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1 Comments From Person Handling Input

Sender of ILS: Deborah Dahl <dahl@conversational-technologies.com>
2 Additional Info From Source of Liaison

Hello, Alastair,

The MMI WG has reviewed the OMA BAC MAE comments on the MMI architecture and have prepared the attached response. I'm sorry that it's taken so long to respond to your comments.

I believe the most important outcome of our discussion is an interest in forming a small joint team of 1-2 people from each WG to have periodic teleconferences with the goal of fostering mutual understanding of each group's specifications, and ideally promoting convergence as the specifications mature. I would be interested in your thoughts on the feasibility of doing something like this, or if you have any other ideas that would address these goals.

regards,

Debbie

Comments from the W3C Multimodal Interaction WG

The W3C Multimodal Interaction Working Group thanks the OMA BAC MAE SWG for their thoughtful comments on our Multimodal architecture and Interfaces Working Draft published 22 April 2005 by the W3C MMI WG [http://www.w3.org/TR/2005/WD-mmi-arch-20050422/].  The following are the four proposals from the OMA , each proposal followed by our response.

The W3C/MMI works under three important principles

(1) Consensus.  A system of careful deliberation and consensus building. All of the leading implementers (most are in our Working Group) have agreed to our architecture and terminology.  To change in mid-stream would be both disruptive and confusing.

(2) Royalty-free IP.  Our charter requires that all essential technology be royalty free.   We can not include anything in our documents that may require royalties to implement

(3) Pragmatic.  We can not adopt an external specification without extensive discussion, implementation experience (at least two full implementations).

These principles affect our response to the OMA recommendations.

3.1 Terminology

The OMA terminology of interaction and multimodal synchronization manager is in our point of view an accurate description of the role of the component.

We therefore believe that the OMA multimodal and multi-device enabler specifications keep this term. Therefore, we also recommend that the W3C MMI WG considers the definition of interaction and multimodal synchronization manager used by OMA and recommends alignment of the W3C MMI WG by using different terminology for the interaction manager used in the W3C MMI working draft.

W3C/MMI response:  When two standard bodies define terms for the same concept, it is inevitable that the terminology will differ.  We agree that using different terminology will confuse the market place and hinder progress.  Not surprisingly, we prefer our terminology primarily because we have devoted many hours of discussion and compromise to develop our terminology, and have been successfully using it for some time.  Because the W3C/MMI will be developing the actual specifications, we recommend that the OMA BAC MAE adopt our terminology.

3.2 Architecture

We would like W3C MMI WG to consider the OMA BAC MAE concerns and comments with the decomposition of the interaction and multimodal synchronization manager into the W3C concepts of interaction manager, data model, DPF and RTF. Ideally the decomposition should be motivated or it should not be pursued. At the minimum, the terminology should be updated so that the term "interaction manager" in OMA "multimodal synchronization and interaction manager" designates and the W3C concepts of "interaction manager, data model, DPF and RTF" is consistent or qualified, one course of action being that the W3C concept of "interaction manager" be re-named / qualified.

W3C/MMI response:  Again we agree that the terminology and architecture should be updated to be consistent.  At the high level, the two architectures are compatible. The differences between the two architectures primarily come from differences in terminology and differences in emphasis on lower level components.  Again, we recommend that the OMA BAC MAE adopt our terminology and architecture.  Our next working draft will include additional motivation about our decomposition.

3.3 Specifications

As the two architectures are clearly compatible and considering the mandates of the respective groups, the W3C MMI should be aware of OMA's intention to specify this architecture in greater details with its components and in particular start with a detailed specification of the Multimodal Synchronization Protocol and the Multimodal and Multi-device Configuration Protocol. OMA BAC MAE therefore encourages the W3C not to endeavour in similar specifications but to refer to the OMA specification and ensure that its specifications are developed within such a context.

W3C/MMI response:  We should do everything possible to avoid different architectures and components.  We want to avoid a standards war. Let's continue the discussions as suggested in our response below in section 3.4.

3.4 Collaboration

OMA BAC MAE would encourage frequent feedback and discussions between the W3C MMI WG and OMA BAC MAE SWG to ensure that OMA specification satisfies the need of the W3C and that W3C MMI related specifications satisfy the needs of OMA. OMA is currently not planning to specify an authoring language. We wish for frequent discussions with W3C to be able to ensure that the authoring model that W3C develops can satisfy the need for authoring of multimodal and multi-device services as envisaged to be supported by the OMA multimodal and multi-device enabler. We hope that OMA MMI WG will soon provide some guidance in terms of a standard authoring language. In the absence of such guidance, OMA aims at supporting all the main authoring techniques currently used in the industry.

W3C/MMI response:  We recommend a series of phone calls subject to the following

(1) Phone calls involve will only involve a few members of each group.

Small groups make faster progress that big groups, and avoids the "me too" and "one verses many" behaviors that occur in big groups.

(2) Each phone call have a specific agenda.  For example, agree on the tasks of a specific component and the terminology related to that component.

We are concerned about potential IP issues.  OMA works under RAND while W3C works under royalty free.  OMA and W3C management should work out the rules for incorporating OMA specifications into W3C specifications.

4 Conclusion

The OMA BAC MAE Sub-Working Group wishes to thank the W3C MMI WG for considering our review comments.. Furthermore the OMA BAC MAE Sub-Working Group looks forward to a continued dialogue and cooperation on these matters with the W3C MMI WG. Finally the OMA BAC MAE Sub-Working Group wishes to thank the OMA MMI WG for its kind consideration of this liaison.

W3C/MMI response:  W3C/MMI wishes to thank OMA BAC MAE for their thoughtful comments.  We wish to continue this dialog, both in small telephone meetings and the review of your documents as they become available
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