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1 Reason for Contribution

The reason for this Input Contribution is to propose that errors in UAProf meta schemas, namely ccppschema’s, be fixed to facilitate direct parsing by UAProf Validation tools,  thus ensuring UAProf compliance with the OMA 1.1 and 2.0 UAProf standards. Currently many ccppschemas exist and are referenced to some degree in all UAProfs, however unfortunately these ccppschemas have errors in them as will be shown. This prevents dynamic Validators from parsing the meta schema which contains the reference data and then going-on to parse the actual UAProf itself. Fixing these errors will facilitate more dynamic Validation and will also make the changes to UAProf  capabilities, for example adding new attributes, easily done at the ccppschema level, and not require Validators to use hard-coded ‘corrected’ ccppschemas. Furthermore, it will mean that Validators will not have to be updated/recompiled or have their reference data updated each time UAProf evolves with new attributes for example.

This Contribution discusses the specific reoccurring errors in ccppschemas and suggests some good practice for producing ccppschemas from now on.

2 Summary of Contribution

Errors exist in ccppschemas which prevent truly dynamic parsing and Validation of UAProfs. These errors have been highlighted by Mark Butler, of Hewlett Packard Laboratories Bristol. These errors are summarised in sections 3 and 4. Correction of these errors is required immediately to allow Validation tools to dynamically Validate UAProfs. Furthermore, approaches to mitigate such errors occurring in future are presented thereafter in section 5. The overall intention of this Contribution is to ensure that in future UAProf development and compliance be totally ‘data-driven’ by ‘correct data’ from the ‘top-down’ i.e. from meta-schema (ccppschema) to UAProf.
3 Errors In OMA ccppschemas
Common errors are as follows: 
1. Schemas should be valid RDF, compliant with the latest version of RDF. Typical errors here include the use of unqualified ID, about and resource attributes. All these attributes should be in the RDF namespace – for example the line:

<rdf:Description ID="MmsSmilBaseSet">

should be:

<rdf:Description rdf:ID="MmsSmilBaseSet">


For examples, see:

 http://www.wapforum.org/profiles/UAPROF/ccppschema-20000405
2. Schemas often incorrectly place Bag, Seq and Property in the RDF Schema namespace. This is not correct - they are all in the RDF namespace. For example if a schema says:

<rdf:type rdf:resource="http://www.w3.org/2000/01/rdf-schema#Property"/>

This is incorrect, as it should be:

<rdf:type rdf:resource="http://www.w3.org/1999/02/22-rdf-syntax-ns#Property"/>

For examples, see:

 http://www.wapforum.org/profiles/UAPROF/ccppschema-20000405
Note:- it is possible to further abbreviate this corrected version using XML entities. This is good practice and should be adopted where possible. 

3. Schemas sometimes incorrectly use rdf:type rather than rdfs:range when a property points to a Bag. This is incorrect because rdfs:range is saying "this URI points to a Bag" whereas rdf:type says "this URI is a Bag" which is not true. The rdfs:range approach is used correctly in the 20030226 ccppschema however.

For an example, see InputCharSet in:

http://www.wapforum.org/profiles/UAPROF/ccppschema-20000405
4. Some schemas contain URIs that have extraneous trailing spaces in some cases, but not in others. These trailing spaces should be removed. 

   HardwarePlatform

 HardwarePlatform%

For example see SoundOutputCapable in:

http://www.wapforum.org/profiles/UAPROF/ccppschema-20010330
5. Some schemas use multiple and incorrect namespaces for RDF Schema – they should be updated to use the correct RDF Schema namespace specifically http://www.w3.org/2000/01/rdf-schema#. For example http://www.wapforum.org/profiles/UAPROF/ccppschema-20010330 uses both:

<rdf:RDF xmlns:rdf  = "http://www.w3.org/TR/1999/02/22-rdf-syntax-ns##"

xmlns:rdfs = "http://www.w3.org/1999/PR-rdf-schema-19990303#"

xmlns:prf="http://www.wapforum.org/UAPROF/ccppschema-20010330#">

and:
<rdf:type resource="http://www.w3.org/TR/PR-rdf-schema#Class" />

Both of which are incorrect. 

4 Errors In 3GPP and MMS ccppschemas

1. Some proposed schemas (e.g. early versions of the 3GPP schema) have featured incorrect namespaces for RDF and RDFS that omit the hashes. The hashes are very important and must be included. For example this is wrong:

<rdf:RDF xmlns:rdf="http://www.w3.org/1999/02/22-rdf-syntax-ns"

xmlns:rdfs="http://www.w3.org/2000/01/rdf-schema" >

it should be:

<rdf:RDF xmlns:rdf="http://www.w3.org/1999/02/22-rdf-syntax-ns#"

xmlns:rdfs="http://www.w3.org/2000/01/rdf-schema#" >

2. Schemas must use legal XML names for properties. Again this is a problem encountered in some proposed schemas which have now been corrected. For example the property names 3gpFileFormat, 3gppLinkChar, 3gpAccept and 3gpAccept-Subset are not legal.

3. Schema namespaces must end in hashes.  Some specifications have used namespaces that do not end in hashes or other recognised separators – for example:

http://www.3gpp.org/profiles/PSS/ccppschema-PSS5
Phones that use this erroneous vocabulary do so as follows:

xmlns:pss5="http://www.3gpp.org/profiles/PSS/ccppschema-PSS5"
although sometimes they do use hashes e.g. 

http://www.3gpp.org/profiles/PSS/ccppschema-PSS5#Streaming
but in other cases do not e.g. for properties. The problem is when RDF processors encounter a property such as:

<pss5:AudioChannels>

Where the namespace omits the hash it will return the fragment as:

ccppschema-PSS5AudioChannels

rather than:

AudioChannels

because they try to split the namespace from the fragment by looking for the first separator character i.e. a slash or a hash. RDF/XML, unlike XML, expects namespaces to end in separators such as hashes.

5 Suggested Good Practice When Creating ccppschemas
Approaches to mitigate these problems include: 
1. Only the main UAProf schemas should define the RDF class uaprof:Component. Schemas that are designed to extend the schemas e.g. MMS should only define new components and should use the definition of the RDF Class uaprof:Component in one of the main UAProf schemas. 

2. Schemas should follow good RDF practice and assign language tags to rdfs:comment and rdfs:label properties. For example, in the case of English comments:

<rdfs:comment>

Should actually be written:

<rdfs:comment xml:lang='en'>

3. All new vocabularies should use the UAProf 2 format as this states the datatype and resolution rule of properties in way that is more easily machine processable than UAProf 1.1 which puts this information in comments. For example instead of using the UAProf 1.1 approach:

<rdf:Description rdf:ID="MmsMaxMessageSize">

 <rdf:type 

rdf:resource = "http://www.w3.org/1999/02/22-rdf-syntaxns#Property"/>

   <rdfs:domain rdf:resource="#MmsCharacteristics"/>

          <rdfs:comment xml:lang='en'>

                Description: Maximum size of an MMS message in bytes.

                Type:           Number

                Resolution:     Locked

                Examples:       2048 

          </rdfs:comment>

</rdf:Description>

This approach below is much better:

<rdf:Description rdf:ID="MmsMaxMessageSize">

   <rdf:type rdf:resource="http://www.w3.org/1999/02/22-rdf-syntax-ns#Property"/>

   <rdfs:domain rdf:resource="#MmsCharacteristics"/>

   <rdfs:comment xml:lang='en'>

   Description: Maximum size of an MMS message in bytes.

   Examples:    2048 

   </rdfs:comment>

   <rdfs:range rdf:resource='&prf-dt;Number'/>

   <prf-base:ResolutionRule rdf:datatype='&prf-dt;ResolutionRule'>Locked</prf-base:ResolutionRule>

</rdf:Description>

(Note in the above example the prf-base namespace prefix points to the OMA 20030226 schema and the entity definition &prf-dt points to the 20030226 XML Schema).

4. It is recommended to use entity definitions at the top of the document in the same way that the 20030226 schema does because it simplifies the use of URIs in XML attributes e.g. instead of writing:

<rdfs:subClassOf rdf:resource="http://www.openmobilealliance.org/tech/profiles/UAPROF/ccppschema-20030226#Component"/>

it should be written:

<rdfs:subClassOf rdf:resource="&prf-base;Component"/>

This is a good way of avoiding errors when writing RDF/XML.

6 Detailed Proposal

· The Contributors suggest that a review of all ccppschemas be carried out and that where errors exist (such as those indicated previously) they will be fixed. 

· The Contributors suggest that the fixed ccppchemas be thoroughly tested by the W3C Validator and also any dynamic Validators which are available.

7 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.

8 Recommendations

The Contributors propose reviewing this input paper for comment and feedback. It is hoped that a change request to fix errors in existing ccppschemas be adopted. It is also hoped that the suggested good practice be adopted in the updated/fixed ccppschemas and carried on into the future development of ccppschemas.
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