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1. Instructions

Review comments should be collected and aggregated into a single review report.  This will facilitate efforts to resolve issues:

· If the review involves more than one document (e.g. ERP), use a separate table for each document.

· Avoid changing Commends once drafts have been published – source of possible confusion.

· The Type column should indicate 'E' for Editorial comment, 'T' for Technical comment and ‘Q’ for Question for clarification
2. Review Information

2.1 OMA Groups Involved

	Name Of Group
	Role
	Invited
	Comments Provided

	Requirements
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Architecture
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Security
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	IOP
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	TP
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	


2.2 Review History

	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	Full
	2010.10.25
	R&A
	All
	OMA-TP-2010-0453-INP_WID_0213_RCS_APIs_for_review


3. Review Comments

3.1 OMA-TP-2010-0453-INP_WID_0203_RC-APIs_for_review 
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2010.11.09
	E/T/Q
	x.y
	Source: Chitturi Suresh, RIM
Form: R&A

Comment: 1) On the “UNI” architecture presented on slide#9, it appears that there is a distinction between the RCS APIs and UNI APIs. We should therefore be clear in terms of distinction and what will be the exact scope of the RCS APIs e.g. which entity or interface will be the target of this WID, and if the APIs will be bound by the functionality of the underlying OMA Enablers. 2) We need to be also clear on the exact enabler versions that will be used as the basis for the API definitions e.g. for Presence, are we referring to PRS 1.1, PRS 2.0, PDE 1.x etc. 3) RCS Address book functionality – as you may be aware there is an effort to define APIs for CAB 1.0 which includes DS and as well as other value added features. Will these be in scope? We would prefer that the entire scope of CAB 1.0 be in the RCS APIs WID, to ensure that there is no fragmentation. 4) Under the “Affected OMA Groups”, OMA COM PRS is missing, and it should be added. The same with the “Linked Work Items” to include OMA PRS, PDE, OMA CAB, and others as appropriate. 5) The WID appears to be restricted to OAuth while other schemes such as OpenID are available and adopted in the market. The WID should be flexible to allow OAuth and OpenID or other schemes as they become available/appropriate. 6) A lot of these questions may be answered by introducing a fast track requirements phase to establish/manage the expectations from the member companies (e.g. to understand why the decision to use OAuth vs OpenID, and other comments above)
	Status: CLOSED

Here below there are the clarifications of the comments received.
Comment-> On the “UNI” architecture presented on slide#9, it appears that there is a distinction between the RCS APIs and UNI APIs. We should therefore be clear in terms of distinction and what will be the exact scope of the RCS APIs e.g. which entity or interface will be the target of this WID, and if the APIs will be bound by the functionality of the underlying OMA Enablers.

Clarification->The scope of the WID is related to Network API only. The scope is shown in slide 9 with red circle. 

Comment-> We need to be also clear on the exact enabler versions that will be used as the basis for the API definitions e.g. for Presence, are we referring to PRS 1.1, PRS 2.0, PDE 1.x etc.
Clarification->RCS relies on the following enablers specified by OMA relevant to API development

OMA DS 1.2.1, OMA Presence SIMPLE 1.1, 2.0, PDE 1.0, 1.1, OMA XDM 1.1, 2.0, OMA SIMPLE IM 1.0. 

Comment-> RCS Address book functionality – as you may be aware there is an effort to define APIs for CAB 1.0 which includes DS and as well as other value added features. Will these be in scope? We would prefer that the entire scope of CAB 1.0 be in the RCS APIs WID, to ensure that there is no fragmentation.
Clarification->CAB 1.0 is NOT part of the RCS specifications at the moment. Hence no definition for CAB 1.0 API is required by the WID.

Comment-> Under the “Affected OMA Groups”, OMA COM PRS is missing, and it should be added. The same with the “Linked Work Items” to include OMA PRS, PDE, OMA CAB, and others as appropriate.
Clarification->WID has been updated accordingly. 

Comment-> The WID appears to be restricted to OAuth while other schemes such as OpenID are available and adopted in the market. The WID should be flexible to allow OAuth and OpenID or other schemes as they become available/appropriate. 

Clarification->The comment is referring to protocols that are used for different purpose:  Open ID dealing with user authentication and OAuth dealing with application authorization. 

At the OMA-RCS joint meeting in Brussels has been decided that Authentication would be out of scope of RCS API specifications. 

Comment-> A lot of these questions may be answered by introducing a fast track requirements phase to establish/manage the expectations from the member companies (e.g. to understand why the decision to use OAuth vs OpenID, and other comments above) 

Clarification->: see comments above




	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A002
	2010.11.09
	E/T/Q
	x.y
	Source: Dr. Rauschenbach Uwe, NSN

Form: R&A

Comment: NSN supports this WID. However, we believe that the timeline proposal in the WID (Approved Enabler on 15 Jul 2011, just 8 months from AD/TS start) is not realistic. In particular given the fact that ARC is submerged in ParlayREST CONRR work by the end of 2010, it can be expected that the work will not ramp up significantly until Jan 2011 unless member companies are willing to bring in more resources. From previous experience with ParlayREST 2.0, 15 Jul 2011 seems realistic as date for Candidate Enabler, but not for Approved Enabler. Taking ParlayREST 2.0 as an example, the TS start was in April 2010, and submission for Candidate approval is planned for Dec 2010 which makes 8 months. Complexity may be comparable to the RCS API. Seems ARC is going to make that schedule even though we are not there yet. Note that fast paced work was required to achieve this, including 3 additional interim meetings. Setting (and externally communicating) a realistic schedule promotes the trust of external organizations in the ability of OMA to deliver according to schedule.

	Status: CLOSED

Here below there are the clarifications of the comments received.

Comment-> NSN supports this WID. However, we believe that the timeline proposal in the WID (Approved Enabler on 15 Jul 2011, just 8 months from AD/TS start) is not realistic 
Clarification-> The WID is supported by many Companies so many resources are expected and foreseen  
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