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1 Reason for Contribution

This input contribution builds on OMA-REL-2008-0096R02-INP_Survey_comments_for_REL, which in turn lists the feedback received from the process survey carried out during Q1-Q2 2008 and contains an analysis of answers to two of the questions in that survey.
2 Summary of Contribution

This docment analyses the answers proposed by reformulating them as problem statements as well as suggesting some solutions to these.  
3 Detailed Proposal

3.4   Reviews
Question 9f.         What improvements or alternatives (if any) should be considered for reviews?

	Suggestion

	Place production of IOP documents after the candidate status of the enabler. Eliminate SCRs from the process.  AD revisions with only Class 2 and Class 3 changes should not be reviewed by ARC; there is no architectural value to this and it is expensive in terms of time and resources (this affects everyone). 

	Public review is a good start. Involve other, relevant SDOs somehow?

	Consistency review has too much administrative overhead. Time should be spent on resolving technical issues instead or evaluating performance of the enabler.

	In cases where there are thousands of comments, it is agonizing to have to work thru them all in face to face meetings and calls.  Editorial comments often generate a lot of discussion, but I think they should be limited and perhaps resolved in R&A.

	Prohibit nit-picking editorial comments during meetings - have a simple mechanism to report them, and require its use.

	The WG itself should have the responsibility for reviewing, together with TP istelf. An enabler in bad shape when going for approval - this will be discovered at TP.

	Number controling for the specifications. Simplify the specification is the key

	Force AD to be approved. Ensure that WIDs are evaluated at proposal and after/close to RD completion to decide if we have one enbaler , zero enbaler or split into multiple enbalers that would restart a RD phase!

	After a long span of time, I see some maturity of reviews in the entire process of OMA. People may see it is too heavy, however, considering the impact to the industry, it is an adequate level.

	To speed up review phases 

	Limit on the number of comments from one person/one company

	On public reviews - why should the working document be confidential? Then the public make more sense. We have already commented reviews earlier and we are not sure that this is the fastest way to work. 

	1. Avoid editorial comments during review period by improving editors work, English etc - this may need a professional editor

2. Resolve disagreements before review starts

	Reviews shall not be used as vehicle to introduce new features. Editor shall resolve editorial comments without WG discussion. Quickly discard comments where commenting party is not participating the discussion.

	Review Period for RD and AD should be short but, Consistency review is considered as important one.

	Time limits on debating each requirement/issue, followed by AIs assignment when time elapses.  Double the number of CCs during review period.

	OMA seems to spend more time than other orgs in reviewing, we seem to be overly formal.  In light of much shorter dev times, we should reconsider whether we need formal RD reviews and formal AD reviews, or whether we just live with one review at the end.  Should make it easier to discard comments; avoid case where group spends months bending over backwards to respond to every comment when the submitter isn’t present.  Could open up consistency review to public comments, to be really 'open'.

	REQ should request that informal reviews are held early in RD development; it now happens too often that informal reviews are held immediately before the formal reviews.

	Chairs should be stricter regarding the presentation of “new functionality” or “major change” CR’s (for example, they could give a limited period of time for these kind of CR’s) when document formal review is taking place. 

There are companies which are used to participating at last phases of documents completion and proposing many changes without following the whole development process. This is often delaying too much document approval.


Summary

	Problem statement
	REL agree?
	Potential solutions

	The production of ETR and its corresponding ETR review delays the finalization of the Candidate material.
	
	The production of an review of an ETR is important as that ensures that the dialogue between the WG and the IOP SWG is initiated. This is not unnecessary work and is best done before candidate status is reached to ensure hand-over of the work. 

The ETR review needs to be done prior to the start of the consistency review but it is allowed to close the review and transfer the comments to the consistency review. This is probably not well-known. We could consider the alternative to allow the ETR review to become part of the consistency review instead of a separate activity.

	The public reviews need to be improved as they in practice do not work at all today.
	
	Public reviews are a sad story today. It is close to impossible to find material under public review (comparable to finding the plans for blowing up the earth to build an intergalactic highway in the “Hitchhiker’s guide to the galaxy”). Restructure of the public web site to make documents under public review more visible would improve the situation. Also, to announce the availability of new material on appropriate mailing lists.

Does it really make sense to only list the reference releases on the public review page or should this also be done for enabler releases?

	Consistency review has too much administrative overhead. Time should be spent on resolving technical issues instead or evaluating performance of the enabler.
	
	The administrative overhead in this context is the creation and update of the review report, as well as handling of CRs during the review period. For reviews with many comments, time is spent on evaluating progress using the number of resolved review comments and CRs discussed as parameters.

To be able to manage a large number of review comments, there needs to be a tool in place that allows people to see whether these have been addressed or not and what was done to resolve these. The consistency review report may not be the best tool, other alternatives, e.g. the portal could be considered as an alternative. If connected to the CR tracking tool, the portal could be extended to include the possibility to enter review comments that then can be linked to CRs and which can be assigned different status.
For more discussion on handling a large number of CRs, see next section.

	The need to socialize small changes to RDs and ADs with REQ/ARC during reviews delays the finalization of the consistency review.
	
	Do as being suggested in REQ, http://www.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/Public_documents/REQ/2008/OMA-REQ-2008-0128R01-INP_Monitoring_RD_progress.zip. Let the REQ/ARC officers screen the changes and only request significant changes to the RD/AD to be reviewed by REQ/ARC.

	Editorial comments take up to much meeting time during reviews
	
	Editorial comments often seem to lead to discussions that are not really that constructive and important to ensure good quality of the release. Some comments marked as editorial may however turn out to be more major than first foreseen and be of technical nature rather than editorial. 
Allow the review report editor or one or more individuals (e.g. the document editors of the documents impacted by the comments) to go through the editorial comments and then manage those comments considered to be truly editorial without use of CRs (but with a chance for the whole group to see the resolution to these comments in the documents, e.g. through use of the R&A tool). This is already allowed as per current process. The remaining editorial comments can be discussed in live meetings.

	There seems to be little value in having consistency reviews open to all members rather than having it within the working group, as most comments come from the group itself and problems with the release can be discovered by other during the TP approval.
	
	Having the reviews open to all members allow for transparency of the work at a time when it can still be changed. REL managing the reviews ensures that these reviews are done as per the process and procedures. After the close of the review there will be little interest from a WG to listen to technical comments during the TP approval. 

	The reviews takes to long time to complete
	
	Look into ways to streamline the reviews even further. Make the review procedures for all reviews as similar as possible (building on the strengths of each of the current review procedures) so that they are as easy as possible to manage and participate in.

	Due to for example bad language skills, there are too many editorial comments during the reviews.
	
	Consider using people with English as first language to read through and correct the language prior to that the review started. This could either be done on voluntary basis by members in the WG or by use of professionals (could also be some of the members of DSO).

	Reviews are used as a tool to introduce new functionality, thereby delaying the finalization of the work.
	
	Have working groups agree that once it is agreed to start a review, there SHOULD not be any new functionality introduced in the affected document (this is only to occur on extremely exceptional basis)

	There is little usefulness in informal reviews if they occur too late during the development.
	
	REQ and ARC to require WGs to start informal reviews in time for them to be able to comment on the material before it already in essence is considered frozen by the WG. This is already discussed/handled in REQ/ARC.


Note that many of the comments in this section where related to CR handling, which is analysed more in the next section (and therefore not being reformulated to problems statements here).

3.6 CR handling
Question 11d.       What changes should we consider to improve CR handling?

	Suggestion

	If the OMA CR Tracking tool is used, the history section is not really needed. 

	I would re-work the CR classification.

	In general, for approved specifications only allow CR related to solving a TR.

	CR is for minor changes, NOT for major revision

	It is adequate from my perspective.

	Limit on the number of comments from one person/one company

	is it clear when the use of CR is appropriate, and when not?

	I would remove “new functionality” type, since it is only makes sense for the RD. “Bug Fix” and “Clerical” may be merged in one category. If we had less CR types, maybe, it would be easier to classify them and to be stricter in ensuring the right classification.

The time spent in a CR should be really dependant on its classification. And ensuring an appropriate classification is the only way that the classification makes sense.


Summary

	Problem statement
	REL agree?
	Potential solutions

	The requirement to document what change requests have been applied to a document in the document history section introduces extra work without giving any additional benefit as the CR tracking tool on the OMA portal can be used instead. 
	
	It is recommended to keep CR information in the history section of the documents, as many persons prefer to read the documents as print outs and in situations when they do not have access to the OMA portal. It is normally DSO that updates the history sections of the documents, so the burden to do the updates do not fall on the members.

	The CR classification is not good.
	
	Revisit and discuss whether current CR classification is adequate. Is it really important to distinguish a class 0 change (new functionality) from a class 1 (major change) or a class 2 change (bug fix) from a class 3 (editorial)? Is it clear to people what is the difference between a class 2 and 3 change (What makes a change major? How often do we see class 0/1 changes being disguised as a class 2 change to make process easier?)

	Non-vital CRs are used to introduce changes in Approved specifications (approved specifications should only be updated to correct bugs discovered during implementation/testing).
	
	Only class 2 (bug fixes) and class 3 changes (clerical) may be applied to Approved material. Rather than trying to introduce a change in process, WGs should be discouraged to make unnecessary changes to Approved material, as that may lead to changes in implementation and force implementers to check what changes has been made to see if changes in products are needed even if the changes are trivial. 

	Submission of a large number of CRs may be used by companies as a means to delay work.
	
	Let the officers do a pre-screening of CRs to determine which ones require to be discussed in a live meeting and which that can be handled over R&A. Limit the amount of time spent on one CR if there is disagreement on the need to do the change (by normal decision making).

	Processing a large number of CRs may be very time consuming (e.g. as part of resolving review comments).
	
	See previous.


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 is recommended to review the input, conclude on what problems statement it agrees with, discuss potential solutions and assign actions to address these.
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