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1 Overview

This liaison statement is a response to the liaison statement received on April 1 2005 from W3C CDF Working Group.
2 Proposal

BAC MAE has reviewed the liaison statement that addresses two points, a) the current draft use cases and requirements document for CDF, and b) soliciting OMA BAC-MAE’s view re convergence on the XHTML and CSS profiles. This liaison will address point b) and we will provide a liaison addressing point a) shortly.
OMA BAC-MAE has reached consensus that we would like to discuss further the possibility of converging the work of OMA and the W3C on the XHTML and CSS profiles in the light of CDF. BAC MAE has discussed various options for converging a W3C XHTML profile such as XHTML Basic with OMA XHTML Mobile Profile, the current version being V1.2, and we would like to hear from W3C CDF working group on this matter
The CDF working group, through its observer Jon Ferraiolo, met with OMA BAC-MAE in San Diego and an overview of the CDF roadmap of CDF work and opinion re convergence received. OMA BAC-MAE would like to address this more formally and to that end we have included questions and comments that have been raised..
Converging W3C CDF and OMA Compound Document:

Question #1: Why has W3C CDF working group chosen a phased approach to the work, i.e. the “pairwise by reference” profiles then the by inclusion approach?
Converging XHTML Basic and MP:

We had discussed 4 options that we may take in convergence process. These options are as follows:

Option A: XHTML MP by OMA
XHTML MP v1.2 = Not strictly conforming subset of XHTML Modularization plus Extension Module (input) by OMA
This is the current Situation

Option B: XHTML MP by OMA, but refers XHTML Basic by W3C as it is
XHTML MP v1.2 = W3C XHTML Basic as defined today + OMA Extensions (input + other modules)

This is an approach more in tune with the intent of XHTML Modularisation.
Option C: XHTML MP by OMA, but refers to a new/updated W3C XHTML (Basic or other) profile by W3C
XHTML MP v1.2 = Updated W3C XHTML (Basic or other) profile + OMA Extension to cover the parts of XHTML MP V1.2 not included in the updated Basic profile
This is an approach even more in tune with the intent of XHTML Modularisation but does require a new/updated W3C XHTML Profile.
Option D: XHTML MP by W3C
XHTML MP = Updated W3C XHTML (Basic or other) profile.

A new/updated W3C XHTML spec is required
The option A is the current situation. A preferred option might be one of options B, C or D. We understand W3C CDF wishes for option D. However, the group has the following concerns both on the choice of option to go with and what happens thereafter:



Question #1: How do we resolve what are considered the XHTML MP specific issues, which result from creating a profile based on clear market requirements? For instance, parts of the legacy module included in XHTML-MP  because there is no other way to create enumerated list that lies among multiple pages in markup alone, and at the time this decision was made requiring support of CSS was considered onerous. How would W3C propose to meet the same requirements in a timely manner?
Question #2: How can OMA add new feature if we go with Option D? How would this be done in a timely manner? Does the schedule align with OMA requirement? Furthermore, how will Requirement Documents developed by OMA be incorporated into and be fulfilled by the W3C specifications ?
Question #3: Is the W3C prepared to mandate a scripting language such as ECMA Script? OMA today specifies ECMAScript Mobile Profile for use with XHTML MP 1.1 and 1.2. The informational binding for DOM is in ECMAScript.

Question #4: How do we converge different DOM event models? HTML DOM is in common use, the XML DOM is the future path, SVG and multimodal have derived DOMs. Would an updated XHTML profile (Basic or other) have XML Events?

Finally, we enclose discussion document showing pre progressing with option D in the attached document OMA-MAE-2005-0148-INP_DiscussionDocReXHTMLMPConvergenceWithXHTMLMod and would welcome dialogue on progressing this matter. 
Packaging format:

In Jon’s overview of CDF activities it was indicated CDF is discussing the issue of packaging format(s). We would like to reiterate our comments made to Jon.
A packaging format is an optimization for the transmission of content. Considering that OMA as well as other groups like 3GPP, 3GPP2 have key competences to define packaging and delivery format, we would like to discuss/know about it if CDF WG is considering any particular packaging format and if the choice of the relevant packaging format is let open in the CF specification so that OMA can choose one/multiple of them for its own needs.
3 Requested Action(s)

W3C to review and the above and respond in a timely manner.
4 Conclusion

OMA thanks W3C for their liaison re CDF and look forward to both receipt of W3C responses to the above and to further cooperation and collaboration in this area.
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