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1 Reason for Contribution

Tracking open REST-NetAPI issues.
2 Summary of Contribution

This INP is intended to track issues in REST NetAPI 1.0.
3 Detailed Proposal
	ID
	TS
	Status
	Issue description 
(and document reference if applicable)
	Resolution notes
(responsibility, progress etc.) 

	01
	All

	CLOSED
	Add scope values
	Closed for
All TSs

	02
	All
	CLOSED
	Check for quality issues. 
Note that issues found may also affect ParlayREST 2.0, selected ones should be fixed there as well.
From eMail communication:

1. Check that resource tree match resource table,
2. Check that the name of resources in section 6 (former 5.4) match those one in resource tables,
3. Compare XML schema and data structure tables in the TS. If you use Eclipse there is a graphical presentation of each data type and this makes easy to compare.
4. Make sure that data types defined as root in the TS have corresponding element declaration in the schema,
5. Where applicable, check that response XML examples echoes parameters from the request,
6. Check that methods that are not supported (PUT, POST, DELETE) in section 6 has correct description for "Allow" header,
7. Make sure that every XML operation has one corresponding JSON example. Remember at one point we said that we do not need to match every XML example with one JSON example. For example, if SendOutboundMessageRequest has 3 XML examples, we said that JSON can have only one of them. Sune's tool can be used to generate JSON examples for every XML example. Having for each XML example one JSON, and that will be easy to detect inconsistencies.
8. Check that form-url-encoded examples really correspond to XML examples indicated by the link we introduced now.
9. Make sure that JSON example headings match those one from XML examples,
10. Validate XML examples.

	Editors before, latest during CONR.
Closed for

All TSs

	03
	All
	CLOSED
	In Munich Summer 2011, the inclusion of ACRs into REST NetAPIs was discussed (). Some items were agreed.

The following items were left as t.b.d. and await resolution:

· Should all/most APIs support the use of reserved ACR keywords (e.g. “acr:authorization”) ( yes
· Can {userId} in a request URL be different than userId value in the message body ( no, at least not in case acr:authorization
· Support the use of placeholders in the request URL (and optionally in the message body) ( yes
· Can we support acr:Authorization in the body without supporting it in the URL (e.g. 3PCall, CallNotif, AudioCall)?


	ACR support has been added to all TS where is is applicable.
There’s still an open issue with acr:Authorization:, see below.



	04
	All
	CLOSED
	Should a {userId} type of resource URL variable be part of the resource URL path for every API? If not, establish criteria for when one is expected. Currently some APIs do not have such variable (e.g. TerminalLocation, TerminalStatus, as well as some resources (inbound) in SMS and Messaging)
	-Added during ARC CC Dec 13
As the APis are in Candidate, no general change is foreseen at this point in time. Interested parties may bring CRs if they see this urgent enough.

	05
	Common
	CLOSED
	For example, in the case when the client resides in a server-like environment a request URL may be passed by the client on which it can be notified of particular events that the client subscribed to.”

refer to a particular case of a client, out of many possible. We also have a certain client taxonomy in Common. Another one implied by Autho4API. However, any of those may be  incomplete and not necessarily well mapped to taxonomies offered by Google or others. Or not consistently used or referred to.

Should we align/document a clear taxonomy for Clients, then be able to refer consistently to such taxonomy?

Is the Common? Or else?


	-Added during ARC CC Dec 20
Was addressed long time ago.

	06
	Autho4API, maybe others
	OPEN
	It is open how to address testing of the combination of the Autho API with individual net-APIs.
	Added during ARC call on Jan 10

	07
	Nearly all
	CLOSED
	Do we need to align the model of subscriptions? In some TSs, the client has to explicitly delete the subscriptions, in others they expire and generate expiry notifications
	Added during Munich Interim.
This was harmonized for Chat / IS / VS / FT with TL and TS (by adding a duration).

It was not touched for the legacy specs

	08
	Common
	CLOSED
	Server behavior on unsupported versions.
	Added during Interim in Stockholm
Closed by OMA-ARC-REST-NetAPI-2012-0099R04-CR_Common_version_error_response

	09
	Common

PRS

AB

Others?
	CLOSED
	We need definitions for “heavy-weight resource” and “light-weight resource”.

To be decided as part of the discussion whether we put this only in TS Common, or in addition into the individual TSs that use LW resources, and/or in addition into the OMA Dictionary.
	Added during ARC call on 20120214. Vito has taken care of this one.
Closed for

Common

PRS

Template

AB

No need for other APIs



	10
	NOTIF
	CLOSED
	We do not mention at all Notification Channel and the use of long-polling. It would seem appropriate to have an Appendix in Notification Channel TS to refer to Notification Channel API and the use of it by all others. That would also imply puling in the definitions, and possibly showing a sequence flow where an API uses the Notification Channel API.

	Added during ARC call on 20120214.
Resolution by Email from Michael Brenner to ARC exploder on 3 Apr 2012, Subject “proposal to close REST-NetAPI-A024” 

	11
	All TSs
	CLOSED
	The definition of “Notification Channel” must read as follows: 

A channel created on the request of the client and used to deliver notifications from a server to a client. The channel is represented as a resource and provides means for the server to post notifications and for the client to receive them via specified delivery mechanisms. 

For example in the case of Long Polling the channel resource is defined by a pair of URLs. One of the URLs is used by the client as a callback URL when subscribing for notifications. The other URL is used by the client to retrieve notifications from the Notification Server.


	Added during BCN ARC meeting. Master definition taken from TS NC.

Fixed or verified to be OK in:

NC

SMS

MSG

DevCap

Chat
AB

Pay

ThirdPartyCall (CR)

CallNotif
Prs

Common
TermStat
Location
IS

VS

FT

Not needed (as there are no notifications) in 

AudioCall

, 

	12
	RCS Profile
	OPEN
	Check whether scope values need to be defined specifically for the subset of functionality in the profile. This check needs to be done by each feature champion for his/her TS.
	Added during BCN meeting.
Sent LS to GSMA from NYC asking for guidance.

	13
	OneAPI Profile
	OPEN
	Check whether scope values need to be defined specifically for the subset of functionality in the profile. This check needs to be done by each feature champion for his/her TS.
	Added during BCN meeting.
Sent LS to GSMA from NYC asking for guidance.

	14
	TSs with no userID in the URL
	CLOSED
	UserId in the resourceURL

Does authorization using Autho4API work with APIs which have no userId in the resourceURL? How to distinguish between the URLs representing different users, e.g. when requesting an authorization grant?
Also, what is the influence of having / not having userId in the resourceURL for applications that can act on behalf of multiple users?
	Added during BCN meeting.
Response:

It seems this works, as the access token can provide the desired scope.

If same URL is used for multiple users then this URL must be marked non-cacheable.

Suggestion to close (NYC).

	15
	TS Payment
	OPEN
	Look at the specific case of scope values design to support user consent of payments. There, the resource URL, digital item id, price point are part of the scope.
	Added during BCN meeting.
Intermediate thoughts: no need to standardize this in OMA, as it is pretty close to the business model. Other organizations may however specify these (such as WAC).

See input  ARC-2012-89R01 and minutes form Saigon..

Will be addressed in Autho4API, there is an action item in ARC SEC.


	16
	General issue
	OPEN
	There was the request to elaborate on the protection of ID leakage to untrusted apps. Solutions may be for untrusted apps to set the userId may to acr:authorization in both request and response, or using a carefully-designed ACR scheme.
	Added during BCN meeting.
Intermediate thoughts: it is probably sufficient not to mandate returning a proper ACR in a response of ACR:authorization as long as the server is able to disambiguate the URLs using another piece of information under its control.

Doc 202 discussed in NYC.

Offline work ongoing.

.

	17
	Auto4API
	CLOSED
	Elaborate the passing of appId / developerId during requesting authorization.

Also, check whether these Ids also need to be passed in ordinary API requests. OSE-wise, these parameters would be “+P” and are not part of the I0. 
	Added during BCN meeting.
Requesting authorization grant is not part of the resource request and therefore out of scope of REST NetAPI. 

AppId / developerId can be derived from the authorization token. 

To be closed.

	18
	TS Common
	CLOSED
	In “Applications using the RESTful Network APIs can be categorized by their execution environment “ the list seems incomplete – at least a “browser” environment should be added.
	Michael to fix. 
OMA-ARC-REST-NetAPI-2012-0132-CR_Common_TS_address_NetAPI_issue_18 

	19
	Common
	OPEN
	“short” is not a registered URI scheme. 

However, even though a short code is a short version of a phone number, it is operator-specific and therefore the tel: prefix cannot be simply used instead.

There was some comment that alias could be used.

Further elaboration needed. Maybe we can use “short-NNNN” rather than short:NNNN.

 
	Michael and Uwe to fix.

	20
	All API TSs
	CLOSED
	The normative status of the clientCorrelator used to be sometimes “MAY”, sometimes “SHOULD” in the baselines inherited from ParlayREST. At that time, this was assigned based on considerations regarding the severity of the issues caused by double resource creation in case of communication breakdown.

Recently, in some TSs this has been made generally “SHOULD”, in others it is generally “MAY”. All editors are advised to do a re-evaluation. It is suggested to define a general approach (and possibly document it in the WP) before the editors do this check.
	Editors have action to create CRs based on group decision documented in 203R01.

Can be closed.

	21
	Common
	CLOSED
	No constraints are specified for the server to create the resourceURL of a resource that is created by POST. Suggest to update the resource creation section in TS Common to state that the server generates a path segment (which must not include reserved characters) and appeds it to the resourceURL against which the POST request was submitted.

Moved from REST-M issue list.
	Owners: Vito and Uwe

CR 2012-0141.

	22
	All
	CLOSED
	Example SMS TS:

5.10 Outbound SMS MessageRequests 

There is a duplication of senderAddress in the URL and the OutboundSMSMessageRequest type.

GSMA OneAPI have asked why this duplication is there.

Ref: email from Kevin Smith on ARC exploder, Subject “[REST 1.0] TS SMS, why does senderAddress appear twice?”, Date 9 Sep 2010
	Blueprint: add the following text in the appropriate description column in the sections 5.x and C.x. Note that instead of sender address some other element names may be affected, e.g. endUserId, …

If senderAddress is also part of the request URL, the two MUST have the same value.
Responsible: All editors – actions assigned (REST-M-2011-A017)

Closed for:

Pay (NetAPI)

SMS (NetAPI)

Prs (NetAPI)

Msg (NetAPI)

Chat (NetPAI) (CR 2012-0142)
FT (NetAPI)(CR 2012-160R02)
IS (NetAPI)(initial Candidate)
VS (NetAPI)(initial Candidate)

Not necessary for:

3PC  (NetAPI)

CallNotif (NetAPI)

AudioCall (NetAPI)

OneAPI ( NetAPI)

RCS API (NetAPI)

Common ( NetAPI)

Guidelines ( NetAPI)

TermStat (NetAPI)

Loc (NetAPI)

DevCap (NetAPI)

AB (NetAPI)

NC (NetAPI)

Missing in:

(none)

	23
	All
	CLOSED
	Implement blue print in OMA-ARC-REST-NetAPI-2012-0029-INP_NOTIFY_blueprint 
	Resolved in:

Chat
CallNotif
FT
IS
VS
Msg
DevCap
Pay
AB
Sms (CR 2012-0165)
Prs(20120615)
Loc (NYC)
TermStat  (NYC)

Not needed in:

3PC
AudioCall

NC

Missing in:



	24
	All(?)

Or just Common(?)
	OPEN
	Need to somehow define how to state support for HTTPS (in particular with oAuth, but maybe also for sensitive data such as location).
T.b.d. how this is best done. Common? Section 5.1? Annex G?

The way proposed in OMA-ARC-REST-NetAPI-2012-0130R01 did not find support
	Added during 20120403 call.

	25
	Chat
	CLOSED
	After Candidate, add a section describing the interwork of confirmed and adhoc 1-1 chat.

Proposed Change: Create new Annex “Appendix H. Deployment considerations regarding 1-1 chats” containing the desired description. Also define server behavior for implicit session creation if needed. TBD whether normative or informative.
	Added during Saigon meeting, from CONRR comment A0192
Interworking needs to be addressed by the underlying network layers (as it needs to be addressed also for native clients).

Closed with no change.

	26
	All
	OPEN
	To submit a proposal how to define rel. between ressources and REST methods and reference faults
	Added during Saigon meeting, from Action REST-NetAPI-2012-A013

	27
	Common
	CLOSED
	List syntax in SVC003 not defined
%2 parameter is a “list of values” but the syntax is not defined in REST NetAPI

TODO: Check whether this is defined in ParlayX, and copy from there, or define it.
	Closed by CR 204

	28
	FT
	CLOSED
	Clumsy formulation in section 7
	Closed by 198R01

	29
	Many
	OPEN
	In section 5, a reference to the new section 7 should be added. It needs to be checked whether this is present in all our TS, and CRs need to be created otherwise. See OMA-ARC-REST-CusProf-2012-0010R01 for blue print.
	Added during Aug 7 2012 call.
Proposed text: “Section 7 contains fault definition details such as Service Exceptions and Policy Exceptions.”


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

This is a living document which will be updated as the work on the issues progresses.
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