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Reason for Contribution
A need to handle the following issues across all RESTful Network API TSs:
1. Where and how (level of details, including defining ranges and criteria for ranges) to document the SVC and POL exceptions (new ones, old ones, including some inherited from ParlayX). It should be optimized for developers, but it would be good to be easier for standards developers (OMA RESTful Network APIs) as well, and should overall results in better specifications.
2. Where and how to document the HTTP status codes, as well as SVC/POL exceptions as related to specific resources/operations in each RESTful Network API specification.
Summary of Contribution
This INP presents a proposal to handle SVC/POL exceptions across all RESTful Network APIs in the short-term, and an overall approach to improve he documentation of Faults an exception handling going forward.
It also includes a phased plan for implementing the proposal that considers the current deadlines for RESTful Network API completion.
Detailed Proposal

For the problem statement 1, several alternatives (with their pros/cons) can be discussed, and potentially one approach chosen:
A. All SVC/POL (new, old, inherited) are documented in detail in Common. Each TS lists the SVC/POL that are applicable in a section 7 and references Common TS for the specification of those codes. If additional clarifications to an SVC/POL exception are necessary to help developers, they are added in the specific TS, next to the listed supported exception. In this case, no registry is needed, but the drawback is we may need a new Common x,y WID or keep sending Common for re-approval.
B. All SVC/POL (new, old, inherited) are documented in detail in an OMNA registry. Each TS is affected similarly as in a. above, except instead of referencing Common TS for SVC/POL exception, it points to the registry. In this case, we don’t document those exception in Common so we don’t need a WID or re-approval of Common for this reason, but the drawback is we need to create a registry a new process to deal with it.
C. Other alternative was described in CR 449 proposal – which is a combination of using registry and each TS and Common. This has raised some issues regarding redundancy of information, as well as of complexity of the process involved. Notice that in this case both registry and TSs, and in some cases Common TS all are places where the standards developers will have to review/change and the application developers may have to review.
This contribution proposes to use either alternative A or alternative B. In case alternative B is preferred, there is also possible that the implementation may temporarily go through alternative A first, if the implementation of a registry is delayed for reasons not under our control (OMA implementation on the portal).

In either of the alternatives we need to decide on whether we use ranges, and based on what criteria.

For problem statement 2 a possible approach would be similar to what we did for the Scope Values. In Section 7 we could then have a table that lists all the resources, and for each resource the operations and the applicable HTTP status and SVC and POL exceptions per operation. A blueprint is relatively straightforward, but implementing it in every TS and reviewing how everyone has implemented it will take some time, since it is basically a review of every operation against potential HTTP status and SVC/POL exceptions. This can be done AFTER we agree on an alternative for solving problem 1.

The proposed phased implementation plan is:

I. In the 1st iteration, continue with the current approach in RESTful API TSs, resp. Common TS: add only new SVC/POL (if any) to the appropriate TS.
II. Then close any related CONR comments.
a. This will allow Device Capabilities and possibly Payment to be submitted for Candidate approval in December 2011.
III. Decide tomorrow, Dec. 6 on whether to use alternative A (Common TS) or alternative B (registry) going forward. In either case, assign AI for CRs to be brought in January
a. In case A is favored, a CR against Common, and a blueprint INP for a RESTful Network API TS.
b. In case B is favored, an INP describing the look/feel of registry and the process to register, and a blueprint for a RESTful Network API
i. In case B is favored, but we need to transition from alternative A to alternative B, then we need deliverables for both a. and b. above in January
c. Agree in Munich interim on the above (a, b or a+b) and assign AI to all editors to implement blueprint
d. In parallel start implementation of registry, if registry was the final decision
i. Once registry is ready, if a transition from alternative A to B is necessary, DSO can copy the SVC/POL defined in Common to the registry, and ARC will then remove them Common, once all TSs pointing to the registry instead are agreed.
IV. When all remaining WID are ready for Candidate approval submission, re-submit for approval any that have been previously submitted (after all have implemented the blueprint for section 7). This may be possible in Barcelona, or maybe earlier.
V. Assign AI for proposal to resolution of problem 2. Once this is addressed/agreed, assign AIs for all TSs, and implement. Once agreed, re-submit at some point again for Candidate approval – all TSs.
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Recommendation
ARC-REST is kindly requested to agree an alternative to problem 1 and the plan to implement it, and assign the necessary actions, as applicable. CONR comments to any TS that require a changed approach to current way of documenting SVC/POL exception should be closed. This contribution may be noted.
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