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1 Reason for Contribution

The amount of data transferred over the radio network is a concern that has been identified while moving from the fixed Internet to the mobile domain. This contribution addresses the concern and shows how different presence traffic reduction methods can be applied on the radio interface. 

First we take a look at the work being done in the XML Compression area and then we discuss two of the most used compression methods – DEFLATE and Wireless Binary XML. We discuss the benefits of using either of these two methods and ways of improving them for SIMPLE Presence use. An experiment is conducted in order to achieve results based on facts. These results are then analyzed.

2 Summary of Contribution

The duplication of the meta-data in the form of elements and attributes makes XML a highly verbose language. The efficiency of representing the raw data – presence information – is compromised. The increased size of the data compared with its raw format can be as high as 500% in some cases. This inherent inflation of the size is a major concern when the data needs to be transmitted over networks with limited amount of resources. Especially in mobile networks the bandwidth is tested to the limit. One approach to solve this problem is to compress the data on the networks.

OMA IMPS has taken advantage of the previous work done within WAP Forum. The WBXML (Wireless Binary XML) specifications have been referenced in order to create a binary representation for its XML based protocol. This binary representation fulfills the traffic size limitations imposed by the low-resource networks the IMPS clients and servers operate in.
SIMPLE specifications do not yet have a solution to address the narrow bandwidth concern. IETF favours the compression methods like LZ77, DEFLATE and gzip. OMA standards have taken advantage of WBXML technology before hence there is legitimate intention of using them once again.

Over the years, researchers have developed various compression methods. Most of them are based on Shannon’s Information Theory. In his classic paper originally written in 1948 Shannon proves a fundamental theorem for a noiseless channel which essentially  says that a message of m symbols cannot be compressed  to less the mH bits on average (H is the entropy defined by Shannon in his work), and that almost optimal compressor exists. In practice, dictionary compressors have been shown to achieve almost optimal compression. 
A consequence of Shannon’s theory is that a symbol with high probability will need fewer bits to compress. That 2means that in order to achieve best compression ratios the algorithm must model the data to be compressed in order to predict the probability of the symbols. 
In 1952, a paper by David Huffman was published presenting Huffman coding. This technique was the state of the art until about 1977. The beauty of Huffman codes is that variable length codes can achieve a higher data density than fixed length codes if the characters differ in frequency of occurrence. The length of the encoded character is inversely proportional to that character's frequency. Huffman wasn't the first to discover this, but his paper presented the optimal algorithm for assigning these codes.

A dictionary compression scheme reads input data and looks for groups of symbols that appear in a dictionary. If a match is found then the output will contain the index of that symbol in the dictionary instead of the symbol itself; the longer the match the better the compression ratio. For example in the LZ77 compression the dictionary consists of a collection of strings previously read in the input stream [Ziv1977]. 

Another approach is to use a so called offline dictionary. In this case a collection of words and phrases that are most likely to appear in a message to be compressed is used instead of using the input stream as dictionary. Both the Compressor and Decompressor use the same dictionary. 

When offline dictionary is not used the LZ77 Compressor compresses data it starts from an empty sliding window. When a dictionary is used the initial sliding window will not be empty but will contain the dictionary. Compression is done referring to the strings in the sliding window thus in the dictionary. The compressed message does not contain the dictionary but only reference to the strings in the dictionary. This enables the LZ77 Decompressor to load the proper data into its initial sliding window prior to decompression.

The two approaches presented above – Huffman Encoding and LZ77 - are put together in the DEFLATE algorithm [RFC 1951]. It is then used by two popular compression programs, GZIP and ZLIB.

The compression methods introduced so far perform compression at character level and do not fully use the features of XML. Wireless Application Protocol Forum (WAP) defined an encoding format – Wireless Binary XML (WBXML) – based on a table (code space) that matches tokens to XML tags and attribute names. It takes advantage of the offline dictionary approach (the code space is built offline) and the word-based compression (tags and attributes are words that are likely to appear in an XML document). The biggest advantage of WBXML is that it retains the structure of the XML document itself thus is can be parsed while still in the compressed format.

There are there major disadvantages of using WBXML. First is that in order to achieve best compression ration the XML document to be compressed must conform to a Document Type Definition (DTD). The second disadvantage of WBXML is that it does not compresses the values that tare not specified in the DTD. And the third is that WBXML does not suggest any strategy to build the code space in an efficient way.

Millau [MILLAU] addresses two of the disadvantages above. It is designed to compress character data instead of only tags and attribute names and it defines a strategy to define the code space. However, the XML documents must conform to a DTD in order to achieve best compression ratios. That is because of the need to define the code space prior to compression since the code space must be agreed offline between the Compressor and Decompressor.

1. The experiment

This chapter describes the method applied to compare the performance of DEFLATE and Wireless Binary XML compression methods. A reader should read this in order to understand how the final results were achieved. 

1.1 The tools

1.1.1 DEFLATE compression tool

DEFLATE is the most used compression algorithm and it is used in many implementations available already on the market. The results presented in this paper rely on DEFLATE compression.

DEFLATE is implemented by various different compression tools. The famous GZIP and ZLib library are only two of them. However, for this test, these tools provide extra features to the original DEFLATE hence the basic implementation provided by jsdk 1.4.2 has been chosen. The tool is based on java.util.zip.Deflater.

1.1.2 Wireless Binary XML

In this document we refer to the Binary XML specification owned by WAP Forum (Open Mobile Alliance nowadays).

The Wireless Binary XML [WBXML] document defines a compact binary representation of the Extensible Markup Language [XML]. The binary XML content format is designed to reduce the transmission size of XML documents, allowing more effective use of XML data on narrowband communication channels.

The WBXML tool is written in Java.

1.2 The XML Documents

The performance of the two compression methods - DEFLATE and WBXML - is measured using a set of 7 
XML documents. 5 of these documents are Presence Documents introduced as example in Presence SIMPLE Specification – Candidate Version 1.0. These documents are named document0.xml, document1.xml, document2.xml, document3.xml, and document4. The other 2 XML documents are Partial Notifications according to [PARNOT]. They are named throughout the document partial0.xml and partial1.xml

1.3 Compression Dictionaries

Both methods we discuss in this paper rely on dictionaries for compression. DEFLATE is using a dictionary which is in fact a collection of words and phrases that appear in the content to be compressed. The Dictionary used in this test is presented below:

Name:                    Value:

=====================    ========================

state_identifier         0xf2368aa1fd60566c4d7fc90895715cde42c5c58e

state_length             0x04D1

state_address            0 (not relevant for the dictionary)

state_instruction        0 (not relevant for the dictionary)

minimum_access_length    6

state_value              Representation of the table below.

0000  3c3f 786d 6c6e 733a 6f74 733d 7572 6e3a  <?xmlns:ots=urn:

0010  6f6d 613a 7061 7261 6d73 3a78 6d6c 3a6e  oma:params:xml:n

0020  733a 7069 6466 3a6f 6d61 2d74 7570 6c65  s:pidf:oma-tuple

0030  2d73 7461 7475 7375 726e 3a69 6574 663a  -statusurn:ietf:

0040  7061 7261 6d73 3a78 6d6c 3a6e 733a 7069  params:xml:ns:pi

0050  6466 2d64 6966 6678 6d6c 6e73 3a6f 743d  df-diffxmlns:ot=

0060  7572 6e3a 6f6d 613a 7061 7261 6d73 3a78  urn:oma:params:x

0070  6d6c 3a6e 733a 7069 6466 3a6f 6d61 2d70  ml:ns:pidf:oma-p

0080  7265 7372 734e 616d 653d 786d 6c6e 733a  resrsName=xmlns:

0090  7064 6d3d 2075 726e 3a69 6574 663a 7061  pdm= urn:ietf:pa

00A0  7261 6d73 3a78 6d6c 3a6e 733a 7069 6466  rams:xml:ns:pidf

00B0  3a64 6174 612d 6d6f 6465 6c78 6d6c 6e73  :data-modelxmlns

00C0  3a67 703d 7572 6e3a 6965 7466 3a70 6172  :gp=urn:ietf:par

00D0  616d 733a 786d 6c3a 6e73 3a70 6964 663a  ams:xml:ns:pidf:

00E0  6765 6f70 7269 7631 3078 6d6c 6e73 3a72  geopriv10xmlns:r

00F0  7069 643d 7572 6e3a 6965 7466 3a70 6172  pid=urn:ietf:par

0100  616d 733a 786d 6c3a 6e73 3a70 6964 663a  ams:xml:ns:pidf:

0110  7270 6964 3c6f 703a 7265 6769 7374 7261  rpid<op:registra

0120  7469 6f6e 2d73 7461 7465 6e63 6f64 696e  tion-statencodin

0130  673d 3c67 703a 7265 7472 616e 736d 6973  g=<gp:retransmis

0140  7369 6f6e 2d61 6c6c 6f77 6564 3c6f 7473  sion-allowed<ots

0150  3a73 6573 7369 6f6e 2d70 6172 7469 6369  :session-partici

0160  7061 7469 6f6e 3c6f 703a 7365 7373 696f  pation<op:sessio

0170  6e2d 7061 7274 6963 6970 6174 696f 6e3c  n-participation<

0180  6f70 3a62 6172 7269 6e67 2d73 7461 7465  op:barring-state

0190  6e74 6974 793d 3c6f 703a 6e65 7477 6f72  ntity=<op:networ

01A0  6b2d 6176 6169 6c61 6269 6c69 7479 3c6f  k-availability<o

01B0  703a 7365 7276 6963 652d 6465 7363 7269  p:service-descri

01C0  7074 696f 6e3c 6770 3a72 6574 656e 7469  ption<gp:retenti

01D0  6f6e 2d65 7870 6972 793c 7270 6964 3a73  on-expiry<rpid:s

01E0  686f 7070 696e 672d 6172 6561 2f3c 6f70  hopping-area/<op

01F0  3a76 6572 7369 6f6e 3d3c 6770 3a6c 6f63  :version=<gp:loc

0200  6174 696f 6e2d 696e 666f 3c72 7069 643a  ation-info<rpid:

0210  7469 6d65 2d6f 6666 7365 743c 7270 6964  time-offset<rpid

0220  3a73 7461 7475 732d 6963 6f6e 3c67 6d6c  :status-icon<gml

0230  3a63 6f6f 7264 696e 6174 6573 3c63 6c3a  :coordinates<cl:

0240  6369 7669 6341 6464 7265 7373 3c72 7069  civicAddress<rpi

0250  643a 706c 6163 652d 7479 7065 3c72 7069  d:place-type<rpi

0260  643a 6163 7469 7669 7469 6573 3c6f 7473  d:activities<ots

0270  3a77 696c 6c69 6e67 6e65 7373 3c6f 7473  :willingness<ots

0280  3a62 6173 6963 3c6f 703a 6261 7369 636c  :basic<op:basicl

0290  6f73 6564 3c67 703a 7573 6167 652d 7275  osed<gp:usage-ru

02A0  6c65 733c 6f70 3a6e 6574 776f 726b 2069  les<op:network i

02B0  643d 3c70 646d 3a64 6576 6963 6520 6964  d=<pdm:device id

02C0  3d3c 7064 6d3a 7065 7273 6f6e 2069 643d  =<pdm:person id=

02D0  3c6f 703a 6465 7363 7269 7074 696f 6e3c  <op:description<

02E0  6f70 3a77 696c 6c69 6e67 6e65 7373 3c63  op:willingness<c

02F0  6f6e 7461 6374 6976 653c 7064 6d3a 7469  ontactive<pdm:ti

0300  6d65 7374 616d 703c 6f70 3a73 6572 7669  mestamp<op:servi

0310  6365 2d69 643c 676d 6c3a 6c6f 6361 7469  ce-id<gml:locati

0320  6f6e 3c70 646d 3a64 6576 6963 6549 443c  on<pdm:deviceID<

0330  7270 6964 3a70 7562 6c69 632f 3c72 7069  rpid:public/<rpi

0340  643a 6f66 6669 6365 2f3c 7270 6964 3a68  d:office/<rpid:h

0350  6170 7079 2f3c 676d 6c3a 506f 696e 7420  appy/<gml:Point 

0360  3c63 6c3a 636f 756e 7472 793c 6770 3a67  <cl:country<gp:g

0370  656f 7072 6976 3c72 7069 643a 636c 6173  eopriv<rpid:clas

0380  733c 7064 6d3a 6e6f 7465 203c 7270 6964  s<pdm:note <rpid

0390  3a6d 6f6f 643c 7270 6964 3a6d 6561 6c3c  :mood<rpid:meal<

03A0  7475 706c 6520 6964 3d3c 636c 3a41 312e  tuple id=<cl:A1.

03B0  303c 7072 6573 656e 6365 676d 6c3a 6964  0<presencegml:id

03C0  3d3c 636c 3a4c 4f43 3c63 6c3a 484e 4f3c  =<cl:LOC<cl:HNO<

03D0  676d 6c3a 593c 676d 6c3a 583c 636c 3a50  gml:Y<gml:X<cl:P

03E0  433c 636c 3a41 363c 636c 3a41 3378 6d6c  C<cl:A6<cl:A3xml

03F0  6e73 3d55 5446 2d38 3f05 0400 0805 f103  ns=UTF-8?.......

0400  07ae 0905 2906 07f3 0607 ed1b 0437 2004  ....)........7 .

0410  3709 07b1 0806 ee0a 079f 0604 3105 0681  7...........1...

0420  0606 8e2c 0457 3504 020f 06df 1905 6609  ...,.W5.......f.

0430  0686 1605 1406 06f3 1105 7f17 05ae 0e07  ................

0440  070b 05ed 0f06 d010 066c 0a06 7c1a 054c  .........l..|..L

0450  2b04 e910 065c 1006 4c0d 073c 1405 d90d  +....\e..L..<....

0460  072f 0b07 760a 0795 0a07 8b0c 0749 1106  ./..v........I..

0470  1b11 060a 3104 8a0d 0722 0f06 c10e 06f9  ....1...."......

0480  0f06 b218 0596 0f06 a30a 0781 2e04 bb00  ................

0490  0400 0705 8f0b 076b 1105 f910 063c 0b07  .......k.....<..

04A0  6006 07a9 0607 e706 07e1 0707 c807 07c1  `...............

04B0  0607 db0d 0715 0b07 5507 07ba 0804 8210  ........U.......

04C0  062c 0607 d506 07cf 0f06 941a 0532 1405  .,...........2..

04D0  c5                                       .0000  3c3f 786d 6c6e 733a 6f74 733d 7572 6e3a  <?xmlns:ots=urn:

WBXML relies on a table (code space). The code space used for this test addresses only the tags and attributes present in the documents to be compressed. The actual values for the tags and attributes considered are given bellow.

###################################################################

# - ?CODEPAGE <n>  : switch to the specified codepage.

# - ?TAG           : set the parser state to TAG_STATE.

# - ?ATTRIBUTE     : set the parser state to ATTR_STATE.

#

# Note: The token counter after ?TAG or ?ATTRIBUTE will be '5'

#

###################################################################

# Presence Information Data name space

###################################################################

?CODEPAGE 0

?TAG

presence 

tuple

status

basic

contact

timestamp

note

p:pidf-diff

p:replace

?ATTRIBUTE

xmlns=urn:ietf:params:xml:ns:pidf

xmlns:p=urn:ietf:params:xml:ns:pidf-diff

id=

entity=

sel=

version=

xml:lang=en

###################################################################

# OMA specific namespaces

###################################################################

?CODEPAGE 1

?TAG

op:willingness

op:basic

op:registration-state

op:barring-state

op:service-description

op:service-id

op:version

op:description

op:overriding-willingness

op:session-participation

ots:willingness

ots:basic

ots:session-participation

?ATTRIBUTE

xmlns:op=urn:oma:params:xml:ns:pidf:oma-pres

xmlns:ots=urn:oma:params:xml:ns:pidf:oma-tuple-status

###################################################################

# Rich Presence Information name space

###################################################################

?CODEPAGE 2

?TAG

rpid:activities

rpid:class

rpid:meeting

rpid:meal

rpid:place-type

rpid:office

rpid:shopping-area

rpid:public

rpid:mood

rpid:happy

rpid:status-icon

rpid:time-offset

?ATTRIBUTE

xmlns:rpid=urn:ietf:params:xml:ns:pidf:rpid

###################################################################

# Data Model name space

###################################################################

?CODEPAGE 3

?TAG

pdm:deviceID

pdm:person

pdm:timestamp

pdm:device

op:network-availability

op:network

pdm:note 

?ATTRIBUTE

xmlns:pdm=urn:ietf:params:xml:ns:pidf:data-model

###################################################################

# Geo name spaces

###################################################################

?CODEPAGE 4

?TAG

gp:geopriv

gp:location-info

cl:civicAddress

cl:country

cl:A1

cl:A3

cl:A6

cl:HNO

cl:LOC

cl:PC

gml:location

gml:Point 

gml:coordinates

gml:X

gml:Y

gp:usage-rules

gp:retransmission-allowed

gp:retention-expiry

?ATTRIBUTE

xmlns:gp=urn:ietf:params:xml:ns:pidf:geopriv10

xmlns:cl=urn:ietf:params:xml:ns:pidf:geopriv10:civicLoc

xmlns:gml=urn:opengis:specification:gml:schema-xsd:feature:v3.0

gml:id=

srsName=

gid=

?VALUE

closed

open

active

The XML elements are organized in different code pages according to the XML namespace they belong to. For each code page the code for the tag /attribute is according to its position in the list. 
2. The results

In this chapter we shall discuss the analysis of simulated DEFLATE and WBXML compression runs on SIP Presence. The requests are arbitrary chosen from the specification documents released by the OMA PAG group. The results are presented in two separate tables – Table1 shows the DEFLATE results and Table2 shows the WBXML results. Each cell apart from those stating the original size contains the compressed value in bytes / compression ration in percentage.

	XML
	Original Size
	DEFLATE
	DEFLATE & Dictionary

	Document0.xml
	3233
	1072 / 67%
	822 / 75%

	Document1.xml
	568
	301 / 47%
	212 / 63%

	Document2.xml
	1209
	534 / 56%
	382 / 68%

	Document3.xml
	1141
	504 / 56%
	383 / 66%

	Document4.xml
	1362
	562 / 59%
	405 / 70%

	Partial0.xml
	504
	233 / 54%
	155 / 69%

	Partial1.xml
	516
	265 / 49%
	177 / 66%


Table1. DEFLATE Compression Results

	XML
	Original Size
	WBXML
	WBXML & Deflate
	WBXML & Deflate & Dictionary
	WBXML & Code Space
	WBXML & Code Space & DEFLATE 
	WBXML & Code Space & DEFLATE & Dictionary

	document0.xml
	3233
	2183 / 32%
	1053 / 67%
	838 / 74%
	1059 / 67%
	571/ 83%
	538 / 83%

	Document1.xml
	568
	431 / 24%
	287 / 49%
	216 / 62%
	184 / 68%
	148 / 74%
	146 / 74%

	Document2.xml
	1209
	969 / 20%
	544 / 55%
	416  / 66%
	297 / 75%
	229 / 81%
	227 / 81%

	Document3.xml
	1141
	901 / 21%
	503 / 56%
	401 / 65%
	422 / 63%
	290 / 75%
	287 / 75%

	Document4.xml
	1362
	1048 / 23%
	552 / 59%
	423 / 69%
	451 / 67%
	287 / 79%
	286 / 79%

	Partial0.xml
	504
	428 / 15%
	236 /53%
	168 / 67%
	223 / 56%
	145 / 78%
	112 / 78%

	Partial1.xml
	516
	461 / 11%
	255 / 51%
	183 / 65%
	276 / 47%
	164 / 75%
	130 / 75%


Table2: WBXML Compression results

2.1  DEFLATE Compression

Results are measured using DEFLATE algorithm as defined by RFC 1951. The actual implementation is using the java.util.zip.Deflater provided by JSDK 1.4.2. The results show an average compression ratio of 55%. At a closer look we notice a better compression ratio for big documents (67% for the document0.xml). That is due to DEFLATE’s and in particular LZ77’s power of compressing highly repetitive content. The dynamic dictionary brings more benefits in this case. For smaller documents (see partial0.xml and partial1.xml) and with no repetitions in their content DEFLATE’s benefits diminishes.

DEFLATE compression benefits achieved in this way require no standardization and minimal software investments since most of the available terminals and servers support DEFLATE compression algorithms. The only thing to do is to integrate those algorithms with applications in need of compression.
2.2 DEFLATE & Dictionary Compression

Results are measured using DEFLATE algorithm as defined by RFC 1951 and the static dictionary for as defined by in this document.  The actual implementation is as in the previous case based on the implementation provided by JSDK 1.4.2. An average compression ratio of 68% is achieved when using the Dictionary. However, the compression ratio for the small documents improves considerably. This is due to the fact that the LZ77 algorithm is capable of compressing better when a dictionary is not build form the scratch. For big documents the benefits of using a static dictionary are not as good. Still, in a real world implementation we are expecting that the number of partial notifications (a.k.a small documents) is higher that the full notifications (a.k.a big documents)

The compression benefits achieved in this way require a static dictionary that needs to be standardized. 

2.3 WBXML Compression

WBXML results are measured using a compression tool written in-house by Nokia. A compression ration of 21% is achieved when no special code space if defined. The only benefit is that in this case the WBXML compression relies on standard defined methods and no investment is needed standardization wise.

Another solution that does not need standardization is to DEFLATE the WBXML content. A compression ratio of 56% is achieved in this case. The benefit compared to DEFLATED XML is minimal. A visual representation of this statement is shown in Figure1. The picture shows the size – in percentage – of the content after it has been compressed.
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Figure1: DEFLATE on WBXML vs. DEFLATE on XML

Using a static dictionary improves the compression ratio to 67%. Still, DEFLATED XML with static dictionary brings more benefits in this case. Figure2 shows a graphical representation. The picture shows the size – in percentage – of the content after it has been compressed.
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Figure2: Dictionary use for DEFLATE on WBXML vs. DEFLATE on XML

2.4 WBXML Compression with Code Space

WBXML results are measured using a compression tool written in-house by Nokia and the Code Space defined in this paper. A compression ration of 63% is achieved. The benefit is higher compared to the case when DEFLATE compression was used and still lower compared to the case when a static dictionary was used for DEFLATION. The results assume a Code Space being defined. 

Defining a Code Space is a tedious thing to do. Code Space is defined starting form A DTD and in SIMPLE Presence case we rely on schemas. Thus, a DTD to translate these schemas must be agreed on.

The comparison between WBXML with Code Space defined and DEFLATE with static dictionary is shown in the Figure 3. The picture shows the size – in percentage – of the content after it has been compressed.
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Figure3: WBXML vs. DEFLATE with Dictionary

3 Detailed Proposal

The chart in Figure4 depicts the conclusion of our test. The picture shows the size in bytes of the content after being compressed with different methods. 
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Figure 4: Compression Results chart (bytes)

Figure5 shows same results as Figure4 but instead of bytes values the picture shows the size – in percentage – of the content after it has been compressed.
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Figure5: Compression results chart (ratio)

For big XML documents DEFLATE has an advantage over WBXML due to its capacity (LZ77 capacity) of compressing highly repetitive content. Especially on Partial Notifications DEFLATE with static dictionary does a good compression.

When a Code Space is defined WBXML shows its benefits on mid-size XML documents where the actual content – CDATA content – is not too big. However, especially on Partial Notifications, when the CDATA section are fairly long WBXML lacks behind DEFLATE due to its inability to compress the actual content of the XML tags ( CDATA strings are left uncompressed). When the WBXML-compressed content is DEFLATED using a static dictionary we see that the benefits are as good as DEFLATING XML documents using the same method.

The best compression is achieved when the power of both methods is put together. WBXML uses the Code Space to compress the tags and attributes and DEFLATE compresses the CDATA content left uncompressed by WBXML. In this case the average compression ratio is 76% if no dictionary is used and 78% if DEFLATE uses a dictionary. However, achieving this ratio assumes both Code Space and Dictionary being defined. Figure 7 depicts the best case scenarios:

· WBXML & Code Space & DEFLATE – Code Space needs to be standardized;

· DEFLATE & Dictionary – Dictionary needs to be standardized;

· WBXML & Code Space & DEFLATE & Dictionary - Code Space and Dictionary need to be standardized.
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Figure7: Best case scenarios

Figure8 shows the best available options at the moment – no standardization is needed.
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5 Recommendation

The available options at the moment offer a compression ratio up to 60%. However, according to Figure7 the compression ration can be further improved. As stated already, there are three options – the third being a combination of the first two. 

Defining a WBXML Code Space is an option that has been considered and even used by OMA for other XML based protocols. The option sounds as the logical next step form OMA point of view. However, the XML protocols that have a WBXML Code Space defined already have been themselves defined by OMA and they are all DTD based. Presence protocols are using XML schemas. That impacts in a negative way on defining a WBXML Code Space since a DTD must be agreed on.

Defining a dictionary for DEFLATE compression is the alternative option. This option seems more viable since the dictionary is just a collection of the XML element names defined in the XML schemas hence they can be easily put together.  Having a dictionary defined will allow both 3GPP compliant terminals to make use of it for the Signalling Compression (RFC 3320).
The first version of the Presence dictionary IETF Internet-Draft is attached to this contribution. The recommendation is to submit this I-D to IETF endorsed by the OMA PAG group. There is also a need to investigate how to extend this dictionary (currently restricted to the IETF defined presence attributes) with the OMA-defined PIDF extensions.
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