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1 Reason for Contribution

There has been discussion as to the possible use of Obsolete status for WIDs once they have been completed.  An action item (REL A041) to review this topic was assigned in Paris (captured in meeting minutes – REL doc #0027).
2 Summary of Contribution

Investigation of topic led to language on obsolescence in current Process Document (OMA-ORG-Process-V1_2-20050111-A).  This material has been pulled in to provide a basis of discussion on topic.  Nominally, the Obsolete document state, as currently described in the ProcDoc, is not very similar to the use considered for WIDs.
3 Detailed Proposal

The current Process Document (v1.2) allocates the letter 'O' to the Obsolete document state.  In addition, there is one section that elaborates on Obsolescence.  This section has been copied into this document to facilitate discussion on the topic.

13.1.4
Managing Specification Obsolescence

Where ongoing interests in a technical area continue over time, OMA specifications are expected to evolve which results in multiple versions (e.g. WML V1.0, 1.1, 1.2, 2.0 etc).  As a consequence, it can be expected that at some point the oldest versions may become obsolete through replacement with later versions.  In these cases, it is important to properly indicate that these specifications are not being maintained.

The obsolete state (‘O’ see Table 4) SHALL be used for specifications that have been replaced and for which OMA does not intend to maintain and discourages their use.  Before a specification is marked as Obsolete, it must be presented to the Technical Plenary for explicit handling and agreement of the change of state.  This will permit OMA members, utilizing the specification, to indicate their desire to continue maintenance.

A working group will consider whether a specification should be considered for obsolescence when three or more newer major and/or minor versions (see Table 5) of the specification have been approved (full Approved state).  For example, if a specification goes through V1.0 > V1.1 > V2.0 > V2.1 > V3.0, the V1.0 would be considered by the working group for handling once V2.1 approved and V1.1 would be considered once V3.0 approved.

Specifications are to be presented to the Technical Plenary for determination of status.  The presentation itself will provide the reason for the specification being brought forward and propose to change its state to Obsolete.  If an OMA member expresses their continued interest in maintaining the specification, then the proposal should be dropped.  If there is no consensus on the proposal, the rules of technical decision making (see section 11) SHALL be utilized.

Making a document status Obsolete SHALL in no way reduce its public availability but SHALL prevent current or future OMA document normatively referencing it for conformance purposes.

As addressed above, the Obsolete state ('O') is intended for specs that have been replaced by three or more versions and for which maintenance is no longer being offered.  It requires an explicit proposal and agreement in the Technical Plenary to so mark an old version.  This is as close to deprecation as we have formally gone.  Note that this description did not address the approach to be taken regarding republishing nor dates to be associated with specs marked in this way.  Nor is there any mention of changes to contents.  In the normal mode though, it could be expected that the header would be revised to reflect that it is the 'Obsolete Version' just as we change the text in the cover from 'Draft Version' to 'Candidate Version' to 'Approved Version'.

As far as WID discussion went – intent was to use this state once the WID was closed.  This would then involve republishing the WID, presumably with a date related to the date the WID was formally closed.  Further, it is not clear if there would be any effort to change the contents of the WID in such an effort to describe the products that were actually delivered.  This could constitute more of a revised WID document.

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

REL should consider what we want to do with a WID once its activities are completed.  Would we just change the status or would we do more?  We may want to actually revise the WID document with some form of post-development information (e.g. 'Enablers XXX v1.0 and V1.1 were produced under this WID') with any mention of follow-up activities (e.g. 'Further work on XXX is being addressed in WIDs YYY and ZZZ').
In general though, the WID handling is not a clear match to the current description of the intended use of Obsolete and may be a bit confusing.  Consideration of other documents sharing the final state and possible similar handling as our discussion on WIDs may yield a new and common approach which may support creation of a new document state (e.g. 'F' for Final or Finished).  Such generality would be good to avoid narrow special cases.
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