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1 Overview

OMA's Mobile Application Environment (MAE) group, a subgroup of the Browsing and Content Working Group (BAC), has reviewed the 2nd Last Call of the SVG Tiny V1.2 draft and has a couple of comments further to those submitted previously through BAC.

Additionally, MAE has some concerns regarding the planned split of the SVG Tiny and SVG Full specifications in W3C. Those comments are also addressed in this liaison.

2 Proposal

Having reviewed the latest Draft under  2nd Last Call dated April 13 2005, MAE  wishes to make the W3C’s SVG Working Group aware of the following points.

1) <audio> and <video>
Regarding the default value for synchBehaviorDefault and synchToleranceDefault :  

SVGT1.2 states that the normative values for these attributes are defined in SMIL 2.0, and the SMIL spec in turn states that the default value is "inherit".  However, if no elements define synchBehaviorDefault then what should the actual value be?  Since the spec says that it is "inherit" at some point you will get to the root svg element and that inherits from nobody. SVGT1.2  should clearly state expected behavior in this case.

2) <animation>
* Since the SMIL spec already provides animation functionality, it is not clear what the animation element in SVGT1.2 adds.

* We don't see a need for the animation element to establish a new viewport.  This adds unnecessary complexity to the rendering model and does not add anything of significant value.

3) SVGT 1.2 uDOM
Interface Element: getAttributeNS/setAttributeNS
The specification says:

“A uDOM implementation must support getAttributeNS for all attributes on elements that does not belong to SVGT1.2. For attributes belonging to SVGT1.2 the implementation must support attributes accessible by the getTrait method on SVGElement.”

An important difference between getTraitNS and getAttributeNS is that getTraitNS returns the computed attribute value but getAttributeNS returns the specified attribute value.”

The requirement for uDOM implementations to support all elements and attributes that does not belong to SVGT1.2 should be changed to MAY from the current MUST i.e. it should not be mandated.  As we understand this requirement may be a part of an effort to embed meta-data within the SVG content and also allow applications to support multiple namespaces. We believe this requirement to be in the scope of those applications (such as CDF), and should not be enforced on SVGT1.2 baseline specification or implementations.

“An important difference between getTraitNS and getAttributeNS is that getTraitNS returns the computed attribute value but getAttributeNS returns the specified attribute value.”

In addition the above functional difference/requirement conflicts with the purpose of TraitAccess interface wherein the implementations are now required to keep the specificed values in the DOM tree as opposed to just discarding them after deriving the computed value. This requirement of having to keep the base specified value increases RAM usage that is very critical to mobile devices. 

Interface Connection

Interface SVGGlobal

These interfaces define methods that are very specific to the platform. We believe these low-level networking APIs are really not in the scope of SVGT 1.2 specification. It might be better to let the platforms  (such as EcmaScript or Java) define these APIs.

4) JSR226 Compatibility
We would like to emphasize that one of the requirements for OMA is to maintain compatibility with JSR226 specification, especially with the uDOM subset.

Interface EventTarget::addEventListener, removeEventListener

From the latest SVGT 1.2 draft, the above methods from JSR226 are missing in the uDOM EventTarget interface, which raises backwards compatibility issues. Therefore, we propose to add these methods back on to EventTarget interface. Also, we notice several references being made to DOM Level 3 events specification, which is still a working draft. How do we ensure that DOM Level 3 events specification remains inline with the interfaces/methods in SVGT 1.2 uDOM events subset in future?  

Interface Document::getElementById

“Return the Element in the current document with the given unique ID. If no such element exists, this returns null. If more than one element has an ID attribute with that value, this method returns the first element, in document order, which has the requested ID” 

The statement in bold seems unnecessary, because with the existing error processing rules the document is never in a state with duplicate Id’s.
We would welcome any compatible extensions from the W3C in this area.

5) Multiple DOM trees
Referring to external documents will require that multiple DOM trees be managed and maintained in memory for each document.  This poses a high overhead for rendering a single document and may be too much for most mobile devices.
6) hustle extension:
 6.1) basic building blocks

 6.1.2) relations among "image" and "animation" [5.7]

 The arbitrary restriction for "image" as raster image

makes the incompatibility. SVG1.1 can include SVG document

as image, but SVGT1.2 makes SVG as animation.

 This semantic categorization damages the compatibility

of SVG1.1 and SVGT1.2(and SVG1.2). 
 7) "video"[12.3]
 "overlay" ignores the ordering rule of SVG.

 If "overlay" is needed, the object can be described

at the content bottom.

 8) incompatible extensions
 8.1) ref() extension in transform attribute [7.7.5]

 The transform attribute has a complicated grammar.

 New ref() extension damages the compatibility to SVG1.1.

 It is recommended to newly coin a ref()-type

attribute not to impact the existing complicated

attribute.

 8.1.2) tBreak [10.11.3]
 It is like HTML <BR>.

 No compatibility to HTML <BR> and

the acronym of (h)t(ml) break is incomprehensive.

 9) discrepancy of convention [13.9.2]
 In focus related attributes ID is used not URI.

 Other SVG attributes consistently use URI.

 10) Fonts [17]
 CSS2 font is too complicated to make reasonable

conformance. Therefore, CSS2.1 is created,

but it does not reflect here.

 11) exposure of implementation dependency
 11.1) transformBehavior[12.3]

 This should be as a hint like other existing SVG

hints attributes like "color-rendering" and "text-

rendering".
 12) Text  selection and clipboard operations[10.13]
 They are user agent behavior. The language

and user agent behavior should be clearly separate

for future extensions when it is a baseline spec.

 13) Progressive Rendering [5.9.2]
 This progressive rendering specifies the internal

processing model in relation to SAX parser.

 This is an important part of implementation to make

optimization. Such a description interfere the footprint

optimized implementation.

 14) packaging of application-dependent features
 14.1) Graphic Coordinate Systems[7.14]

 GIS related features are not related to SVG building

blocks. Application-dependent features should

be separately specified.

14.2) uDOM[A.2]
 uDOM includes socket-level API, which is out of baseline.

Such external interfaces need to be packaged as appendix

to the baseline spec.

 If this is a baseline, it is naturally expected that

the future extension will collide with other XML applications.

 15) including limitations in the base line
 15.1) Basic Data Types [4.1]

 The range of integer is restricted for embedded implementations.

 It is not a part of baseline, but should be in appendix.

 For mobile implementations, the significant digit rule for real

numbers is required.

In addition, MAE wishes to raise the following concern regarding the W3C SVG working group’s decision to split the SVG Tiny and SVG Full specifications :

The BAC-MAE SWG in OMA was made aware via email (dated 7 Mar 2005) that W3C's SVG Working Group is planning to split the SVG Tiny 1.2 specification into a standalone specification independent of SVG Full 1.2. MAE is concerned that splitting the two specifications creates a possibility that the time between the releases of SVG Full and SVG Tiny will identify problems that are solved in "Tiny" but not in "Full", leading to deviation of the specs. In the interest of avoiding this, MAE would like to propose that the SVG Full and SVG Tiny specifications not be split up. While this may allow quicker review and approval of SVG Tiny 1.2, it removes key dependencies of SVG Tiny 1.2 on SVG Full 1.2, which may cause problems in the marketplace in the long run and seriously hamper SVG interoperability. In the event that the specs are split up, MAE proposes that, if any errors are identified, both SVG Tiny and SVG Full be revisioned simultaneously to avoid divergence.

3 Requested Action(s)

OMA MAE requests the W3C SVG WG to consider the points raised in the above proposal as it determines the final specification for SVG Tiny V1.2.

Should W3C SVG WG wish to ask questions or enter into further dialogue regarding the points raised OMA MAE would be more than happy to do assist.

4 Conclusion

OMA MAE wishes to thank the W3C SVG WG in anticipation of its consideration of the points raised within this liaison.
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