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1 Reason for Change

During the REL call on October 3 2009, a proposed fast track route alternative to the normal process was discussed. The key component seen in this fast track were:
· Clearly scoped work items (better management of work item review may be required, see OMA-REL-2009-0183-CR_WIDProcedures_ChangesToWIReviews)

· Agreement prior to TP approval of Work Item on that a more light weight approach to develop the Release may be taken (with the expected steps identified). No specific criteria for which releases that this would apply for would be specified, but the intent would at least initially be to apply this to smaller and simpler releases with restricted scope (covered in this input).

· Fast track development via use of tools, such as one document for all phases of development (see proposal for template: OMA-REL-2009-0180R01-INP_CombinedTemplate_SingleDocument_RD_AD_TS) and expert groups to progress subset of the work (input on this expected to be submitted separately),
· Use of informal reviews to ensure that horizontal aspects are taken into account (modification of text for informal review in part covered in this input).

· Alternative Closure Reviews to current RD, AD and Consistency Review (covered in this input).

Revision 01 and 02 of the CR takes into account comments received via email from Kevin Holley, Telefonica on October 5.  
Revision 03 of the CR takes into account comments received during the REL meeting on October 16 and as announced there also editorial comments submitted separately by Musa Unmehopa. In addition a clarification was added to say that the final call for CRs during Closure Reviews may be done during the final stages of processing of already submitted CRs, this rather than having to wait until all CRs have been completely processed.
2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

None, the changes would be applied to new work items.
3 Impact on Other Specifications

Changes are also needed in the WID procedures.
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 reviews and aggress the changes proposed in this input.
6 Detailed Change Proposal

Change 1:  Changes to section 12 “Work activities”
12. Work Activities

Section 12 documents the procedures for OMA work activities. The work creation procedures are defined in section 12.1. Lightweight procedures may be utilized for certain releases and these are defined in section 12.4.

12.1 OMA Process Flow

This section documents the 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 a Work Item (WI) is used to define an activity in OMA. The Work Item Document (WID) describes the scope of the activity and the deliverables in the resulting release package. .  The WID, Requirements Document (RD) and the Charter of a WG may all contain some similar information; 

· The RD contains the detailed market requirements

· The WID contains general requirement statements along with other information needed to assess the requested work

· The charter defines the scope of a group which may be more or less than the scope of a WI

The WID may be updated throughout the evolution of the release package for tracking purposes. A release package is a work product of OMA, such as enablers and reference releases. Release package development activity SHALL NOT be undertaken outside the scope of an approved WID. 

There are several phases in the release package development procedure. Each phase has an associated diagram visualizing the described steps. The legend for these diagrams is provided in Figure 1.  The diagrams are informative and support the text.  If there are inconsistencies between the text and the diagrams, the text is deemed correct.


[image: image1]
Figure 1. Simple Legend for Process Flow Diagrams (Informative)

12.1.1 Work Item Definition Phase

WIs are the means by which release packages are defined. 

The WI SHALL describe the scope and expected deliverables and SHALL require TP approval.

The WID may be revised during the development activities of the work to properly reflect and justify the work activities needed to develop the release package(s) until its final approval.

The Work Item Definition Phase relates to the creation and approval of the WIs.  A simplified flow diagram is shown in Figure 4
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Figure 2. Flow Diagram for Work Item Definition Phase (Informative)

12.1.1.1 Stage 1. Work Item Creation

WIDs SHALL use the WID template. Work items MAY be produced by:

members (stage 1.1 in the process flow), or

WGs (stage 1.2 with member only input to the WG), or 

OMA SHOULD review external submissions relating to WIs and decide whether to progress the work toward TP approval (stage 1.3).
12.1.1.2 Stage 2. Socialisation of Work Item

A proposed WI SHALL be socialised with potentially affected WGs, including the Requirements group (REQ) and the Architecture group, and MAY be refined by the supporters as a result of this socialisation. As socialisation is not a review, WI supporters need not formally track the comments or issues raised, or refinements made to the WID.
The socialisation of the WI MAY also be used to start discussions with REL on whether a lightweight development procedure is appropriate (see section 12.4).
12.1.1.3 Stage 2.1 Work Item Document Review

Prior to submission to TP the draft WID and associated information (e.g. proposed WG and timelines) SHALL be subject to a TP review.  
The WID review SHALL document the resulting issues and comments. The Review Report shall be used to capture the issues and comments as well as the responses.
The WI supporters SHOULD consider the review comments and determine whether they should revise the draft WID.  The completion of this activity SHALL include a revised review report and MAY include a revised draft WID.

12.1.1.4 Stage 3. Submission of a Work Item to the Technical Plenary

Any WI submitted for TP approval SHALL be supported by a minimum of four full or sponsor members. Supporting companies commit resources to do the work so that the WI schedule can be fulfilled.  

Any WI submitted to TP for approval SHALL list all WI socializations and any endorsements. As part of their WID submission package, the supporters SHALL include:

· The revised review report showing responses to all comments received

· A proposed timeline to accomplish the work.

· Where a lightweight development alternative has been agreed with REL, what development steps that should be carried out.

The supporters SHALL provide the WID package to the Release Planning and Management Committee (REL) which will ensure that the package is complete before submission for  TP approval.

TP leadership SHALL notify members of WIDs presented for approval, along with the details needed to participate in the decision.

12.1.1.5 Stage 4. Decision by Technical Plenary on Approval of Work Item

TP SHALL make a decision on the submitted draft WI as follows:

a) the WI is approved as submitted, or

b) the WI is approved with changes, or

c) the WI is not approved and returned to the  submitters.
In cases (a) and (b) the approved WI SHALL be assigned to a WG who may commence technical activities.

In case (c) the supporters have the option of ceasing efforts on the WID or revising the WID and resubmitting it to TP. Where TP has made specific comments or set conditions for resubmission, the reworked WID SHALL address these . The reworked WID SHOULD go through the socialisation and review stages prior to resubmission.  These stages MAY be abbreviated depending on the nature of the changes of the WID.

12.1.2 Assignment to Working Group Phase

Following approval, a WI SHALL be delegated to a WG. The priority of assignment is in the order outlined by stages 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3.  The Figure 5 represents these stages.


[image: image3]
Figure 3. Flow Diagram for Assignment to Working Group Phase (Informative)

Upon delegation the WG MAY require chartering activities. Initial technical activities may be undertaken, on the expectation that the Charter would ultimately support the work.

12.1.2.1 Stage 4.1. Assignment of a WI to a Working Group Where the WI is in Scope

If the WI is within the scope of an existing WG, it SHOULD be directly assigned to that WG. 

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

If the WI relates to the work of an existing WG but is not covered by the current charter of that WG it SHOULD be assigned to the WG. The WG SHALL update its charter to reflect the change of scope caused by the assignment of the WI and resubmit its charter for TP approval (stage 5). Any updates to the WI as a result of the charter update SHALL also be submitted to for TP approval. 

12.1.2.3 Stage 4.3. Assignment to a New Group

If the WI does not relate to an existing WG, it SHALL be assigned to a new WG.

The new WG’s initial task SHALL be to create a charter and submit this for TP approval (stage 6).  Any updates to the WI as a result of the charter SHALL be submitted for TP approval. Stages 5 (charter review) and 6 (charter approval) are described in section 11.3.1.

12.1.3 Release Package Development Phase

This section describes the development of Enabler Release Packages, which usually involves all stages. Development of Reference Releases may involve just some of the stages needed. REL defines the steps required for Reference Releases, based on the items to be developed (e.g. White Papers, RDs).  These lightweight development procedures can be found  in section 12.4.

The Release Package development phase allows for parallel document drafting, but to keep Figure 6  simple the order in which deliverables are approved by TP is depicted in sequence.  The text defines the parallelism in more detail.
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Figure 4. Flow Diagram for Release Package Development Phase (Informative)

The WG assigned 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 RD (stages 7 -9)

· the creation and candidate approval of the AD (stage 10)

· the creation of the specifications (stage 11)

Review and approval of candidate release packages is covered by stages 12 and 13.  The WG SHALL determine whether the work or aspects of the work to produce the candidate release package is performed by:

a) the WG, (or a SWG), or 

b) other WGs in OMA (e.g. Architecture group for architectural aspects), or 

c) outside OMA if an appropriate liaison relationship is established. (see section Error! Reference source not found.)

Where the WG wishes to have work performed by other WG(s) the WG SHALL seek the necessary agreement of the other WG(s).  Similarly, where the WG wishes to have work performed outside of OMA, all necessary agreements SHALL be sought. Regardless of how the WG decides to have the work performed the WG SHALL cooperate with all the groups involved.

12.1.3.1 Stage 7. Development of the Requirements Document

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

The RD SHALL be produced by either REQ or the TWG or jointly, based on agreement between both groups. The TWG and REQ SHALL cooperate where necessary with other WGs on the creation of the RD.

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

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 use cases SHALL be informative and support the high-level requirements. 

To avoid 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 state which requirements are to be implemented in the forthcoming release of the release package or which are to be deferred to future releases. 

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

12.1.3.2 Stage 8. Requirements Document Review

Prior to submission to the TP the completed draft RD SHALL be subject to an RD review.

The RD review SHALL be organised by REQ. The review participants SHALL consist of representatives of REQ and the WG but is open to all members. See section 12.1.4.10

 REF _Ref231984033 \r \h 
12.1.3.2 for the details of the review process.

The Requirement group SHALL provide notice to other WGs if necessary, to engage in the RD review.

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

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

The WG and REQ  SHALL work to resolve any issues found during the RD review. Any issues unresolved when the RD is submitted to TP 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 REQ.

The RD resulting from the RD review SHALL be submitted to TP for review and approval along with the updated RDRR showing the status.

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

Following the submission to TP the RDRR and updated WI SHALL be made available for review and approval using the approval process defined in sectionError! 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 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).

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

If the RD needs to be updated post RD approval all changes SHALL be reviewed with the REQ.  REQ SHALL determine whether a further RD review is necessary.  The associated updated RD SHALL follow the  process defined in section Error! Reference source not found..

12.1.3.4 Stage 10. Development of the Architecture Document

The WG assigned the WI SHALL be responsible for ensuring the AD is produced and maintained during the lifetime of the WI.

The AD SHALL be produced by either ARC or the WG or jointly, based on agreement between both groups. The WG and the Architecture Group SHALL cooperate where necessary with other WGs on the creation of the AD.

The AD SHALL use the AD template.

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

The minimum content of the AD SHALL be:

· all functional elements of the enabler’s architecture based on OMA OSE

· the specified interfaces and/or reference points 

· the relation between the enabler's architecture and any overall OMA architecture view (e.g. OGSA).

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

12.1.3.5 Stage 10.1. Architecture Document Review

Prior to submission to TP the completed draft AD SHALL be subject to an AD review.
The AD review SHALL be organised by the Architecture group. The participants of the AD review SHALL consist of representatives of the Architecture Group and the WG but is open to all members. See section 12.1.3.5 for the details of the review process to be followed.

The Architecture group SHALL provide notice to other WGs if necessary, to engage in the AD review. 

During the AD review the proposed architecture 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 document the resulting issues and comments. The AD Review Report (ADRR) shall be used to capture the issues and comments as well as the responses.
The TWG and Architecture group SHALL work to resolve any issues found during the AD review. Any issues unresolved when the AD is submitted to TP for approval and the source of those issues SHALL be clearly identified and brought to the attention of TP. Completion of an AD SHALL be determined jointly by the WG and the Architecture group.

The AD resulting from the AD review SHALL be submitted to TP for review and approval along with the updated ADRR showing the status.

12.1.3.6 Stage 10.2. Review and Approval of the Architecture Document by the Technical Plenary

Following the submission to TP the AD, ADRR and updated ERELD SHALL be made available for review and approval using the OMA approval process defined in section 10. The specific procedures to be followed for submission of materials and recording status SHALL be documented and available to members.

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

The approved AD SHALL be the basis of the subsequent work to define the candidate release package (stages 11 onwards).

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

If the AD needs to be updated post AD 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 process defined in section 12.5.5.
12.1.3.7 Stage 11. Development of the Enabler Package

The WG SHALL be responsible for producing the enabler package. The enabler package SHALL contain all required specifications and supporting material.

The specifications SHALL define the technical detail of the enabler and SHALL contain:

· 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 the RD and AD.

The 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.

The WG SHALL cooperate with other WGs as appropriate during the creation of the specifications.

a) Completion of the enabler SHALL be determined by  the WG.  The criteria for the completion of the enabler SHALL be that the RD and AD have been approved as candidate (including updates post-review in stage 9 and 10.2)

b)  any interoperability requirements are complete, including the Enabler Test Requirements

c) the enabler package  has been subject to consistency review and there are no known issues outstanding. 

12.1.3.8 Stage 11.1. Consistency Review

The WG SHALL engage with the REL to ensure the consistency review occurs. The consistency review shall involve a specification or a package of specifications.  For an enabler release, the review will cover the RD, AD, one or more specifications, the ERELD, ETR and other supporting materials (e.g. DTD files). The Release Planning and Management committee SHALL coordinate the consistency review. RELSHALL ensure WGs with domain expertise support the review activity. The WG SHALL generate a Consistency Review Report (CONRR).

The TWG SHALL work with other WGs, as needed, to resolve problems found. The CONRR SHALL be updated with the resulting actions. The Consistency review SHALL be complete when there are no substantive issues outstanding and all issues or comments in the CONRR have responses recorded. REL SHALL provide a statement and CONRR to TP as part of the Candidate submission.

12.1.3.9 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 REL to TP for review and Candidate approval.

The approval process defined in section Error! Reference source not found. SHALL apply.

12.1.3.10 Stage 13. Approval of the Candidate Release Package

A candidate release package SHALL be approved by TP unless an objection is made on the substance of the material for review. In case of an objection TP SHALL work to resolve the dissenting response as defined in section Error! Reference source not found..

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

12.1.3.11 Stage 13.1. Updating of Existing Candidate Release Package

The process for updating existing candidate release packages is defined in section Error! Reference source not found..

12.1.3.12 Stage 13.2. Board Approval of Candidate Submission

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

12.1.4 Candidate Validation and Final Approval Phase

Before the Candidate can be Approved and marked with the '-A' Approved doc state, it must go through a validation phase and be formally approved by TP and BoD.  Figure 7 shows the activities undertaken in the TP.
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Figure 5. Flow Diagram for Candidate Validation and Final Approval Phase (Informative)

The major flow through the IOP activities is intended for Enabler Releases, for details see the OMA Interoperability Process [OMAIOP]. For other types of products in Reference Releases alternative validation activities may apply before final approval.  REL will be responsible for defining the validation activities for Reference Releases. In all cases, Public Review (stage 14) is required of all products intended to be released.

12.1.4.1 Stage 14. Public Review

Following approval, the Candidate Release Package SHALL be made available for public review. The purpose of the public review is to 

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

b) solicit opinions from expert technical reviewers (individuals and organizations) to determine whether the package is technically mature and ready to be approved

The release package SHALL be publicly available via the OMA website. WGs or members MAY additionally notify interested domain experts or organisations of the public review.

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) with a maximum review period being that of the completion of the interoperability testing in stage 17.

The WG SHALL acknowledge receipt of the comment raised during public review and determine what action to take.  Where the comment results in a change to the release package the Change Control procedures (section Error! Reference source not found.) SHALL be used. The WG MAY inform the submitter as to the actions taken as a result of the comment or problem and SHALL notify the submitter if and when the specification was updated.

12.1.4.2 Stage 15. Validation Task

There are several possible validation approaches for a candidate release package:

· End-to-end service delivery tests  to validate conformance and interoperability. This testing involves service end-points and infrastructure components.

· Alternative validation program (Stage 15.1).

· Mixture of the above that recognizes that some elements of the release package may be testable and others may not.

The validation approach should provide confidence in the quality of all elements of the release package. The testing and validation activities will be documented in the Enabler Validation Plan (EVP).   The EVP and any needed Enabler Test Specifications (ETS) and Test Files Packages (TFP) SHOULD be approved to Candidate by TP before testing and validation activities take place.
12.1.4.3 Stage 15.1 Alternative Validation Activities

In cases where (parts of) an enabler are not tested, alternative validation activities SHOULD be undertaken. These should provide as much overview of the un-tested aspects as possible as it will be the only quality checking performed.

Where technology is based on developments of other organizations, validation may be based upon tools or techniques available for those technologies.

The EVP will include the criteria and outcome(s) required for successful validation.

Successful completion of the validation activities SHALL be a pre-requisite for the final approval of a release package where validation is required.

12.1.4.4 Stage 16.  Test Document Creation

The IOP group SHALL ensure Enabler Test Guidelines (ETG), ETS) and TFP documents are produced to support all testing activities required for validation.

The EVP SHALL detail the approach for interoperability validation. The ETS SHALL have an end-to-end service delivery focus and address conformance and interoperability testing using service end-points and infrastructure components.

The TFP SHALL describe and hold files supporting the test activities (e.g. executable script files, media files or stored contents needed to perform the tests.

The IOP group SHALL cooperate with the WG and any other WG as appropriate when producing the EVP and ETS to ensure the test cases reflect the ETR. The reviewed test case documents form the basis of the interoperability tests.

12.1.4.5 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 found during interoperability testing are raised in 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 IOP group SHALL manage the resolution of PRs through cooperation with the WG.

The IOP group SHALL investigate PRs 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 WGs where resolution is expected.

PRs SHALL result in one of the following outcomes:

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

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

c) WG action to address a technical problem. This MAY result in a CR being raised against the candidate item.

CRs to one candidate item may impact other candidate items in the same candidate release package. The process defined in section Error! Reference source not found. applies.  The WG handling the CR SHALL determine the result as one of the following:

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 re-approval of the candidate item,    

d) Deferment to a following release where one is planned and where no interoperability impact will result from deferment.

Interoperability testing SHALL be considered complete when all criteria for successful validation, as defined in the EVP, have been fulfilled and any rework due to PRs is verified.

The final candidate item material incorporating all changes resulting from validation along with the test report SHALL be submitted by REL for TP review and approval.

12.1.4.6 Stage 18. Submission of Final Candidate for Approval

Following submission of the final candidate item material and test report to TP for review and approval, the approval process defined in section Error! Reference source not found. applies.

12.1.4.7 Stage 19. Approving the Candidate as an Approved Specification

A candidate item which has been subject to public review and interoperability validation and has resolved all problems SHALL be approved by TP unless an objection is made. In case of an objection TP SHALL work to resolve the dissenting response. TP MAY request the IOP group or WG to reconsider aspects of the interoperability validation or candidate item, or TP MAY request one or more WGs for additional clarification or opinion before making the decision, or TP MAY resolve any objections directly. If the dissenting opinion cannot be resolved then TP SHALL vote on the issue. The appeal process defined in section Error! Reference source not found. applies.

In case of Enabler Release approval, the associated EVP will be approved concurrently as the associated validation activities are completed.  
As the associated ETS and TFP may be subject to maintenance in support of continuing test activities, the ETS and TFP continue in Candidate state until no further support for the tests is expected.
12.1.4.8 Stage 20. Post Technical Plenary Approval Process

The post TP approval processes consist of approval by the BoD (stage 20.1) and maintenance (stage 20.2).

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, TP SHALL be notified.
12.1.4.9 Stage 20.1. Board Approval of the Approved Specification

After TP has approved a release package or been notified of a condition change to an approved release package, it MUST present the approved item to the BoD for 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 indication of its new status, may occur.

12.1.4.10 Stage 20.2. Maintenance of Release Package

After a release package is approved and publicly released, it may need to be revised. Maintenance of OMA specifications SHALL use the process defined in section Error! Reference source not found.. Any changes to the approved release package will result in a new version for the release package. Minor changes which are primarily corrective may result in a service indication update in which case the subsequent approval steps may be abbreviated (see sectionError! Reference source not found.)

Maintenance work MUST be performed under an approved WI.
12.1.4.11 Stage 21. Actions at Completion of Work Item

When all the work contemplated by a WI has been accomplished, the WI SHOULD be closed. This will signal the end of all activities and permit the work programme to reflect the correct status of the associated work. WIs SHALL be closed by agreement in TP.

WIs MUST NOT be closed while there are supporting maintenance activities on releases developed under those WIs.  

Closure of a WI does not change the ownership of release packages that were developed.  If a revision is needed for a release package that does not have an open WI, the WG that developed that release package performs the revision. If groups are themselves closed, ownership transfers to the parent group with ultimate responsibility in TP.

12.1.5 Review Process

Reviews permit members to raise comments regarding the work of the groups, but are not intended to be a gate or block to work advancing. That is the role of the Approval activities in TP. There is no “Passing” or “Failing” of a review. There are three kinds of review:
Informal reviews to be used to collect feedback from members early in the development of material.
Formal reviews to be used at the end the development of material using the normal development procedures.
Closure reviews to be used at the end the development of material using the light weight development procedures,
12.1.5.1 Informal Reviews

Prior to a formal review, one or more informal reviews MAY be held to get views from the broader membership.  As informal reviews, there are no formal comment capture procedures. The submitting WG need not respond with the same level of detail as for formal reviews.

Informal reviews may be held by the review host (e.g. REQ for RD) and may address particular aspects of the work (e.g. pre-review session with Security), or limited scope (e.g. Sections 1-5). Scheduling of  informal reviews is ad hoc in nature and may be facilitated by normal agenda handling.

12.1.5.2 Formal reviews
12.1.5.3 Scheduling of Formal Reviews

Once material is stable and mature, a formal review is appropriate. The formal review SHOULD include a comment period of minimum 14 days. For reviews of a large body of material, a longer comment period SHOULD be considered. The review host and source WG contact will use their best judgment in this regard.

The submitting WG SHALL request the review. The host SHOULD set an end date for the comment period in coordination with the WG. The review host SHOULD consider common holidays, vacation periods, and other external factors that may affect preparation or participation in the review. The end date for the comment period SHOULD avoid other competing OMA activities known to be taking place.

Notification of the review SHALL be sent through the normal channels (e.g. mail list).  The notification will, at minimum, identify the review type, the submitting WG, review contact person (review moderator), pointer to the material for review, mail list to be used and the comment period end date..

12.1.5.4 Handling of Comments

Members MAY submit comments during the comment period preferably using the Review Contribution (RC) document. Comments SHALL be captured in the Review Report. In addition to the comments, proposed resolutions may be offered.
12.1.5.5 Update of Material and Review Response

Following the end of the comment period, the submitting WG is responsible for generating responses to all comments.  Responses are included in the Review Report. Responses should describe the resolution and may result in changes to the document(s) being reviewed. The Document Change Management process (section 12.5) SHALL be used. 

The review is closed when the Review Report is agreed.
12.1.5.6 Follow-up Reviews

Based on the level of the comments or effort to resolve them, a follow-up review MAY be needed.   The follow-up review comment period may be shorter than 14 days as it addresses the responses and resulting document updates.  New comments may be raised, but the moderator has discretion regarding handling of redundant comments. There may be further follow-ups, but the moderator should seek timely closure of the reviews.

12.1.5.7 Submission to Technical Plenary

The final Review Report SHALL be submitted to TP as part of the package supporting approval.  Key comments, with remaining disagreements among the review participants should be noted to permit TP to weigh the decision of the submitting group.
Closure reviews
Closure reviews are to be used for material that is developed using light weight development procedures. 
Closure reviews may be held for individual documents, such as the RD or AD or for a whole release. Whether the individual documents undergo closure review prior to review of the whole release is ready is part of the agreement with REL on steps needed as part of the light weight development procedures.  This is dependent on whether these documents are intended to be published separately, or only as part of the whole release.
12.2.3.1 Scheduling of Closure Reviews
When the WG agrees that the material is ready, a Closure Review date is set. The review SHALL be held during one or more meetings and is hosted by the WG that has developed the material. Sufficient notice SHALL be given prior to allow for members to prepare for and attend the review meeting.
Review notification SHALL be sent through the normal channels (e.g. mail list) and be sent to all WGs expected to be interested in participating  The notification will, at minimum, identify the review type, the WG hosting the review, review contact person (review moderator), pointer to the material for review and meeting date for the planned meeting(s) at which the review is held. Care SHOULD be taken to avoid overlap with other meetings involving interested participants, but also taking into account the planned time schedule for completion of the work.
12.1.5.8 Holding the review
During the review, each document SHOULD be reviewed paragraph-by-paragraph for all normative text, and in significant detail for informative text. Clerical changes MAY be done by the editor, other changes SHALL require the CR process. 
Volunteers are needed to generate the CRs and these need to be generated in a timely manner. The time allowed to produce CRs SHALL be agreed after the review and is dependent on the amount of comments provided, the complexity of the problems and the number of volunteers.
12.1.5.9 Update of Material

Once all CRs produced as part of the closure review meeting are in the final stages of processng, a call for final CRs SHALL be made by the Chair. This call consists of an email to the appropriate mailing list(s), indicating that the document is nearing completion and that CRs will be allowed for two more weeks only.
If only class 2 or 3 CRs were agreed, the material SHALL be considered complete. If at least one class 0 or 1 CR has been agreed during the review, the material SHOULD return to the Closure Review stage for a follow-up review. 

12.1.5.10 Follow-up Reviews

During follow-up Closure Reviews, the participants SHOULD consider only the sections that were changed since last review. The follow-up review is otherwise conducted just as the regular Closure Review.
12.1.5.11 Submission to Technical Plenary

Once all agreed CRs have been incorporated the material SHALL be submitted for approval by the TP. 
12.1.6 Managing Obsolescence

OMA documents may evolve over time which results in multiple versions.  As a consequence, versions may become obsolete through replacement with later versions. OMA does not maintain obsolete documents and discourages their use. It is important to properly indicate when these documents are obsolete. Obsolescence of a document SHALL in no way reduce its public availability. The Historic state (‘H’ see Error! Reference source not found.) SHALL be used for obsolete documents.
Management of obsolescence SHALL use two mechanisms:

1. clearly indicating an already released document  is obsoleted (e.g. by a replacement enabler)
2. use of the Historic state for documents.
A group SHALL consider documents for obsolescence after a suitable period. For example the technical direction is no longer pursued, or because of the number of subsequent versions of the document that have been approved.

A proposal to change a document state to Historic MUST be presented to TP for approval. The proposal will provide the reason to change the document state.

12.2 Lightweight Development Procedures

Not all products require all of the steps defined in the Work Flow. A lightweight development procedure (removing unneeded steps from the work flow that do not add value or quality) MAY be used. Such procedures are normally associated with Enabler Releases with limited scope or Reference Releases (stand-alone White Papers and Data Definition Specifications) which do not require validation activities. Whether a release qualifies for lightweight procedures SHALL be determined in conjunction with REL prior to TP approval of the WI.  Products developed using lightweight development procedures are still subject to review and approval.

An example of lightweight development procedures for a Enabler Release with limited scope is as follows:

1) Work Item Definition phase, as defined in section 12.1.1
2) Assignment to WG phase, as defined in section 12.1.2
3) The product is produced by the assigned group, which will decide when they think the release package is complete. Informal reviews are used to socialize work with ARC and REQ, no formal reviews are required.
4) The draft release package will undergo a Closure Review.

5) Following completion of the review, the release package is submitted to TP for Candidate approval. Following TP approval, the release package is submitted for BoD ratification as a Candidate release item

6) Work then progresses as for other Enabler Releases with Candidate validation activities, as defined in section 12.1.4 and onwards.
An example of lightweight development procedures for a Data Definition Specification is as follows:

1) Work Item Definition phase, as defined in section 12.1.1
2) Assignment to WG phase, as defined in section 12.1.2
3) The product is produced by the assigned group, which will decide when they think the release package is complete.
4) The draft release package will undergo a Consistency Review.
5) Following completion of the review, the release package is submitted to TP for Candidate approval. Following TP approval, the release package is submitted for BoD ratification as a Candidate release item
6) The release package does not go through Testing or Validation but does go through Public Review (stage 14).
7) Following completion of the Public Review, the release package is presented to TP for final approval. If approved, the Release Package is submitted for Board Approval as an Approved release item.
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