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1 Reason for Change

The Technical Plenary has developed some products which are non-testable and there has been interest to distinguish these from enablers for a variety of reasons:
· Differentiate products to the market as Enablers those which are 'tested' and others which are not

· Differentiate required work flow stages needed to reach approvals

· Ensure consistency of handling, where appropriate, for similar products or elements thereof
The Release Planning and Management Committee (REL) was assigned task to develop plan for these other products and came up with Reference Release.  These are analogous to Enabler Release except that they are not tested and validated.  As there are various possible types of products, it is expected that the specific work flow needed for Reference Releases will leverage on elements of the Enabler Release work flow as much as possible (e.g. Reference Release involving a non-implemented RD would follow RD stages for development but the final approval steps would not depend on enabler development or testing).

The changes to the Process Document will add support for Reference Releases as well as put REL in position to manage the decision making for deciding the work flow activities required for Reference Releases as groups put forward plans for such products.

As an editorial change within the impacted areas, references to the WISPR doc type were also removed.  Not all WISPR references were changed though as WISPRs still exist as a portal function instead of as a specific document to be saved.

R1 generated to update elements suggested in submitted emails and the subsequent 17 Mar OpsPrcs conference call.  Primary changes include:
decoupling RD and AD version from release package version
name changes for work flow and phases

update legend to include condition symbol

removal of WID rejection option
rewording of 13.1.3

rewording in IOP sections to better reflect validation expectations (to address Alastair email comments)

adding of changes related to White Paper activities
2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

This change adds specific support for Reference Releases where none previously existed.  It is not expected to affect work flow for enablers.  In cases where existing products should have deployed as a Reference Release it will permit REL to decide whether such products should be packaged as such.  Given the similarity of the product delivery methods (e.g. ERP and RRP) this will not likely be very visible to users examining the actual products.
The switchover to the portal WISPR system has occurred and it is not expected that any further WISPR documents will be produced.

3 Impact on Other Specifications

With the addition of Reference Releases, it is likely that the Release Handling process document may need to be upgraded to duly reflect these changes.  Less likely is impact on the IOP process.
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

OpsPrcs is requested to review these changes and help assure the completeness of the changes needed to support Reference Releases in the Process document.
6 Detailed Change Proposal

Change 1:  Add Reference Release Definition (RRELD) into Abbreviations table
3.3
Abbreviations

	AD
	Architecture Document

	AHG
	Ad hoc Group

	BoF
	Birds of a Feather

	CR
	Change Request

	DTD
	Document Type Definition

	ERELD
	Enabler Release Document

	ERP
	Enabler Release Package

	ETG
	IOP Enabler Test Guidelines

	ETR
	IOP Enabler Test Requirements Document

	ETS
	IOP Enabler Test Specification

	IOP
	Interoperability

	IPR
	Intellectual Property Right

	NDA
	Non-Disclosure Agreement

	OMA
	Open Mobile Alliance

	PR
	Problem Report

	PTP
	Physical Technical Plenary

	RD
	Requirements Document

	RRELD
	Reference Release Definition

	RRP
	Reference Release Package

	SWG
	Sub-Working Group

	TP
	Technical Plenary

	TWG
	Technical Working Group

	VTP
	Virtual Technical Plenary

	WAP
	Wireless Application Protocol

	WG
	Working Group

	WI
	Work Item


Change 2:  Add RRELD and RRP into Permanent Doc type table, remove WISPR

12.1.2
Permanent Document Types

	Document Type (abbr)
	Characteristics
	Description

	
	Versioned
	Numbered
	

	AD
	X
	
	Architecture Document

	CHARTER
	
	
	Charter

	EICS
	X
	
	Enabler Implementation Conformance Statement Template

	ERELD
	X
	
	Enabler Release Definition Document

	ERP
	X
	
	Enabler Release Package (zip archive)

	ET_RPT
	X
	
	Enabler Test Report

	ETG
	X
	
	Enabler Test Guidelines

	ETR
	X
	
	Enabler Test Requirements

	ETS
	X
	
	Enabler Test Specification

	IOP_RPT
	X
	
	Enabler IOP Report

	LRR
	
	
	Liaison Relationship Request

	LS
	
	X
	Outgoing Liaison Statement

	ORG
	X
	
	OMA Working process and procedures

	RD
	X
	
	Requirements Document

	RRELD
	X
	
	Reference Release Definition

	RRP
	X
	
	Reference Release Package (zip archive)

	SUP
	X
	
	Support Document (non-specification)

	TEMPLATE
	
	
	Templates

	TS
	X
	
	Technical Specification

	WID
	X
	X
	Work Item Document

	
	
	
	

	WP
	
	
	White Paper

	xxRR
	X
	
	Review Report (where xx is AD, RD or CON)


Table 1: Permanent Document Types

Change 3:  Sections to be added to permanent doc descriptions (editor to insert alphabetically)

12.1.3.x
Reference Release Definition Document (RRELD)

Type:
versioned; non-numbered

Model:
“OMA-RRELD-” <RefRelName> “-“ <RefRelVers> “-“ <DateStr> “-“ <State>
States:
‘D’, ‘C’ and ‘A’

Examples:
OMA-RRELD-IdentityReport-V1_2-20060103-C
OMA-RRELD-ContentLandscape-V1_3-20090214-D
The <RefRelVers> is in the form of <Vers> that is tied to the version of the underlying reference release.  For the same version string, the date string should be used for identifying the specific release date.

12.1.3.y
Reference Release Package (RRP)

Type:
versioned; non-numbered

Model:
“OMA-RRP-” <RefRelName> “-“ <RefRelVers> “-“ <DateStr> “-“ <State>
States:
‘D’, ‘C’ and ‘A’

Example:
OMA-RRP-FooDataModel-V2_0-20040805-C
The RRP is expected to be used for a zip file which contains the elements of the reference release.  The <RefRelVers> is in the form of <Vers> that is tied to the version of the underlying reference release.  For the same version string, the date string should be used for identifying the specific release package.

Change 4:  Change wording on linkage to enabler version for AD

12.1.3.1
Architecture Document (AD)

Type:
versioned; non-numbered

Model:
“OMA-AD-” <FuncArea> “-“ <Vers> “-“ <DateStr> “-“ <State>
States:
‘D’, ‘C’ and ‘A’

Examples:
OMA-AD-MMS_ENC-V1_1-20030205-D
OMA-AD-IMPS-V1_2_2-20040404-A
The version string for the AD is not related to the package (i.e. enabler or reference release) version.  An AD may be included in more than one release package and if the same version is used, that fact should be clear from the common AD document reference.  For the same version string, the date string should be used for identifying the latest available document

Change 5:  Change wording on linkage to enabler version for RD

12.1.3.14
Requirements Document (RD)

Type:
versioned; non-numbered

Model:
“OMA-RD-” <FuncArea> “-“ <Vers> “-“ <DateStr> “-“ <State>
States:
‘D’, ‘C’ and ‘A’

Examples:
OMA-RD-DM-V1_3-20031221-D
OMA-RD-DS-V1_6-20031112-C
The version string for the RD is not related to the package (i.e. enabler or reference release) version.  An RD may be included in more that one release package and if the same version is used, that fact should be clear from the common RD document reference.  For the same version string, the date string should be used for identifying the latest available document

Change 6:  Revise the WID doc description and remove the WISPR doc type
12.1.3.18
Work Item Document (WID)

Type:
versioned; numbered

Model:
“OMA-WID_” <WidNum> “-“ <FuncArea> “-“ <Vers> “-“  <DateStr> “-“ <State>
States:
‘D’ and ‘A’

Examples:
OMA-WID_0045-PoC-V2_0-20040103-D
OMA-WID_0035-MMSrel2-v2_1-20040503-A
The <DocNum> is assigned by the Work Programme Secretary and the <FuncArea> is the registered name associated to the WID.  These items are forever associated with the WID for the work item.  The version string indicates the WID version.  The package (i.e. enabler or reference release) version may have a different version number.  For the same version string, the date string should be used for identifying the latest available document.

1.1.1.1 





Change 7:  Add support for Reference Release in the main work flow description 
1.2 OMA Process Flow
1.2.1 
1.2.1.1 
This section documents the OMA procedures for the creation of a release package which may constitute development of a new enabler or reference release, or the modification thereof.

The process begins with suggestions and concludes with an approved new or updated release package or the abandonment/termination of the work.

The concept of an OMA Work Item (WI) is used to describe the scope of the release package during its formative stages, this being used to define the intended deliverables sufficiently to seek, and have the OMA Technical Plenary (TP) approve it to be worked on.  The WI should not be confused with the Requirements Document (RD) or the charter of a working group though all may contain some similar information; the RD containing the detailed market requirements (e.g. use cases and high level requirements) while the WI contains some general statements of requirements along with anticipated impacts where known and other information that can lead to a good assessment of the requested enabler or reference release.  A charter simply defines the scope of a group which may be more or less than the scope of a WI.  The WI is used and may be updated throughout the evolution of the release package for subsequent tracking purposes.  The underlying principle is that no release package development activity is undertaken by the OMA TP without it being within the scope of approved WI.

2. 
There are several phases in the release package development procedure.  Each phase has an associated diagram to assist with the visualization of the steps described in the phase.  The legend for the elements in these diagrams is provided in Figure x.  The diagrams are informative and are supportive of the text describing the phases.  If there is inconsistency in what the words say and what the diagram shows, the words are deemed correct.




[image: image2]
Figure 1. Simple Legend for Process Flow Diagrams (Informative)


2.1.1 Work Item Definition Phase
2.1.2 The Work Item Definition Phase relates to the creation and approval of the Work Items.  A simplified flow diagram is show in 

[image: image4]
Figure 2. Flow Diagram for Work Item Definition Phase (Informative)
3. 
4. Stage 1. WI Creation

Work items are the means by which release packages (i.e. work products of OMA such as enablers and reference releases) are defined.  These release packages may be wholly or partially outside the current scope of any existing work of the OMA. 

Definition:

The concept of an OMA Work Item (WI) SHALL be used to describe the scope of the release package during its formative stages, this being used to define the expected deliverables sufficiently to seek and have the OMA Technical Plenary approve it to be worked on.

The WI document is a living document and SHALL be used to justify the work activities needed to develop the release package(s) it defines until its final approval.  A WI document MAY cover more than one release of release package.

The scope of an existing WI MAY be expanded if submitted to and approved by the Technical Plenary.

Work items MAY be submitted by:

OMA members directly (stage 1.1 in the process flow), or

existing OMA working groups (stage 1.2 with member only input to the working group), or 

through the process by which external submissions, from individuals, companies or external organisations may be accepted by OMA (stage 1.3), normally this being through the requirements group. 

Work items should use the approved WI template available at the template directory of the website and bearing into consideration the notes to submitters contained therein.


The Requirements group SHOULD review external input submissions relating to WIs.  Before initiating a WI, the proposers of a WI SHALL obtain a WI ID number from the WI Secretary who is appointed by Technical Plenary.  An input document to any OMA WG without a WI ID SHALL NOT be accepted as a WI proposal.

The Requirements group MAY also submit WIs following Technical Plenary requests to review or refine already submitted WIs where the Technical Plenary decides approval cannot be made as submitted or with changes.  However this route can only be with the concurrence of the submitter(s) of the original WI.

A proposed WI SHOULD be socialised with affected working groups, including the requirements group and the architecture group, and may be further refined by the submitting entity, e.g. OMA working group, as a result of this socialisation before submission to the Technical Plenary for approval.  Socialisation is not a formal review with any form of approval though the proposers of a WI MAY consider any comments made during the review and refine the WI accordingly.  

5. Stage 2. WI Refinement (Following Failure to Approve)

Where the TP rejects a submitted WI (see stage 3) one of the following options SHALL result:

· Decision to not proceed further with the work item. 

· This may only be the decision of the original submitter(s) of the WI.

· Decision to rework the WI pending resubmission.

· The rework or refinement of the WI may be done by the original submitter(s) of the WI or, with the original submitter(s)’s consent, by the requirements group, or by another OMA working group.

Where the Technical Plenary has made specific comments during the preceding WI approval attempt or set conditions for resubmission the rework or refinement SHALL address these issues before resubmission.

6. Stage 3. Submission of a WI to the Technical Plenary

Any WI being submitted for approval to the Technical Plenary SHALL be supported by a minimum of four (4) OMA full or sponsor members.  When a member states that it supports a Work Item, this also implies that it intends to commit resources to do the work so that the work schedule for the Work Item can be fulfilled.  

Any WI submitted to the TP for review and approval SHALL list with whom the WI was socialized and any endorsements.

Following the submission to the Technical Plenary the WI shall be made available for review and approval using the OMA approval process defined in section Error! Reference source not found.. 

All WIs submitted to the Technical Plenary SHALL be made easily available for members and working groups to review.  The Technical Plenary leadership SHALL ensure notification is made to members of new WIs, the period of the review and the means to provide comments.  Working groups SHOULD ensure awareness of WIs pertinent to their domain and provide review comments including, but not limited to, the relevance of, or priority of, the WI for OMA.

7. Stage 4. Technical Plenary Approval of WIs

The end result of the Technical Plenary review and approval SHALL be:

a) the WI is approved as submitted and assigned to a Technical Working Group, or

b) the WI is approved with changes and assigned to a Technical Working Group, or

c) the work item is not approved and returned to the creators or Requirements group for further work pending resubmission for approval (see stage 2), or

d) 
In either of the cases where the Technical Plenary approves a WI (cases (a) and (b) above) the approved WI SHALL be delegated to a technical working group and the work commence on the technical activities.
In the event of a resubmission of a WI that has been previously rejected by the Technical Plenary, i.e. case (d), the Technical Plenary should first establish whether it will entertain resubmission.

8. Assignment to Working Group Phase
Following the approval of a WI it SHALL be delegated to a Technical Working Group [TWG].  The priority of assignment is in the order outlined by stages 4.1, 4.2 and lastly 4.3 respectively.  The following informative flow diagram represents these stages.

[image: image5]
Figure 3. Flow Diagram for Assignment to Working Group Phase (Informative) 

Upon delegation there MAY be chartering activities to be undertaken by the TWG, these being covered by stages 4.1 – 4.3.  In addition, initial technical activities may be undertaken, in good faith, on the expectation that the Charter would ultimately support the work.
9. Stage 4.1. Assignment of a WI to a Working Group Where the WI is in Scope

If the OMA WI is within the existing scope of an existing TWG, it SHOULD be directly allocated to the working group and work commence on the requirements document (RD) (stage 7).

The working group SHOULD check the defined scope in its charter to ensure the WI is completely within its scope.  The working group SHALL update the charter if the review determines an update is desired or needed.

10. Stage 4.2. Assignment to an Existing Group Where the WI Leads to a Change of Scope

If the OMA WI relates to the work of an existing working group but is not covered by the current scope of that working group it SHOULD be assigned to the working group. 

The working group SHALL update its charter to reflect the change of scope caused by the allocation of the WI and resubmit its charter to the Technical Plenary for approval (stage 5).  Any updates to the WI considered appropriate during the determination of scope for the charter SHALL also be submitted to the Technical Plenary for approval. 

11. Stage 4.3. Assignment to a New Group

If the OMA WI does not relate to an existing group, either by virtue of the current (stage 4.1) or expanded (stage 4.2) scope, it SHALL be assigned to a new TWG.

The working group’s initial task SHALL be to create a charter covering the scope of the TWG and to submit this for approval by the Technical Plenary (stage 5).  Any updates to the WI considered appropriate during the determination of scope for the charter SHALL also be submitted to the Technical Plenary for approval. 

12. Stage 5. Review of Revised or New Charters for Assigned WIs

Following the submission to the Technical Plenary the charter, and any update to the WI deemed necessary, SHALL be made available for review and approval. 

13. Stage 6. Approval of Revised or New Charters for Assigned WIs

The charter and any WI update SHALL be approved by the Technical Plenary unless an objection is made by a member on the substance of the charter or WI update, e.g. it is not sufficiently well defined. If there is an objection to the charter or WI the Technical Plenary SHALL work to resolve the dissenting response.  The Technical Plenary MAY request the TWG to reconsider aspects of the charter or WI update, or the Technical Plenary MAY request one or more OMA working groups for additional clarification or opinion before making the decision, or the Technical Plenary MAY resolve any objections directly and inform the TWG of the decision.

If the dissenting opinion cannot be resolved by the Technical Plenary then the Technical Plenary SHALL vote on the charter or revised work item.  Appeal to the Board of Directors is available in situations where the objector believes due process has not been followed as defined in section Error! Reference source not found..

The goal of this stage is to assure clarity and TP agreement of the scope for the group undertaking the work covered in the work item.  It is not intended to unduly restrict or hinder the group nor impede the progress expected on the assigned work.

13.1.1.1 Release Package Development Phase

The descriptions in this section primarily relate to the development of Enabler Releases which need to go through all of the stages as described.
Development of Reference Releases will normally involve just some of the development stages needed for the items it is producing..  Further, certain stages may be modified to better address required completeness of the development activity.  The Release Planning and Management Committee will be responsible for clearly defining the steps required for specific Reference Releases and will be based upon the items expected to be developed.  To ensure consistency of handling, the Release Planning and Management Committee will document required steps for different types of reference releases (e.g. White Papers, reference RDs).  A description of White Paper development procedures can be found at section xx.
It should be noted that significant parallelism in this phase is possible (i.e. the various document drafting) but to keep this illustrated flow simple the order in which deliverables are approved by TP the flow appears as though it is a stage-by-stage process.  The text defines the parallelism in more detail.
13.1.1.2 
13.1.1.3 
[image: image7]
Figure 4. Flow Diagram for Technical Development Phase (Informative) [AD Approved to Candidate]
13.1.1.4 
13.1.1.5 
[image: image9]
Figure 5. Flow Diagram for Technical Development Phase (Informative) [AD part of Enabler to Candidate]
14. 

The Technical Working Group assigned and chartered to perform the WI SHALL be responsible for all aspects of the work to be carried out. 

The creation of the candidate release package involves several stages, namely

· the creation and candidate approval of the Requirements Document (stages 7 -9)
· the creation of the Architecture Document (AD) (stage 10)

· the creation of the detailed specifications (stage 11)

The review and approval of the candidate release package is covered by stages 12 and 13.  The Technical Working Group SHALL determine whether the work or aspects of the work required to produce the candidate release package is performed by:

a) the working group, or 

b) a sub-group of the Working Group, or

c) other working groups in OMA (e.g. Architecture group for architectural aspects, Security Group for security aspects, etc.), or 

d) outside OMA if an appropriate liaison relationship is established. (see section Error! Reference source not found. relating to working with other organisations)

Where the TWG wishes to have aspects of the work performed by other working group(s) the TWG SHALL seek the necessary agreement of the other working group(s) before presuming it to be plan of record.  Similarly, where the TWG wishes to have work performed outside of OMA, all necessary agreements SHALL be sought before presuming it to be plan of record.

Regardless of how the Technical Working Group decides to have the work performed the technical working group SHALL cooperate with all the groups referred to herein per stage as a minimum.

15. Stage 7. Producing the Requirements Document and Submitting for Review and Approval by the Technical Plenary

The TWG assigned the WI SHALL be responsible for ensuring the Requirements Document (RD) is produced and maintained during the lifetime of the WI. 

The TWG and Requirements group SHALL cooperate on the creation of the RD. The RD SHALL be produced by either the Requirements group or the TWG or jointly. 

The RD SHALL contain sufficiently detailed market requirements for the release package to allow clear and unambiguous interpretation of the engineering and technical requirements during its creation.  The minimum content of the RD SHALL be:

· use cases; and

· high-level requirements

The documented use cases in the RD SHALL support the identified high-level requirements and be informative. 

· For the avoidance of ambiguity there MAY be some use cases that do not provide explicit requirements, but which provide a more complete background for the requirements, and there MAY be requirements which do not have supporting use cases that explicitly show the requirements.

The requirements in the RD SHALL be normative and MAY show explicit traceability to the use cases.

The RD SHALL use the RD template.

A template with notes on desired content may be found in the templates area of the website.

The RD SHALL contain nothing that cannot be referred in general terms to the WI(s) from whence it is derived.

The RD SHALL state which requirements are to be implemented in the forthcoming release of the release package.  Where requirements contained in the WI(s) relating to the RD are to be deferred to future releases these SHALL be clearly stated. 

Readiness for an RD to be submitted for a Requirements Document Review SHALL be determined by the group that has produced the document.

16. Stage 8. Requirements Document Review

Prior to submission to the Technical Plenary the completed draft requirements document SHALL be subject to a requirements document review.

The RD review SHALL be organised by the Requirements Group. The participants of the RD review SHALL consist of representatives of the Requirements Group and the TWG but is open to all members and representatives of other working groups. See section Error! Reference source not found. for the details of the review process to be followed.

The Requirement group SHALL provide notice to the Security group, and other working groups if necessary, to engage in the RD review.  The Security group would be asked to validate the assessment of potential security issues and the corresponding requirements to address them.

During the RD review the requirements specified in the RD SHALL be reviewed against the background of the WI and with reference to the documented use cases in the RD, bearing in mind that not all requirements may be explicitly apparent through the requirements.  The RD review MAY review the use cases for completeness against the WI.

The RD review SHALL document the resulting issues and comments found during the review.  The Review Report shall be used to capture the issues and comments as well as the responses.

The TWG and Requirements WG SHALL work to resolve any issues found during the RD review and document the resulting changes in the review report document. Any issues unresolved when the RD is submitted to the Technical Plenary for review and approval and the source of those issues SHALL be clearly identified and brought to the attention of TP.

Completion of the RD SHALL be determined jointly by the TWG and the Requirements group.

The RD resulting from the RD review SHALL be submitted to the Technical Plenary for review and approval along with the updated RD Review Report showing the status.

17. Stage 9. Review and Approval of the Requirements Document by the Technical Plenary

Following the submission to the Technical Plenary the RD, RD review report and updated WI SHALL be made available for review and approval using the OMA approval process defined in section Error! Reference source not found..  The specific procedures to be followed for submission of materials and recording status SHALL be documented and available to members.

In the event the RD is not approved by the TP the TWG SHALL address the reasons for the failure to achieve approval.

The approved RD SHALL be the basis of the subsequent work to define the candidate release package (stages 10 onwards) and SHALL be used by the Technical Plenary for release planning and management purposes.

The approved RD SHALL be considered one input to the candidate submission (stage 12).

In the event the RD needs to be updated post RD approval all changes SHALL be reviewed with the Requirements group.  The Requirements group SHALL determine whether a further RD review is necessary.  The associated updated RD SHALL follow the "Error! Reference source not found." process (section Error! Reference source not found.)

17.1.1.1 


· 
· 

e) 
f) 
g) 
h) 


18. Stage 10. Creation of the Architecture Document

The Architecture Document (AD) SHALL define the detailed architecture for the release package.  The AD SHALL be consistent with any overall OMA architecture. 

The AD SHALL contain:

· the functional elements in the enabler architecture

· interface and protocol definition between elements (APIs, transport protocols, etc.)

· etc.

The AD SHALL contain nothing that cannot be referred in general terms to requirements in the RD.

The TWG SHALL be responsible for ensuring the AD is produced and maintained throughout the lifetime of the WI.

The AD MAY be produced by the TWG or the Architecture group or jointly based on agreement between both groups.

The TWG SHALL cooperate with the Architecture group and, where aspects of security are involved, the Security group and where necessary other working groups on the creation of the AD.

The AD SHALL be delivered either as a separate document or as a part of a detailed specification. 

Readiness for an AD to be submitted for an Architecture Document Review SHALL be determined by the group that has produced the document.

19. Stage 10.1. Architecture Document Review and Approval

The Architecture review SHALL be organised by the Architecture group. See section Error! Reference source not found. for the details of the review process to be followed.

The Architecture group SHALL provide notice to the Security group, and other working groups if necessary, to engage in the AD review. 

The proposed architecture and technology as defined in the AD SHALL be reviewed in the context of the candidate requirements, the OMA architecture, other OMA enabler architectures as well as general industry practice.

The AD review SHALL be considered complete when there are no substantive issues outstanding and all issues or comments in the review report have responses from the submitting TWG.

Completion of an AD SHALL be determined by the TWG and the Architecture group and, where appropriate, the Security group or other involved working groups following completion of an Architecture Document Review.

The AD resulting from the AD review SHALL be submitted to the Technical Plenary for review and approval along with the associated AD Review Report showing the status.

In the event the AD is not approved by the TP the TWG SHALL address the reasons for the failure to achieve approval.

The AD resulting from the AD review and any associated updates SHALL be submitted to the Technical Plenary for review and approval along with the updated AD Review Report showing the status.

In the event the AD needs to be updated post TP approval all changes SHALL be reviewed with the Architecture group.  The Architecture group SHALL determine whether a further AD review is necessary.  The. associated updated AD SHALL follow the "Error! Reference source not found." process (section Error! Reference source not found.).

The completed AD SHALL be submitted to the Technical Plenary as part of the Candidate submission (stage 12).

20. Stage 11. Creation of the Enabler Package

The enabler package SHALL contain all required specifications and supporting material.

The specifications SHALL define the technical detail of the enabler. 

The IOP Enabler Test Requirements (ETR) SHALL define the features, means (e.g. method to test) and criteria (e.g. expected results) including the priority for assessing interoperability (see the OMA IOP Process [OMA-IOP-Process] for full details).

The specifications SHALL contain:

· sufficient technical detail to define all aspects of function and behaviour in an unambiguous way,  e.g. protocols, APIs, content formats, semantics and syntax, processing models, security, UI behaviour where appropriate, etc., and

· sufficient technical detail to ensure interoperability for all normative function and behaviour, and

· the means to achieve versioning for evolution and maintenance.

The specifications SHALL contain nothing that cannot be referred in general terms to requirements in the RD and AD.

The TWG SHALL be responsible for producing the specifications and other documents for the enabler.

The TWG SHALL cooperate with the Architecture group, IOP group, Requirements group, Security group and other appropriate working groups as appropriate during the creation of the specifications.

The enabler SHALL be delivered as one or more specifications, Enabler Test Requirements (ETR) and any other required documents (e.g. Enabler Release Document (ERELD))  Note that a specification MAY contain the needed elements of the AD, rather than have a separate AD specification, when delivered as one specification or where the AD forms a logical part of one specification in a set.

Completion of the enabler SHALL be determined by TWG.  The criteria to be used to determine the completion of the enabler SHALL be:

a) all planned requirements, as defined in the RD with agreed updates post RD approval in stage 9, 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) the enabler documents (i.e. specifications, Enabler Test Requirements, and any other required documents) have been subject to the consistency review and there are no known substantive issues outstanding. 

21. Stage 11.1. Consistency Review

It is the responsibility of the TWG to engage with the Consistency group (see Error! Reference source not found.) to ensure the consistency review occurs.

The consistency review shall involve a specification or a package of specifications.  For a candidate enabler, the review will cover a number of specifications, the associated ERELD, IOP Enabler Test Requirements and other supporting materials (e.g. DTD files).  In addition, the associated RD and AD provide a basis of expectation that should be considered during the review.

The Consistency group SHALL coordinate the final review of the specification or package.  The Consistency group SHALL ensure working groups with domain expertise support the review activity.  See section Error! Reference source not found. for the details of the review process to be followed. 

The Consistency group SHALL be responsible to generate a Review Report document.

The TWG SHALL work with other working groups, as needed, to resolve problems found. The report SHALL be updated with the resulting actions taken to resolve problems.

The Consistency review SHALL be considered complete when there are no substantive issues outstanding and all issues or comments in the Review Report have responses from the submitting TWG

The Consistency group SHALL provide a statement and review report to the Technical Plenary showing their support for the release package as part of the Candidate submission.

22. Stage 12. Candidate Submission for Review and Approval

The completed release package forming the proposed candidate along with the review reports and supporting material SHALL be submitted by the Release Planning and Management committee to the Technical Plenary for review and approval as the Candidate submission.

Following the submission to the Technical Plenary of the candidate item material (i.e. specifications) and the supporting material (e.g. RD, AD, updated WI, review reports and support statements) SHALL be made available for review and approval using the OMA approval process defined in section Error! Reference source not found..  The specific procedures to be followed for submission of materials and recording status SHALL be documented and available to members.

23. Stage 13. Approval of the Candidate Release Package
A candidate release package SHALL be approved by the Technical Plenary unless either a substantial objection is received from a member or any working group, including but not limited to the Architecture, Requirements, Security and Interoperability groups. 

If there is an objection the Technical Plenary SHALL work to resolve the dissenting response.  The Technical Plenary MAY make a request to the TWG to reconsider aspects of the candidate release package (e.g. revisit the issues raised from the RD onwards for complete assessment of impact and resolution) or the Technical Plenary MAY request one or more OMA working groups for additional clarification or opinion before making the decision, or the Technical Plenary MAY resolve any objections directly.

If the dissenting opinion cannot be resolved by the Technical Plenary then the Technical Plenary MAY vote on the approval to candidate status of the release package.  Appeal to the Board of Directors is available in situations where the objector believes due process has not been followed as defined in section Error! Reference source not found..

Following approval the candidate moves to the public review, validation and approval stages.

a. Stage 13.1. Updating of Existing Candidate Release Package
In cases where a Candidate release package is updated or needs to be considered in light of new circumstances (e.g. change in OMA Policy affecting the candidate release package) the Technical Plenary SHALL be involved before such change may take effect.  The level of involvement of the Technical Plenary is dictated by the nature of the impact.  For cases where the Candidate is revised by application of one or more CRs the Technical Plenary may be involved in a new approval or may just be notified (see section Error! Reference source not found.).  Similarly, when the candidate is subject to new or revised conditions that require visibility or impact its usability, the Technical Plenary SHALL be notified of these conditions so that it may be able to perform any needed actions.

b. Stage 13.2. Board Approval of Candidate Submission

When the Technical Plenary has approved a candidate or been notified of a modification or condition change to a candidate, it MUST present the candidate item to the Board of Directors for Board Approval.  If any process concerns had been raised for the candidate item, they would be resolved before action by the Board is completed.  Once the candidate item receives its Board Approval, formal publication of the candidate, with any indication of its new status, may occur.

24. Candidate Validation and Final Approval Phase
25. Before the Candidate can be finally Approved and marked with the '-A' Approved doc state, it must go through a validation phase and then be formally approved by the Technical Plenary and Board of Directors.  The following informative flow diagram shows the activities undertaken in the TP.
26. The major flow through the IOP activities is intended for Enabler Releases.  For other types of products in Reference Releases alternative means to assess quality may be defined and required to be performed before the final approval is granted.  The Release Planning and Management Committee will be responsible for defining any such alternative validation activity.
27. In all cases, Public Review (stage 14) is required of all products intended to be released.
28. 
29. 
[image: image11]
Figure 6. Flow Diagram for CandidateValidation and Final Approval Phase (Informative)

30. Stage 14. Public Review

Following approval of the Candidate Release Package (i.e. RD, AD and specifications) the Release Package SHALL be made available for public review.

The purpose of the public review is to 

a) make the work of the OMA visible, thereby potentially reducing the risk of conflicting specifications in the same domain from other organisations 

b) solicit opinion from individuals and organisations as expert technical reviewers on the content of the specification to determine whether the specification is technically mature and ready to be approved, thereby driving up the quality of the specification through this review.

The means used to achieve the public review SHALL be to make the specifications publicly available via the OMA website in a manner clearly identifiable to the user (e.g. a page or fragment of a page associated with the OMA documents pages).  OMA, its working groups or members of the OMA MAY additionally notify interested domain experts or organisations of the specifications public availability to seek opinion.

The review period SHALL be a minimum of 30 days (where no interoperability testing is required or where only minor enhancements/changes to existing interoperability tests are required allowing quick turnaround) with a maximum review period being that of the completion of the interoperability testing in stage 17.

Any comments or problems raised during this public review SHALL be reviewed and dealt with.  The TWG SHALL acknowledge receipt of the comment or problem and following review determine what action to take.  Where the TWG determines the comment or problem results in a change to the release package the Change Control procedures (see section Error! Reference source not found.) SHALL be used and procedurally these changes will be handled in a way consistent with those resulting from problems found in the validation phase (stages 15-17).  The TWG MAY inform the submitter as to the actions being taken as a result of the submitted comment or problem but SHALL notify the submitter if and when the specification was updated as a matter of courtesy and to solicit feedback.

31. Stage 15. Validation Task Transfer to IOP

Following approval of the Candidate item the “task owner” SHALL transfer from the TWG to the IOP group for the validation of the specifications, achieved through interoperability testing. 

A determination should be made regarding whether validation of a candidate release package is required before a candidate can be approved.  If so, the validation activities shall either:

Validate the material in the release package through the use of end-to-end service delivery focused tests written to exercise aspects of conformance and interoperability.  This testing expected to involve a number of devices and other service end-points and infrastructure components.
Alternative validation program which can provide a high degree of confidence in the quality of the release package.

Mixture of the above that recognizes that some elements of the release package may be testable and others may not.  This approach should provide confidence of the quality of all elements of the release package.
Successful completion of the validation activities SHALL be a pre-requisite for the final approval of a release package where validation is required (the normal process).

Stages 16 to 18 are owned by the IOP group.

32. Stage 16. Enabler Test Guidelines and Enabler Test Specification Document Creation

The IOP group SHALL ensure Enabler Test Guidelines (ETG) and Enabler Test Specification (ETS) documents are produced to validate the release package.

The enabler test guidelines SHALL detail the approach to be undertaken during the interoperability validation.

The enabler test specification SHALL have an end-to-end service delivery focus and exercise aspects of conformance and interoperability to the specification using a number of devices and other service end-points and infrastructure components.

The IOP group SHALL cooperate with the Requirements group and any other working groups it needs to when producing the enabler test guidelines and enabler test specification documents to ensure the test cases reflect the requirements as specified in the RD.

Details of the interoperability validation, including the test case creation, conformance and interoperability tests are defined in the IOP process document [OMA-IOP-Process].

The reviewed test case documents form the basis of the interoperability tests.

33. Stage 17. Interoperability Testing, Problem Report Generation and Handling

The IOP group SHALL organise and manage the interoperability testing which executes the tests defined in the test specification document.

The IOP group SHALL ensure any problems or discrepancies found during the interoperability testing are raised in the form of Problem Reports (PRs). The IOP group SHALL ensure PRs are as comprehensive as possible, describing the test scenario, test details and problem condition details. The PRs SHALL be submitted using the established process for resolution. The IOP group SHALL manage the resolution of PRs through cooperation with the technical working group.

PRs SHALL be investigated in the first instance by the IOP group representatives to ensure the problem is not one of process, test cases, or test environment. In the event the PR relates to a candidate specification issue the IOP group SHALL pass the PR to the working groups where resolution is expected.

PRs raised by the IOP group and/or participants in the interoperability validation SHALL result in one of the following outcomes:

a) No action for OMA as the problem is one of developer interpretation only, or 

b) OMA IOP group action to change the test cases or test environment, using the appropriate change management process, and/or

c) OMA technical working group action to address a technical problem in the candidate item. This MAY result in a Change Request (CR) being raised against one or more specifications, RD or AD.

CRs SHALL be treated as though they were changes to the RD (stage7) in the first instance so the impact can be assessed through the main document creation phase (see section Error! Reference source not found. re CRs).  The working group handling the CR SHALL determine the result as one of the following outcomes:

a) No action, where no interoperability issue is perceived. 

b) Editorial change to the candidate item which does not impact the current approval process, 

c) Material change to the candidate item, requiring the approval process to be followed again,    

d) Deferment to a following release where one is planned and where no impact to interoperability will result from not changing the current candidate item.

The interoperability testing SHALL be considered complete only when all features of the release package defined as the minimum criteria for completeness, as defined in the test guidelines, have been successfully tested and any rework due to the raising of PRs verified.

The final candidate item material after any changes made as a result of the validation along with the test report SHALL be submitted by the Release Planning and Management committee to the final review and approval by the Technical Plenary.

34. Stage 18. Submission of Final Candidate  for Approval

Following the submission of the final candidate item material and the test report to the Technical Plenary the material SHALL be made available for review and approval using the OMA approval process defined in section Error! Reference source not found..

35. Stage 19. Approving the Candidate as an Approved Specification

A candidate item which has been subject to the public review and interoperability validation process and has addressed all comments and resolved all problems SHALL be approved by the Technical Plenary unless either a substantial objection is received from a member or any working group. If there is an objection the Technical Plenary SHALL work to resolve the dissenting response. The Technical Plenary MAY make a request to the IOP group or Technical Working group to reconsider aspects of the interoperability validation or candidate work item or the Technical Plenary MAY request one or more OMA working groups for additional clarification or opinion before making the decision, or the Technical Plenary MAY resolve any objections directly.

If the dissenting opinion cannot be resolved by the Technical Plenary then the Technical Plenary MAY vote on the approval of the release package.  Appeal to the Board of Directors is available in situations where the objector believes due process has not been followed as defined in section Error! Reference source not found..

36. Stage 20. Post Technical Plenary Approval Process

The post Technical Plenary approval processes consist of Board Approval by the Board of Directors of the work of OMA and maintenance.

Maintenance of the OMA specifications SHALL use the processes defined in section Error! Reference source not found..

When an approved release package is subject to new or revised conditions (e.g. change in OMA policy affecting the approved release package) that require visibility or impact its usability, the Technical Plenary SHALL be notified of these conditions so that it may be able to perform any needed actions.
37. Stage 20.1. Board Approval of the Approved Specification

After the Technical Plenary has approved a release package or been notified of a condition change to an approved release package, it MUST, per the articles of association, present the approved item to the Board of Directors for Board Approval.  If any process concerns had been raised for the approved item, they must be resolved before the action by the Board is completed.  Once the approved item receives its Board Approval, formal publication of the approved specification, with any needed indication of its new status, may occur.

38. Stage 20.2. Actions at Completion of Work Item

In the event the release of the approved release package completes the WI the documents associated with the WI SHALL be assigned as follows for future reference, consideration in other OMA work etc.

· The RD shall be transferred to the Requirements group

· The Architecture document shall be transferred to the Architecture group

The detailed specifications SHALL be transferred to the working group assigned maintenance, which in lieu of any other group being assigned is the Technical Plenary.

Change 8:  Update of grammar in Appendix B

VERS_DOC
= ( “AD” /
    “EICS” /
    “ERELD” /
    “ERP” /
    “ET_RPT” /
    “ETG” /
    “ETR” /
    “ETS” /
    “IOP_RPT” /
    “ORG” /
    “RD” /
    "RRELD" /
    "RRP" /
    "SUP" /
    “TS” /
    RTYPE “RR” /) delim

VERS_NUM_DOC
= ( “WID” ) underscore

Change 9:  Add Candidate status to White Paper doc type

12.1.3.20
White Paper (WP)

Type:
non-versioned, non-numbered

Model:
“OMA-WP-” <FuncArea> “-“ <DateStr> “-“ <State>
States:
‘D’, 'C' and ‘A’

Examples:
OMA-WP-UsageOfDRM-20040203-D
OMA-WP-TestingMethodologyForLocation-20030202-A
White Papers are informative technical documents intended to provide a means to address market or technical issues in support of the activities of OMA.  This includes technical best practices documents related to implementation of OMA Specifications or technical matters regarding OMA Specifications.

Change 10:  Revise the description of the White Paper development

38.1 White Paper Creation Process

 White Papers may be included as an informative part of an Enabler Release or as a separate document as a Reference Release.  The development efforts needed are based on a lightweight form of the procedures described in section 13.1.


For White Papers developed as part of an Enabler Release, the White Paper would be included in the expected deliverables listed on the WID and would be developed during the Release Package Development Phase.  It would be reviewed and would be included in the Enabler Package when it goes for TP and Board Approvals (Candidate and Final Approval).
The process for White Papers which are released in a Reference Release is as follows:
2) Define the scope of the intended White Paper in a WI and submit for approval by the Technical Plenary (Work Item Definition phase – section 13.1.1)

3) The WI is assigned to an existing group whose charter has adequate scope to produce the White Paper, or by the Technical Plenary itself. (Assignment to Working Group phase – section 13.1.2)

4) The requirements for the white paper are produced and agreed (stage 7)

5) The White Paper is produced by the assigned group using Document Change Management procedures.  That group will decide when they think the document is complete.
6) The draft White Paper will undergo a formal review (see section xx) permitting any OMA member to submit comments for consideration.  The group will respond to all such comments.
7) After all review items have been resolved, the White Paper is submitted to the Technical Plenary for review and approval to become a Candidate. If approved by TP, the BoD is presented the White Paper for Board Approval before it can be released as a Candidate OMA document.
8) The White Paper does not go through Testing or Validation but does go through Public Review (stage 14) while it is Candidate.
9) Following Public Review and resolution to any problems identified, the White Paper may be presented to TP for final approval.  If approved, the BoD is presented the White Paper for Board Approval before it can be released as an Approved OMA document.
These steps establish a model for other OMA products released in a Reference Release.  The Release Planning and Management Committee will be responsible for setting the required steps for other such product types.























































































�Moved to submission section


�moved to WI submission section


�Do we want to define this - if a PR is generated and work is needed - it would imply further work is done by original group on behalf of IOP - not quite picture I had in mind.


�We could say performed or managed instead of owned


�Do we really want to 'break up' enablers or other reference releases in this way?


�I am not aware of any 'formal' requirements produced for White Papers - is this a needed step?
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