA to subcontract a 3rd party developer, then this SHOULD be specified in the EVP and the funding needs to be accepted by the BoD IOP Steering Committee. Obtaining revisions and maintenance for test code may require additional financial commitments from OMA and will be managed by BoD IOP Steering Committee. Revision information MUST be issued for each revision of the test code stating the differences between the different revisions.
Change 16:  Chapter 9.10
· Original text

Following submission of a Draft ERP, ETS, TFP or EVP Specification to the Technical Plenary for Candidate status, IOP WG may refer to or continue to work on these draft specifications in the validation phase. 

Draft ERP documents may be referred to as the basis for Interoperability Testing, and the IOP WG MAY continue to develop a draft ETS, TFP or EVP specification using the Document Change Management [OMAPROC] procedures prior to the submission receiving TP and Board Approval.  

Agreement to such change requests against a specification WILL result in a subsequent submission of a new version to TP, but the sub working group owning the document SHALL NOT consolidate such change requests into a new version before the previous version has received Board Approval unless the draft document is required to be created at the minimum document availability deadline for it to be used in the organization and support of a TestFest or Bi-Lateral test event. 

Should the specification fail to receive TP or Board Approval, then any scheduled Interoperability event will revert to the to previously Approved specification, if one exists. If no previous version of the specification exists, then Testing will either be cancelled or downgraded to Prototype Testing as directed by IOP WG. A new version of a specification may be created as soon as the previous version is rejected at TP or at the Board.
· Problem

· Text is overly complicated. WILL is not a RFC2119 word.
· Modified text

IOP WG MAY continue work on ETS, TFP and EVP specification after they have reached the Candidate state, following the Document Change Management [OMAPROC] procedures. 
All subsequent Change Requests SHALL be targeted to a document that has already been approved by TP and Board. These Change Requests MAY refer to draft ERP documents.
The sub working group owning the document SHALL NOT consolidate such Change Requests into a new document version before the previous version has received a Board approval unless the draft document is required to be created at the ‘minimum document availability’ deadline of a TestFest or Bi-Lateral test event. In this case, an updated document MAY be used to plan the upcoming test event.
Should the specification fail to receive TP or Board Approval prior to the test event, testing will revert to the previously approved specification, if one exists. If no previous version of the specification exists, then testing will either be cancelled or downgraded to Prototype Testing as directed by IOP WG. 
Change 17:  Chapters 9.11
· Original text

· Problem

· The outline in 9.11 does not follow the structure of the sub-chapters. Chapter 9.11 does not provide any new information.
· Modified text

Keep the title of 9.11 but remove all the following text. Continue directly with chapter “9.11.1 Conformance Testing”
Change 18:  9.11.1
· Original text

As conformance testing must – per definition - always be the first step in verifying the compliance of the implementation with regards to the Core Specification(s), Conformance testing SHALL always be considered by the IOP WG as the first task when planning test activities for a certain enabler. This will be achieved by defining appropriate conformance test specifications and in some cases IOP may develop Test Code, including TTCN, for certain enablers which will be available for use for conformance testing.

Conformance testing MAY take place in Test Fests Events or in Bilateral Testing.  Test reports SHOULD be generated out of these sessions if confidentiality is met
· Problem

· The first sentence is overly argumentative. Conformance test cases/code are not needed for every enabler.
· Modified text

The need for Conformance testing SHALL always be considered by the IOP WG as the first task when planning test activities for a certain enabler. Conformance testing entails defining appropriate conformance test specifications and in some case developing Test Code, including TTCN, for applicable enablers.

Conformance testing MAY take place in Test Fests Events or in Bilateral Testing.  Test reports SHOULD be generated out of these sessions if confidentiality is met
Change 19:  Chapter 9.11.3
· Original text

During development of the test specification, and after the Technical Plenary has approved the Candidate Enabler Release, the IOP WG MAY agree to allow Prototype Testing of the Enabler to occur at a scheduled TestFest. This SHOULD be seen as a session where implementers can test immature and incomplete implementations rather than an interoperability test event.

Draft ETS, TFP and EICS documents SHOULD have been created by IOP SWG but do not need to have been finally approved before Prototype Testing is allowed to take place.

For Prototype Testing, it is not a requirement that all mandatory items are supported.
· Problem

· There is already a chapter for Prototype Testing (10.6.1). Second paragraph is covered by 10.6.1. Items -> features.
· Modified text

Move the following text in the beginning of 10.6.1, then delete chapter 9.11.3:
During development of the test specification, and after the Technical Plenary has approved the Candidate Enabler Release, the IOP WG MAY agree to allow Prototype Testing of the Enabler to occur at a scheduled TestFest. This SHOULD be seen as a session where implementers can test immature and incomplete implementations rather than an interoperability test event.

For Prototype Testing, it is not a requirement that all mandatory features are supported.

Change 20:  Chapter 9.11.4 – 3rd paragraph
· Original text

All items that are mandated by the EICS MUST be supported by the implementation, as a minimum before entering the OMA Test Method. These items are marked in the EICS with an “M”, which indicates Mandatory. If an implementation claims to support an optional item, marked with an “O”, that has Mandatory items associated with it, then these items MUST also be supported by the implementation.

· Problem

· The EVP may define a lowered entry criteria.
· Modified text

All items that are mandated by the EICS MUST be supported by the implementation, as a minimum before entering the OMA Test Method, unless otherwise stated in the EVP. These items are marked in the EICS with an “M”, which indicates Mandatory. If an implementation claims to support an optional item, marked with an “O”, that has Mandatory items associated with it, then these items MUST also be supported by the implementation.
Change 21:  Chapter 9.12

· Original text

· Problem

· This chapter does not provide any valuable information.

· Modified text

Delete chapter 9.12.

Change 22:  Chapters 9.13 and 9.14

· Original text

· Problem

· These are different flavours of TestFest testing so they should be moved in section 10.

· Modified text

Move chapters 9.13 and 9.14 in section 10, after chapter 10.12 (i.e. creating chapters 10.13 and 10.14).
Change 23:  Chapter 10.1  –  TestFest Event Schedule
· Original text

The Test Fest schedule for TestFest & Virtual TestFest WILL be agreed by the IOP WG. The Enablers to be scheduled for each TestFest Event will be decided after analyzing the results of the IOP Enabler Poll [OMAIOPPROC] and then reflected in the IOP Work Plan.  In addition each Enabler EVP document SHOULD have a section indicating whether the Enabler can be offered at Virtutal TestFests. Any possible testing restrictions on Test Cases SHOULD be highlighted as well in the correspondent EVP document.
· Problem

· We have neither IOP enabler Poll nor IOP Work Plan anymore. WILL is not a RFC2119 word.
· Modified text

The Test Fest schedule for TestFest & Virtual TestFest SHALL be agreed by the IOP WG. Each Enabler EVP document SHOULD have a section indicating whether the Enabler can be offered at Virtutal TestFests. Any possible testing restrictions on Test Cases SHOULD be highlighted as well in the correspondent EVP document.
Change 24:  Chapter 10.2 –  4th bullet 1st sub-bullet
· Original text

· An EICS for each Enabler to be tested that the TestFest. All items that are mandated by the EICS MUST be supported by the implementation, as a minimum, before entering the TestFest. These items are marked in the EICS with an “M”, which indicates Mandatory. If an implementation claims to support an optional item, marked with an “O” that has Mandatory items associated with it, then these items MUST also be supported by the implementation.
· Problem

· EVP may define a lowered entry criteria.
· Modified text

· An EICS for each Enabler to be tested that the TestFest. All items that are mandated by the EICS MUST be supported by the implementation, as a minimum, before entering the TestFest, unless otherwise stated in the EVP. These items are marked in the EICS with an “M”, which indicates Mandatory. If an implementation claims to support an optional item, marked with an “O” that has Mandatory items associated with it, then these items MUST also be supported by the implementation.
Change 25:  Chapter  10.2 –  paragraph 5 - 6
· Original text

A signed copy of the NDA MUST be faxed to Michelle Janata at (+1) 858-623-0743.

After faxing the signed NDA, two (2) signed original copies MUST be sent to the OMA Office at:

Open Mobile Alliance, 4330 La Jolla Village Drive, Suite 110, San Diego, CA 92122, USA.

(Signed originals are NOT required to be on file before the start of the TestFest).

· Problem

· It is better that “dynamic” information like people’s names are only maintained on the OMA web site. In that way there is no need to update the process if there is a change in personnel. All the above information can already be found behind the link above these paragraps.
· Modified text

Delete paragraphs 5-6 i.e. the “original text” listed above. 
Change 26:  Chapter 10.3 –  bullets 1 and 2
· Original text

· The Server Team must have participated on-site in a previous TestFest.

· Such participation WILL be permitted on an event by event basis, and is always subject to the prior approval of the TestFest organizing staff. Criteria used WILL be agreed with the IOP Working Group prior to the commencement of registration, and published on the registration web site.  
· Problem

· Why is the first restriction needed? WILL is not a RFC 2119 word.
· Modified text

Remove first bullet i.e. “The Server Team must have participated on-site in a previous TestFest.”

Second bullet should read:

· Such participation SHALL be permitted on an event by event basis, and is always subject to the prior approval of the TestFest organizing staff. Criteria used SHALL be agreed with the IOP Working Group prior to the commencement of registration, and published on the registration web site.  

Change 27:  Chapter  10.4 –  3rd paragraph – fourth bullet
· Original text

peformed
· Problem

· typo
· Modified text

performed
Change 28:  Chapter  10.6.2 
· Original text

· Problem

· WILL is not a RFC2119 word. Several typos.
· Modified text

Change all WILLs into SHALLs. Space is missing in second paragraph between “TFP” and “and”. Dot and space is missing in fifth paragraph between  “Approved EVP” and “The Trusted Zone”.
Change 29:  Chapter  10.8 –  paragraph 1
· Original text

. During registration Where companies have opted…
· Problem

· Typo
· Modified text

. During registration where companies have opted…
Change 30:  Chapter 10.8 –  paragraph 2
· Original text

Companies who abandon the TestFest Event before the end of Scheduled Testing and who do not complete (sign the final results) ALL Test Session Reports for the test sessions that they have been requested to perform, will not be recognized in the test results for the TestFest. All results achieved and correctly signed by this company will be included in the final Enabler Test Report but the company will receive no recognition in the Enabler Test Report or on the OMA Product Listing Web Site. The company will not receive an Implementation Test Report.
· Problem

· Contradicting statements. They are recognized in the “test results” like the text following the highlighted text says.
· Modified text

Companies, who abandon the TestFest Event before the end of Scheduled Testing and who do not complete (sign the final results) ALL Test Session Reports for the test sessions that they have been requested to perform, will receive no recognition in the Enabler Test Report or on the OMA Product Listing Web Site. The company will also not receive an Implementation Test Report.

All test results achieved and correctly signed by this company will be included in the final Enabler Test Report.
Change 31:  Chapter  10.9 – paragraphs 1 and 2
· Original text

OMA does not run its’ own certification programs, but OMA encourages external certification authorities to develop programs related to OMA Enabler Specifications. However, OMA recognizes that not all enablers will be the subject of a certification program by an external source. 

Separate from any external certification program, OMA operates an Interoperabitlity Recognition program, for those developers of Enabler Implementations that are active participants in the OMA specification development and IOP Process. 
· Problem

· Overly argumentative and irrelevant.
· Modified text

OMA operates an Interoperability Recognition program, for those developers of Enabler Implementations that are active participants in the OMA specification development and IOP Process. 

Change 32:  Chapter  10.10.1 –  paragraph 6
· Original text

IOP WG SHOULD also publish an up-to-date list of Problem Report Resolutions [OMAPR].
· Problem

· [OMAPR] is not listed in references. PR resolutions are maintained in the PR tool, but not “published” other than as part of the IOP Report.
· Modified text

IOP WG SHOULD also maintain an up-to-date list of Problem Report Resolutions.

Change 33:  Chapters 10.11.4, 10.13 and 10.14 
· Original text

· Problem

· “10.11.4 Enabler IOP Report” has nothing to do with “TestFest Organization”. Neither do “10.13 Enabler Release Approval Criteria” or “10.4 Enabler IOP Program Exit Criteria”
· Modified text

Re-organise the chapters. Create a new chapter “11 Enabler Release Approval” and move “10.13 Enabler Release Approval Criteria” and “10.11.4 Enabler IOP Report” under that (as 11.1 and 11.2). Re-number “10.4 Enabler IOP Program Exit Criteria” as chapter 12. Example:
11 Enabler Release Approval 


11.1 Enabler Release Approval Criteria


11.2 Enabler IOP Report

12 Enabler IOP Program Exit Criteria
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