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1 Reason for Contribution

There is a need to decide on RC APIs documentation.
2 Summary of Contribution

The contribution presents issues related to the documentation of RC APIs and some alternative solutions, taking into consideration previous ARC decisions (the re-use of ParlayREST assets for RC API and beyond, use of a new RESTful Network APIs, the need to converge on an overall Network API governance strategy).
This contribution intentionally does NOT address technical content decisions (i.e. what resource/operations/data schemas to be re-used and/or added).
3 Detailed Proposal

Goals:

1) A set of APIs that cover all GSMA RCS requirements
2) Re-use and extensions of pre-existing (Parlay)REST APIs (Messaging, Presence. AddressListManagement, Call Control).
3) Allow for later or immediate separation into individual APIs or subsets of APIs, in order to be published/communicated to the market as OMA Network APIs in addition to the specific GSMA RCS delivery
4) Avoid documentation of RC APIs that would make Network API governance strategy more difficult.

5) Use of the new RESTful Network API template.

Some solutions are proposed for discussion. In order to decide on a preferred alternative, it may be important to decide, for long-term Network API governance strategy, whether developing APIs as individual enablers is or not preferable to developing APIs as “sets” (multiple APIs specified as part of the same enabler).
Individual API per enabler:

· pros:

· can be released very fast (as soon as the development of the APIs is complete)

· it is easier to maintain/evolve

· easier to communicate/publish to a targeted audience

· cons:

· the overhead associated with each WID management

Sets of APIs per enabler:

· pros:

· needed if the APIs in the set are inter-dependent (i.e. cannot be used separately)

· less overhead in WID management (1 WID covering multiple APIs)

· arguably stronger impact at publication

· cons:

· more difficult to maintain/evolve

· release timing is driven by “the weakest link” (the API in the set that takes longest to complete)

· can lead to double (or more than double)-maintenance in different enabler releases
Given the above, we think it may be preferable to start thinking about a single API TS per enabler release (hence a single API TS per WID) sooner than later – at least considering current OMA enabler release process.

If that view is shared by most, that would imply that sooner or later we may need to break up “sets of APIs” into individual APIs per WID. Needless to say, if something absolutely needs to be done, it usually it is better to do it earlier than later, in order to save efforts (the more “sets of APIs” we have to break up, the more work we will have).

Now here are some alternative solutions to handle RC API documentation. They assume that ultimately ARC intends to have the APIs released as individual APIs per enabler release, and not as sets (unless we have a set of truly inter-dependable APIs, which then should be treated as a “single complex API”).
a) Alternative A
This alternative assumes that long-term optimization (“do it now”) is preferred over short-time optimization (“don’t miss the immediate deadline”).

In this case, what we would do is:

· break up ParlayREST 2.0 right away into separate WIDs (e.g.  7 APIs, OneAPI Profile, the evolved Common TS, the WP). Once done, approve the re-issued APIs and obsolete ParlayREST 2.0.

· break up RC API WID into “n” other WIDs, 1 for each new API plus 1 possibly for a RCS API Profile (or RCS “specific overall document” – to be decided)

· adapt every TS to the new template, where applicable in the new WIDs

· evolve those TSs that need additions, then create the RCS API specific profile and/or specific overall document

The end result is that we have finally achieved independent APIs that can be easily separately published and maintained going forward. We avoid duplication (other than reflected in the “profiles/specific overall document” at the most).

That comes with quite some overhead and delays, because of the need to approve and manage multiple new WIDs – and it is likely to have a significant negative impact on the RC API schedule.
b) Alternative B
This alternative assumes that short-term optimization is preferred over long-term optimization.

In this case, what we would do is:

· create TSs using the new TS template for RESTful Network APIs for ALL planned RC APIs

· develop NEW APIs (e.g. Chat, etc…)

· copy & paste into the new template those ParlayREST 2.0 TSs that will be re-used for RC APIs, before starting to extend them
· when we extend the content of a pre-existing API, the CRs we apply have to be functionally applied to both the RC API TSs as well as to the ParlayREST 2.0 equivalent as well. Same happens to Common and WP.
· When RC APIs is approved, we should obsolete the ParlayREST 2.0 package, but that cannot happen before we “extract and publish in the new template” the remaining ParlayREST 2.0 TS (Payment, SMS, Terminal Location, Terminal Status, Device Capabilities) – either as another “set” or as individual APIs.

This alternative does not impact the RC API schedule, but it comes with the price of dual maintenance of the re-used ParlayREST APIs. Also, if we decide for the long-term that having individual APIs is better, there is likely more work to break both ParlayREST V2.0 and RC APIs, then starting with the APIs already separated.
c) Alternative C
This alternative is a combination between A and B, trying to compromise between long-term (obtaining individual APIs per enabler release) and short-term (minimizing impact on the RC API schedule). What we could do is:

- create the new WIDs structure (as in Alternative A) but do not wait with the RC API technical work until we can develop APIs under the new WIDs structure


- priority to be given to the new WIDs that would host the ParlayREST 2.0 APIs that would be re-used by RC APIs

- progress from the beginning the technical work on RC APIs (as in alternative B)

- by the time the technical work is complete, transfer the work done under RC APIs into the slotted individual API WIDs TSs and leave only the RC API Profile (and/or “specific overall document for RCS”) in the RC APIs WID

- submit all newly created APIs enablers and the RC APIs enabler for approval

This alternative reduces the impact on the RC APIs schedule by overlapping the time needed to set in place the new WIDs structure with the development time needed for RC APIs technical content, while achieving the goal of separating APIs in individual entities. 

d) There are likely other alternatives or variations of the above worth considering.
In our opinion, alternative C is preferable, in case ARC agrees with the notion that separating APIs is in the interest of long-term Network API governance strategy.
4 Intellectual Property Rights
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5 Recommendation

Discuss the different alternatives, and agree to a way forward. This contribution should be noted.
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