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1. Review Information

1.1 OMA Groups Involved

	Name Of Group
	Role
	Invited
	Comments Provided

	Requirements
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Architecture
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Security
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	IOP
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	


1.2 Review History

	Review Type
	Date
	Review Method
	Participating Groups
	Full Document Id

	Full
	2006.11.28
	ConfCall
	
	OMA-ETR-URI_Schemes-V1_0-20061023-D

	Responses
	2006.12.11
	F2F
	BAC-MAE
	


2. Review Comments

2.1 OMA-ETR-URI_Schemes-V1_0-20061023-D 
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2006.11.27
	E
	General
	Source: Henrique Costa
Form: INP doc
Comment: Template is not according to latest one, from 25th of October 2006
Proposed Change: To update the template
	Status: CLOSED

MAE response: We will update the ETR to the latest template. You refer to latest one, from 25th of October 2006. However, the ETR template that is found in the OMA Template Directory is dated 2006.09.25. Is this the latest one?

	A002
	2006.11.27
	T
	5.1.1 3rd requirement
	Source: Henrique Costa
Form: INP doc
Comment: It is not clear on the specs what is the relationship between the context and a URI found
Proposed Change: To clarify what is relevant on the context
	Status: CLOSED

MAE response: This will be clarified by modifying the test requirement text to: 

“Required to test whether the user agent supports consistent URI scheme processing independent of the context in which the URI is found. This means that it is required to test whether URI Scheme processing is independent of which User Agent the URI Scheme is found in. It is also required to test whether processing of a certain URI Scheme is independent of how the URI is identified in the content that is processed. However, note that there is no assumption that all User Agents are equally capable of recognizing any particular scheme or target data.”

	A003
	2006.11.27
	T
	5.1.1 4th requirement
	Source: Henrique Costa

Form: INP doc

Comment: Since it is mandatory to construct the URI as URL-encoded strings maybe it should be tested when it is not as URL-encoded string on the error flow. It also looks a repletion of the two requirements following
Proposed Change: To consider if required to main the requirement as it is
	Status: CLOSED

MAE response: This test requirement refers to the introduction of section 5, which describes that all URIs must be constructed as URL-encoded strings. MAE has now decided to replace this text by a plain reference to RFC 3986, section 2, which describes URI Schemes generic syntax character encoding and the use of “percent-encoding”.  See OMA-MAE-2006-0418R01-CR_TS_URISchemes_Clarifications, change 2. 
Putting a non-URL encoded URI would give a negative result, which is undetermined according to RFC 3986. We will therefore not add a non-URL encoded test requirement. 
We will also remove the 5th and 6th test requirements in section 5.1.1 and add a reference to RFC 3986 in test requirement 4.

	A004
	2006.11.27
	T
	5.1.1 
	Source: Henrique Costa

Form: INP doc

Comment: Not clear what should the user agent do on error on the encoding

Proposed Change: To clarify correct behavior on badly formed URL’s
	Status: CLOSED

MAE response: See MAE response to A003.

	A005
	2006.11.27
	T
	5.12
	Source: Henrique Costa

Form: INP doc

Comment: To cover all the optional requirements, it will be required a huge battery of tests.

Proposed Change: To pinpoint most critical areas in terms of assuring interoperability
	Status: CLOSED

MAE response: Yes, it is true that most test requirements are related with optional features. However, all specified URI Schemes are conditionally optional (a scheme is mandatory if the client supports a UA that corresponds to this scheme) and we need test cases for each one of these schemes that we define.
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