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	Review Report Document Id
	OMA-ORGRR-Network_API_Principles-V1_0-20110615-I
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	Material Being Reviewed:
	OMA-ORG-OMANetworkAPIPrinciples-V1_0-20110524-D

	Group Presenting Document:
	REL

	Date of This Report:
	15 Jun 2011


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
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Architecture
	Submitter
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Security
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	IOP
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	REL
	Reviewer
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	


2.2 Review History

	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	Full
	2011.06.09
	CC
	REL, ARC
	OMA-ORG-OMANetworkAPIPrinciples-V1_0-20110524-D


3. Review Comments

3.1 OMA-ORG-OMANetworkAPIPrinciples-V1_0-20110524-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2011.05.27
	T
	N/A
	Source: REL Chair

Form: R&A

Comment: The document makes no mention of namespaces, which are quite important to API specification.

Proposed Change: Add a principle that API specifications should use the name spaces defined for this purpose, with reference to the portal location where these name spaces can be found.
	Status: CLOSED 

Resolved by agreed document OMA-REL-2011-0078

	A002
	2011.05.27
	E
	3.2
	Source: REL Chair

Form: R&A

Comment: Definition of “Network API Principle reads strange.  Probably dropped the word “for”

Proposed Change: Change text to: “A Network API Principle is a general guideline that serves as a criterion for specifying Network APIs..”
	Status: CLOSED 

Resolved by agreed document OMA-REL-2011-0072

	A003
	2011.05.27
	T
	5.1
	Source: REL Chair

Form: R&A

Comment: The phrase “..MUST encapsulate application level protocols and associated data formats” under the 2nd bullet may not be intelligible for people who are not API experts themselves.

Proposed Change: Word this in a more user friendly manner.  In particular, what does “encapsulating a protocol” mean?
	Status: CLOSED
Resolved by agreed document OMA-REL-2011-0071

	A004
	2011.05.27
	E
	5.1
	Source: REL Chair

Form: R&A

Comment: The phrase “..designing in methods for future extensibility…” under the 3rd bullet reads strange

Proposed Change: Delete the word “in”?
	Status: CLOSED 

Resolved by agreed document OMA-REL-2011-0072

	A005
	2011.05.27
	T
	5.1
	Source: REL Chair

Form: R&A

Comment: The phrase “Definition of a common baseline SHOULD NOT restrict the continuous evolutions of new Services and capabilities and SHOULD NOT lead to a ‘least common denominator’ approach” under the 6th bullet may not be intelligible for people who are not API experts themselves.

Proposed Change: Word this in a more user friendly manner.  In particular, what does “common baseline” and “least common denominator approach” mean?
	Status: CLOSED 

Resolved by agreed document OMA-REL-2011-0070

	A006
	2011.05.27
	T
	5.2
	Source: REL Chair

Form: R&A

Comment: It may not be clear for the non-expert what you really mean by the phrase “Each OMA Network API SHOULD be designed as an individual binding specific for a related set of features such as an OMA Enabler, a clearly separable part of an OMA enabler or an otherwise coherent set of features”
Proposed Change: Find a more explicit way to say that there should be a “1 API – 1 Release – 1 work item” relation, possibly as an addition to the above sentence, eg.: “…i.e. a Release should define a single API”, or something similar.
	Status: CLOSED 

Resolved by agreed document OMA-REL-2011-0073

	A007
	2011.05.27
	T
	5.3
	Source: REL Chair

Form: R&A

Comment: It may not be clear for the non-expert what is meant by “the profile SHALL be designed as specific suite of one or more APIs sharig the same binding”. This also appears to contradict the text in 5.2 where you say there should be only one API per Release and not a “suite of one or more”.
Proposed Change:  State more explicitly that there should be 1 Profile per API and per binding.  Perhaps explain the concept of profile here again for clarity (even though it’s defined in section 3.2)
	Status: CLOSED
Resolved by agreed document OMA-REL-2011-0074

	A008
	2011.05.27
	E
	5.3
	Source: REL Chair

Form: R&A

Comment: The word “sharig” in the first paragraph is a typo.  This sentence also contains a double space between the words “specific” and “suite”
Proposed Change: Replace by “sharing” and remove the redundant space
	Status: CLOSED 

Resolved by agreed document OMA-REL-2011-0072

	A009
	2011.05.27
	E
	5.3
	Source: REL Chair

Form: R&A

Comment: The word “requiremnts” under the first bullet is a typo.  

Proposed Change: Replace by “requirements” 
	Status: CLOSED
Resolved by agreed document OMA-REL-2011-0072

	A010
	2011.05.27
	T
	5.5
	Source: REL Chair

Form: R&A

Comment: This section reads as an action point by ARC on itself.  The real purpose of this Principle as I understand it is not for ARC to produce best practices, but rather for the WGs to use these best practices as they become available.  

Proposed Change: Replace “Produce” in the title by “Apply”. Reword the text so that it becomes a Principle for WGs in general, rather than for ARC. For example, reword the first sentence as: “ARC will document Best Practices for the specification each API binding type as OMA White Papers. These Best Practices SHOULD be followed wherever possible when specifying API bindings so that OMA can:”
	Status: CLOSED
Resolved by agreed document OMA-REL-2011-0069

	A011
	2011.05.27
	T
	5.6.1
	Source: REL Chair

Form: R&A

Comment: The fact that one WI covers the specification of one API binding follows naturally from section 5.2 because OMA has a “1 Release per WI” rule.

Proposed Change: Perhaps it could be stated more specifically that section 5.2 implies as per OMA Process that each API binding is specified as a Release and therefore in an individual WI.
	Status: CLOSED 

No changes needed as per agreed document OMA-REL-2011-0077

	A012
	2011.05.27
	Q
	5.6.2, 5.6.4, 5.6.5
	Source: REL Chair

Form: R&A

Comment: The requirements for most technical work in OMA are specified in REQ, not in the WG.  This section explicitly states that API requirements will be specified in ARC, not REQ.  Is there a reason for this?

Proposed Change: If there is a good reason that the Requirements are to be specified in ARC this is ok, but perhaps it would be appropriate to explain why this is different from other OMA work.
	Status: CLOSED 

Resolved by agreed document OMA-REL-2011-0076

	A013
	2011.05.27
	E
	5.6.2
	Source: REL Chair

Form: R&A

Comment: The first line appears to contain a stray bullet.

Proposed Change: Remove the bullet on the first line.
	Status: CLOSED 

Resolved by agreed document OMA-REL-2011-0072

	A014
	2011.05.27
	T
	5.6.2, 

5.6.3 5.6.4, 5.6.5
	Source: REL Chair

Form: R&A

Comment: The 4th bullet  in section 5.6.2 seems to be a requirement on ARC rather than on the WGs.  It may not be necessary to stress this. Similar occurrences in sections 5.6.3, 5.6.4 and 5.6.5
Proposed Change: The 4th bullet in 5.6.2 can probably be deleted (and the corresponding bullets in 5.6.3, 5.6.4 and 5.6.5)
	Status: CLOSED
No changes needed as per agreed document OMA-REL-2011-0077

	A015
	2011.05.27
	T
	5.6.2
	Source: REL Chair

Form: R&A

Comment: Which “review” does the 5th bullet refer to?  It’s probably better to call this out explicitly.

Proposed Change: Qualify this as “consistency review / closure review” 
	Status: CLOSED
Resolved by agreed document OMA-REL-2011-0072

	A016
	2011.05.27
	T
	5.6.2
	Source: REL Chair

Form: R&A

Comment: The systematic use of fast track looks a bit odd, since the use of fast track should normally be justified and there are different justifications for it (e.g. reuse of existing documents, skipping a deliverable, combining deliverables, etc.).  What is the justification here?  Note that “saving time” is not necessarily a valid justification!
Proposed Change: It would be appropriate to explain why fast track should be the default option.
	Status: CLOSED
Resolved by agreed document OMA-REL-2011-0075

	A017
	2011.05.27
	T
	5.6.2, 5.6.4, 5.6.5
	Source: REL Chair

Form: R&A

Comment: Sections 5.6.2, 5.6.4 and 5.6.5 contain a great deal of repeated text.

Proposed Change: Perhaps the text of these sections can be combined in some form, or presented in table form instead so as to avoid verbatim text repetition.
	Status: CLOSED 

No changes needed as per agreed document OMA-REL-2011-0077
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