It is expected that this will be converted to a web page and made accessible on the OMA web site.
This is the third revision of the document. Changes marked with use of change control shows changes made since the first revision was produced. The only change between revision 2 and 3 is that additional information has been inserted to clarify how the time for the live review is negotiated.
Procedure Document – Consistency Review

Consistency Reviews are held to help determine the suitability of enabler release packages being advanced to the Candidate state.  The Consistency Review is intended to address the full range of concerns that may be raised regarding the quality and suitability of the material to be covered.  To be successful, the Consistency Review will have participation by delegates that cover the full range of interests in OMA to help assure complete coverage.

The Release Planning and Management Committee of the Technical Plenary (REL) is tasked with managing the Consistency Reviews.  This does not mean that participants to the actual reviews need be regular participants in this committee.  It merely means that REL is expected to help with the logistics of the reviews.  The actual Consistency Group, as described in the Process Document, is a virtual collection of OMA delegates who support the Consistency Reviews.

This procedure description covers several aspects related to Consistency Reviews.  The specific material covered is:

· Material Requirements for Holding a Consistency Review

· Requesting a Consistency Review

· Common Consistency Checks to be Performed

· Producing the Consistency Review Report

· Holding the Consistency Review

· Completion of the Consistency Review

Material Requirements for Holding a Consistency Review

The key part of the preparation for the Consistency Review involves getting the material elements of the review collected and made available.  This involves construction of the Enabler Release Package (ERP) and associated files.  The ERP, which defines the package that will be published for an enabler, includes the following files:

· Enabler Release Description (ERELD) that, among other things, describes the enabler release

· Requirements Document (RD)
· Architecture Document (AD)
· Specifications

· Needed Support Files (e.g. DTDs, Schema Descriptions)

· Enabler Test Requirements (ETR)

Additional files, which are not published with the ERP, are needed to support the Consistency Review.  These include:


· Requirement Review Report

· Architecture Review Report

· Any Prior Consistency Review Reports

These additional files may be stored in the ERP zip file for ease of distribution but it should be recognized that these files will be removed from the package before it will be published.
Requesting a Consistency Review

Before a Consistency Review may be requested it is expected that a group will disclose to the Technical Plenary that it is preparing to do so to permit interested parties to be prepared.  This disclosure should be provided during a Working Group presentation during a plenary session and should give a rough idea of when the material will be available.  Recognize that the actual review would occur about a month after the material is available which may be following the subsequent plenary session.

When the Work Group gets their material ready, they should submit their ERP and review material to the Release Planning and Management Committee along with their request for Consistency Review.  This submission should be done on the OMA-CONSISTENCY-REVIEW mail list.

Ideally, the request should eventually be done via the website directly with the review package being uploaded into an appropriate storage area.

Before being scheduled, a cursory review of the available material should be performed (e.g. make sure expected files are present in the ERP) and if there are any problems, a quick response to the submitting party noting the faults found so that corrective actions may be taken.

With a proper review package available, a planning date for the review should be negotiated.  The schedule should be agreeable to both the submitting group (able to participate),REL and other groups that indicate an interest to participate in the review. The review date should be negotiated via the OMA-CONSISTENCY-REVIEW mail list with at least a two working days deadline for people to react to the time that is suggested.  A minimum of 14 days should be set for the review to provide enough time for other working groups to review, collect and agree group-level inputs to the review.  Consideration should be given to the amount of material, extra time may be warranted for a large enabler and a shorter interval may be acceptable for a simple revision.

Common Consistency Checks to Be Performed

Several activities need to be performed in support of the consistency review.  These checks can be performed somewhat independent of any face-to-face session as they are primarily not dependent upon interpretation of the specifications:

· Validation of Files: The files in the ERP need to be reviewed for basic correctness.  Items to consider include:

· Need to check that the files included in the ERP have appropriate file names (e.g. specs have permanent name formats, DTDs have version but no date, etc.)

· Files are using the correct templates, identify any out-of-date templates that need to be revised

· Files are available on the website (e.g. spec type files in permanent document area, DTDs in DTD storage area, etc.)

· Checking References: The normative and informative references in all specs of the ERP need to be examined.  Items to look for include:

· Usage is proper and consistent formats (refs to OMA or legacy references should follow the proscribed format)

· References are to latest versions of material (unless appropriate exception is provided)

· consistency of references across the specs in the ERP

· Dependencies Reviewed: A key restriction for enablers is that the items upon which they are dependent must be at an equal or higher state (e.g. a Candidate may be dependent upon another Candidate or Approved enabler but not on Drafts).  Reviewing dependencies is needed to make sure that enablers may be implemented.  Items to look for include:

· Need to make sure dependencies are completely listed.  The specs should be examined to make sure the ERELD discloses the set of dependencies.

· Check for circular dependencies (A depends on B which depends on A – includes extended paths A on B, B on C and C on A, etc.), these would mean that a combination of enablers must move together from one state to another which is not an ideal progression.  Such linkage is systemic of poorly structured enablers and may warrant a review of the build model.

Producing the Consistency Review Report

It is important that a single report be produced and available for delegates to be able to consider all issues that may be raised against an enabler. Therefore, a review report editor should be assigned who will be responsible for collecting the various comments into a single report document. The editor should preferably be from the submitting group. The review report shall be an internal document which identity is allocated from the REL internal document series.
There are two main pieces of information for each issue collected in a review: the description of the issue and the response from the submitting group.  The issue description should be a clear statement of the issue with reference to the document and section where the issue is raised.  In addition, it should note the source of the issue (e.g. email from X, WG Y, review meeting agreement, etc). The response from the submitting group should clarify how the submitting group has chosen to address the raised issue.



For future consideration - an online system could be deployed which would permit entry of issues similar to how approval comments are collected.  These comments could then be easily tracked and recorded.  The system could spit out a version for intro to a review document or could even permit entry of responses.  Of course, there would be permission issues for actions like edit revisions and authorization for entry of responses to consider.

Holding the Consistency Review

The formal Consistency Review should be a live session (face-to-face or teleconference) where interested parties may actually discuss issues and determine if they are relevant.

Before the formal Consistency Review, the material is made available and notice is provided to the membership regarding the review.  Between the time of the notice and the actual review meeting, email comments may be submitted.  The Review report editor should capture these and have these available at the actual consistency review meeting.
Upon notice of the availability of material, impacted WGs may wish to hold specific focus reviews to address areas of interest (e.g. Security WG may wish to have a review of the security aspects of the enabler) and submit issues as a group.  These reviews are appreciated and are requested to provide inputs in the review report format to ease to collation effort of the review report editor.

During the review, there should be determination on whether the issues raised so far are correct and it may then be determined that the issue should be changed or removed.

New issues may also be raised during the review.  Following any discussion, there should be a determination of whether the issue will be captured in the review report.  The editor will collect any such issues.


   Care should be taken in removing comments from people not participating in the review; in those cases it would be better to note the group view in the response to avoid losing issues from the report. 

After the Consistency Review session, the review report editor should upload the review report to the OMA portal and allow for a minimum of two working days for examination of the report by the meeting participants (much like meeting minutes are reviewed for correctness). The availability of the report should be announced by sending a mail to the OMA-CONSISTENCY REVIEW mail list. The participants should consider whether all of the issues raised had been captured and may seek revision if an issue is missing or mischaracterized. The agreement of whether the report is correct may take place with use of email and does not require any physical meeting.
Completion of the Consistency Review


The group submitting the enabler for review is then responsible for resolving and responding to the issues that were raised.  The review report response area should be filled in for all issues.  Responses may be of several forms.  These may include:

· Item will be fixed in the specification – the response should include a brief description of the actions taken.  For example, if text were offered in the description, stating that the text was changed as requested would be okay.  If no text offered, then a brief outline of the changes would be desirable (e.g. section reworded to make it clear).

· Item presents issue addressed elsewhere in the specs – the response should point to the spec/section where the relevant material may be located.  If feasible, update of the spec(s) involved may be useful to avoid similar issues, indicate that these actions were taken.

· Item may reflect future work objective – the response should indicate whether there is intent to address in future activities or if proponents would need to gather support.

· Item is not viewed as relevant – the response should provide rational for why the group will ignore the raised issue.  Note that this response may be used for issues raised but may cause people to consider objecting to any approval if they think otherwise.  Therefore, it is important that the response text clearly address the rational involved to help minimize confusion.

When the review report responses are finished, the updated report should be uploaded to the OMA portal and a mail is to be sent to the OMA-CONSISTENCY-REVIEW mail list and any WGs that provided group-level contributions.  In addition, if any changes were required in the ERP (e.g. spec updates), it should be revised and made available as well (ideally stored on website and pointed at via url when sending out the revised review report.  It is this version of the ERP that would be taken to TP for approval.

The submitting group may request a follow-up review if there were issues that needed further clarification.  Such a follow-up would nominally be handled via email but another live meeting could be used, as needed.

Once the final version of the review report is submitted, a cursory review should be performed to make sure that the changes outlined in the responses have been provided in the revised ERP. This can typically be handled over email and a minimum period of 2 working days should be allocated to allow review participants to validate that the responses and changes are satisfactory. This may lead to further updates of the review report, as well as changes to the ERP. Once this has been done, the review can be considered completed.

There is no ‘Approval’ granted by completing the review.  It merely signifies that there are responses for all of the issues raised and that the changes indicated have been performed.  
If three are disagreements with the results of the Consistency Review, members are entitled to raise their objection when the material is brought to TP for consideration as a Candidate Enabler.

Additional Items

Probably want to collect metrics of the reviews as well.  Items of interest may be: which groups are supporting or responding; total participants; number of issues raised; characterization of issues by type (e.g. editorial, feature impact, etc).

…
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