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1 Reason for Change

The review report template has been updated so that it can be used to track changes made during reviews that are not originating from the review comments. In order to make it clearer to the review report editor that this needs to be done during consistency reviews, some changes are suggested to the consistency review procedure.

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

It is recommended that REL agrees to the changes described in the detailed change proposal.

6 Detailed Change Proposal

Change 1:  Change to chapter 7 w r t using the review report to capture changes not originating from the consistency review

7. 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 resolution. 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 review report editor should upload the updated report as a PD to the REL portal and send a mail 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 a PD on the REL portal as well. Note that the consistency review report also should be updated to indicate if any additional changes (not caused by the review comments) have been made to the enabler release.
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.  

Note that if the updated ERP contains changes that are not originating from comments raised during the original consistency review, then the reviewers may request that a follow-up consistency review is scheduled to specifically allow for review of these changes. The changes should be substantial enough to motivate such a follow-up review, either by number or impact on specifications.

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. It should however be noted that a prerequisite for bringing an Enabler Release to the Technical Plenary for approval is that the enabler release package is complete, meaning that:

a) all planned requirements, as defined in the RD with agreed updates post RD approval have been addressed,
b) all necessary aspects of architecture, security and the function have been specified, 
c) any interoperability requirements at the specification level is complete, including the Enabler Test Requirements
d) the documents have no known omissions or problems. 
e) there are no other known substantive issues outstanding.

When the working group has determined that all of this has been achieved, the moderator of the consistency review will announce to the consistency review mail list that the consistency review is completed. Actions shall then be taken by REL and the working group owning the enabler release to submit the enabler release for Candidate approval.

If there 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.
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