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1 Reason for Change

In discussions between BCAST and DRM we have sort of arrived at the proposal to add the following text to 2.1 to express our "goals" and recommandations for the versioning stuff: 

(This is contained in CR0191)

The XML schema of OMA DRM 2.1 explicitly enables forward compatibity using wildcards at selected locations. Future version of OMA DRM and also other enablers that use OMA DRM are recommended to specify their extensions to OMA DRM ONLY at the location of these wildcards, using the types provided in the schema. In this way a message or datastructure that is valid in the future version of OMA DRM or the other enabler, will also validate against the OMA DRM 2.1 schema.  Every conformant implementation of OMA DRM 2.1 will be able to parse the message or datastrucure and correctly deal with its content. The behaviour of a OMA DRM 2.1 DRM Agent that receives a message or datastructure that does NOT validate against the 2.1 schema is undefined. It is possible that the message or datastructure is discarded completely. 

Also, I think for the future we should take the following position with respect non-DRM enablers that use OMA DRM:

Extensions to the OMA DRM messages and datastructures defined in other enablers that use OMA DRM (e.g. BCAST, SRM, SCE), should not consider these extensions to be a new version of the OMA DRM protocols. Instead they use the extensibility of the ROAP protocol of the OMA DRM version on which they choose to build their enabler, for "proprietary" new features. But the ROAP protocol version does not change.... 

Signalling on the use of the "proprietary" extensions will be done via a capability signally mechanisms. (This needs to be added to 2.1, I guess.) 

The "proprietary" extensions MAY carry their own versioning as defined and maintained by the seperate enablers. 

The "proprietary" extensions MAY be incorporated into a next version of OMA DRM and then become part of the next basic OMA DRM protocol with a new version number. But not until then....

It is recommended that other enablers define the "proprietaty" extensions in a seperate schema(file) but in the same namespace  (use the "include" mechanism to include the OMA DRM  schema).. 

This is the only way to:

a. Allow for parallel work in separate enablers that all want to base themselves on approved specifications.

b. Assure that all versions of the OMA DRM protocols include the functionality and features of all previous versions of the OMA DRM protocols.  

OMA DRM 2.1 is defining normative changes to:

1. The ROAP protocol (and schema)

2. The ROPayload itself

3. The (superset/subset of the ODRL-) REL that must be is supported. 

Also new triggers are introduced. 

These changes are (sort of) compatible with OMA DRM 2.0. Hence the minor version numbers of OMA DRM 2.1 should be increased with 1 compared to 2.0. 

OMA DRM 2.0 defines:

In DRM-DRM

<near triggers>

The version attribute is a <major.minor> representation of the ROAP trigger. For this version of the specification,

version SHALL be set to "1.0". Minor version upgrades must always be backwards compatible.

<near ROPayload>

The version attribute indicates the version of the ROPayload type. For this version of the OMA DRM

specification, the value SHALL be “1.0”. Minor version upgrades must always be backwards compatible. The

ROPayload version must not be confused with the OMA DRM version, which is independently set. The reason for

having different versions is to enable Domain ROs to be shared between Devices with different OMA DRM

protocol versions.

<near DeviceHello>

Version is a <major.minor> representation of the highest ROAP version number supported by the Device. Devices

MUST support all versions prior to the one they suggest. For this version of the protocol, Version SHALL be set to

"1.0". Minor version upgrades must always be backwards compatible.

In REL

The <version> element SHOULD only be used if its parent <context> element is

included in the <rights> element or the <system> element. If its parent <context> element is included in the <rights> element, it then specifies the version of the Rights Object. For this specification its content MUST then be

“2.0” (without quotes).

OMA DRM 2.1 defines:

<near triggers>

The version attribute is a <major.minor> representation of the ROAP trigger. For this version of the specification,

version SHALL be set to "2.1". Minor version upgrades must always be backwards compatible.

So this is WRONG.

<near ROPayload>

The version attribute indicates the version of the ROPayload type. For this version of the OMA DRM specification, the value SHALL be “1.1”. Future versions of OMA DRM may define minor upgrades of the ROPayload and define additional elements to follow the <encKey> element. However, minor version upgrades must always be backwards compatible. The ROPayload version must not be confused with the OMA DRM version, which is independently set. The reason for having different versions is to enable Domain ROs to be shared between Devices with different OMA DRM protocol versions.

So this is CORRECT.

<near DeviceHello>

Version is a <major.minor> representation of the highest ROAP version number supported by the Device. Devices MUST support all versions prior to the one they suggest. For this version of the protocol, Version SHALL be set to "1.0". Minor version upgrades must always be backwards compatible.

So this is WRONG.

In REL

The <version> element SHOULD only be used if its parent <context> element is

included in the <rights> element or the <system> element. If its parent <context> element is included in the <rights> element, it then specifies the version of the Rights Object. For this specification its content MUST then be

“2.0” (without quotes).

So this is WRONG

2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

None

3 Impact on Other Specifications

None

4 Intellectual Property Rights

Members and their Affiliates (collectively, "Members") agree to use their reasonable endeavours to inform timely the Open Mobile Alliance of Essential IPR as they become aware that the Essential IPR is related to the prepared or published Specification.  This obligation does not imply an obligation on Members to conduct IPR searches.  This duty is contained in the Open Mobile Alliance application form to which each Member's attention is drawn.  Members shall submit to the General Manager of Operations of OMA the IPR Statement and the IPR Licensing Declaration.  These forms are available from OMA or online at the OMA website at www.openmobilealliance.org.

5 Recommendation

Accept the proposed changes.

6 Detailed Change Proposal

Change 1:  Version number of triggers

The version attribute is a <major.minor> representation of the ROAP trigger. For this version of the specification,

version SHALL be set to "1.1". Minor version upgrades must always be backwards compatible.

Change 2:  Version number of ROAP protocol

Version is a <major.minor> representation of the highest ROAP version number supported by the Device. Devices MUST support all versions prior to the one they suggest. For this version of the protocol, Version SHALL be set to "1.1". Minor version upgrades must always be backwards compatible.

Change 3:  Version number of REL / “Rights Object”

The <version> element SHOULD only be used if its parent <context> element is

included in the <rights> element or the <system> element. If its parent <context> element is included in the <rights> element, it then specifies the version of the Rights Object. For this specification its content MUST then be

“2.1” (without quotes).

Change 4:  Editorial: mind consistency with examples and such

Please update all examples and such to reflect these changes
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