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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 CommentIds 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
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	Security
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	Full Document Id

	Full
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3. Review Comments

3.1 OMA-WID_0198-TAS-V1_0-20100623-D.doc
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2010.01.23
	Q
	All
	Source: Dr. Rauschenbach Uwe

Nokia Siemens Networks
Form:TP R&A
Comment: NSN wishes to provide the following review comments for the proposed WID: 1) It is unclear whether this WID really targets a technical enabler, or rather a business environment consisting of a mix of technical features and business agreements. There are many business-related aspects of an application store that do not benefit from a technical standard, and that in fact are operator-specific.
Proposed Change: <Recommended action>
	Status: CLOSED

This WID targets a technical enabler. What mentioned in the work area are all technical functions rather than service features。


	A002
	2010.01.23
	Q
	All
	Source: Dr. Rauschenbach Uwe

Nokia Siemens Networks

Form:TP R&A

Comment: 2) OMA has a proven track record of specifying actual Service Enablers, but is not well-established in the area that is targeted here. Certainly, working on harmonization of application stores may have value, but such work should be done in organizations better suitable for this, e.g. WAC. Anyway, the WID seems to have large overlaps with WAC. Those overlaps must be clarified and eliminated in order to avoid duplication of work. Also, the WID mentions that WAC could give OMA the mandate to standardize certain things, like GSMA RCS recently did. However, unlike with GSMA RCS, no communication from WAC to OMA seems to exist that would indicate that OMAâ€™s help is wanted. 

Proposed Change: <Recommended action>
	Status: CLOSED

TAS focuses mainly on server side while WAC focuses mainly on client side. Thus currently there is no overlap identified. However, communication with WAC could be established to coordinate the works between the two SDOs in the future.

	A003
	2010.01.23
	Q
	All
	Source: Dr. Rauschenbach Uwe

Nokia Siemens Networks

Form:TP R&A

Comment: 3) It is suggested that TAS could support OMA API activity but it is not clear how. After all, APIs are mostly relevant in the Application development and Application deployment phases. An Application store caters for the phase between these two â€“ the announcement, marketing and sales of applications.

Proposed Change: <Recommended action>
	Status: CLOSED

TAS doesn’t define new APIs. The API Management function publishes existing APIs. This is similar to the Application publish function. It’s mentioned in the WID that ”APIs publish (No new APIs will be defined)”.

	A004
	2010.01.23
	Q
	All
	Source: Dr. Rauschenbach Uwe

Nokia Siemens Networks

Form:TP R&A

Comment: 4) The nature of the TAS as a convergent enabler (as claimed on slide 5) should be clarified.

Proposed Change: <Recommended action>
	Status: CLOSED

Accept. It’s not clear to say TAS is a convergent enabler.

Remove all “convergent” and all related expressions.

	A005
	2010.01.23
	Q
	All
	Source: Dr. Rauschenbach Uwe

Nokia Siemens Networks

Form:TP R&A

Comment: 5) The WID also mentions activities that are similar to those of a developer program. It is undebated that a developer program is important for an organization that develops APIs. However, NSN doubts whether an enabler (like TAS) can serve the purpose of a developer program. Rather, a developer program needs to be part of the information dissemination activities of the organization that publishes the APIs.

Proposed Change: <Recommended action>
	Status: CLOSED

The WID doesn’t mention developer program or similar terms.

	A006
	2010.01.23
	Q
	All
	Source: Dr. Rauschenbach Uwe

Nokia Siemens Networks

Form:TP R&A

Comment: 6) The WID mentions to reuse OSPE for Application Life Cycle management. There are two issues with this. First, Application Life Cycle Management is only loosely related to App store, more to SDF / Service Management. Second, OSPE is an unfinished enabler whoide development has been stopped; REQ and ARC work done so far has been conserved as a reference release. It can therefore not be used to solve the problems mentioned in the WID.

Proposed Change: <Recommended action>
	Status: CLOSED

We previous presented the WID to ARC for informal socialization. And the feedback from ARC suggested to re-use OSPE for Application Life Cycle Management. They also suggested that OSPE can be referred as a start point, and TAS could add specific life cycle status to this function.
Change the WID to further clarify that OSPE is re-used as a start point, and TAS could add specific life cycle status.
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