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1 Reason for Change

The principles for handling of intermediate revisions have been agreed in REL and now need to be put into a process or procedure type of document so they can be approved by the OMA members and implemented. On the call on November 2, 2006, REL rejected the idea of doing this as a new procedure document. Instead it was suggested that the release handling process was extended and this CR outlines how this can be achieved.
2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

None, in terms of process. 
3 Impact on Other Specifications

None, the added text does not contradict any text in the existing process documents.
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 suggested that REL reviews and aggress the changes to the process document.
6 Detailed Change Proposal

Change 1:  Addition of new text in chapter 4
4. Introduction


This document describes the Work Programme and release handling process that is used in the Open Mobile Alliance (OMA). The OMA Work Programme (OWP) tracks Work Items (WI) from the point that they are approved by the Technical Plenary and follows the work through the subsequent requirements and specifications and up to the end when Enabler Releases are created and are subject to interoperability testing.  The OWP is basically the equivalent of a project management function that is used to ensure that the work in OMA can be performed in an efficient manner.

The main purposes of the OWP are as follows:

· To keep track of all Work Items, their time plans and the dependencies between Work Items.

· To keep track of specifications and dependencies between specifications.

· To keep track of supporting documents, such as Review Reports and Test reports that are required to be produced and presented to the Technical Plenary in conjunction to approval points for Work Item deliverables.

· To keep track of releases and their dependencies towards Work Items.

· To, based on the above information, identify possible bottlenecks in the work flow early and thereby help avoiding unnecessary delays caused by insufficient planning.

· To keep the Technical Plenary and OMA membership informed of the overall progress of Work Items and releases and provide input to the Technical Plenary whenever decisions related to Release handling are to be made.

This document covers the following aspects related to OWP and Release handling:

· What kind of information the OWP tracks.

· When the information need to be made available to the OWP.

· How the information needed as input to the OWP is to be collected and distributed.

· How the information collected as part of the OWP is intended to be used.

· How OMA Releases are defined and named.

· How OMA Releases are planned and managed.

· How handling of revisions of OMA documents are managed.

· How specifications and releases from incoming Affiliates and WAP Forum are handled. 

Note: The Release Handling Process previously contained a third stage of Release handling following the Approved Interoperable Enabler Release that was called Interoperability Release. No agreement could be reached on the usefulness of this third stage and therefore it was decided that OMA should remove the concept of Interoperability Releases from the Release Handling Process. Interoperability testing as defined in the IOP process [OMAIOP] is not affected by the removal of this third stage
Change 2:  Addition of a new section 5.9  in the release handling process
5.9 Document revision handling procedures

5.9.1 Document handling up to Candidate approval

When new Specifications (or new major/minor versions of an existing document) are created, they will be in draft state throughout the initial development steps and up to the point when they are approved by the Technical Plenary.

The working group SHOULD agree a final set of draft(s) (reviewed and fixed by DSO prior to the agreement) and the document(s) SHOULD then be submitted as is to the Technical Plenary for approval with the Release Planning and Management committee reviewing the package before the submission. 

The Release Planning and Management committee SHOULD check the approval package before the submission and if problems are discovered and updates are needed, the documents SHOULD go back to the WG for further agreement, unless the changes are deemed to be editorial in nature.

Once the documents have been approved by the Technical Plenary, the candidate revisions are prepared by DSO, pending BoD approval. 

Once the BoD has approved the documents, they are to be made public and will also be published.

5.9.2 Document handling while documents are Candidates

Once a document has been published as a Candidate, the document is also available to members as a candidate and can be used as the baseline in case that there is a need to make changes. Changes are made through applying approved CRs and the resulting document SHOULD get draft status. Intermediate baselines MAY be produced and used as more CRs are produced.

At the point when the WG believes it is ready to have a new revision of a stand-alone document or a release published as a Candidate, it SHOULD agree to the final draft(s). DSO SHOULD be involved in doing the final updates of the document(s). 

Then, the handling of the document/release is as follows depending on the magnitude of the changes:

· If the changes only are class 2 and 3, the Technical Plenary SHALL be notified of these changes. The Release Planning and Management committee SHOULD check the package prior to the notification to the Technical Plenary. The document(s) that were changed SHOULD remain in draft status when notified to the TP. This allows for further iterations of where the documents can be fixed if problems are discovered by the Release Planning and Management committee or DSO, without risking to have incorrectly labeled Candidate revisions of the documents that potentially could be used by members or non-members.
· If there is at least one class 0 or 1 change, then the document(s) SHALL be re-approved by the Plenary. The Release Planning and Management committee SHOULD check the approval package and the Technical Plenary SHOULD receive draft revisions of those documents that have changed.

Once the Technical Plenary has either received the notification of the changes or has approved the updated documents, the candidate revisions should be prepared by DSO, pending BoD approval. 

Once the BoD has approved the documents, they are to be made public and will also be published.

5.9.3 Document handling when documents are submitted for final approval 

When a working group owning Specifications (and in the case of Enabler Releases also the IOP WG) wants to have documents submitted for final Approval, they SHOULD agree a final revision of a document/package. Documents that have undergone some final fixes and that possibly have had CRs incorporated into them SHOULD be in draft state, but a package MAY also include Candidate and Approved documents. 

The document(s) SHOULD be submitted for approval by Technical Plenary with the Release Planning and Management committee checking the package first. If problems are discovered then the document(s) SHOULD go back to the working group for further handling.

Once the document(s) are approved, the approved revisions should be prepared by DSO pending BoD approval. 

Once the BoD has approved the documents, they are to be made public and should also be published.

5.9.4 Document handling while documents are Approved

Once a document has been published as Approved, the document is also available to members as Approved and can be used as the baseline in case that there is a need to make changes. Changes are made through applying approved class 2 and 3 CRs and the resulting document SHOULD get draft status, with the service indicator being incremented as the new draft work is started, as in fact a new version of the document would be produced. Intermediate baselines MAY be produced and used as more CRs are produced.

At the point when the WG believes it is ready to have a new revision of a stand-alone document or a release published as Approved, it SHOULD agree the final draft(s), with DSO involved in doing the final updates of the document(s). 

The Release Planning and Management committee SHOULD also check the package prior to the notification to the Technical Plenary.

Then, the Technical Plenary SHALL be notified of these changes and the availability of the new version of the document or release which it is part of. The document(s) that were changed SHOULD remain in draft status when notified to the Technical Plenary. This allows for further iterations of fixing the documents if problems are discovered by REL or DSO without risking to have incorrectly labeled Approved revisions of the documents that potentially could be used by members or non-members. 

Once the Technical Plenary has received the notification of the changes, the approved revisions should be prepared by DSO, pending BoD approval. 

Once the BoD has approved the documents, they are to be made public and will also be published.

5.9.5 Changes to document pending BoD approval

Note that if the WG during the time between that they agreed a document and the document has been published (after the document has been approved by the BoD) would want to do further changes to that document, they SHOULD use their WG agreed revision as the baseline to which the changes is applied. This is not recommended, but may be needed in exceptional cases. As the technical content of the WG draft agreed document and the Technical Plenary approved document will be identical, this should not lead to any problems, but the document history SHOULD be clear on what changes are made to which document revision. The resulting new revision SHOULD be in draft state.
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