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1 Reason for Contribution

Propose changes and clarifications in the attached documents.

2 Summary of Contribution

In the attached documents discussing LASeR as RME technology it is stated that LASeR is an extension to SVG Tiny, which is not accurate. Further, the documents do not evaluate the RME requirements against the LASeR specification in a clean and consistent manner, since for several requirements the documents point to current and future LASeR implementations instead of requirements in the LASeR specification. 

In addition, it is not always clear whether the explanations are pointing to the current version of the LASeR specification or future versions, and it is not always clear whether the explanations are pointing to the Full profile of LASeR or the Mini profile of LASeR.  It is important that the entire LASeR based contribution be updated to add clarity and specify without any doubt the following regarding the application of the LASeR specification upon the RME requirements:

1. Satisfaction of requirement through implementation vs. satisfaction through specification requirement

2. Satisfaction of requirement through current version of LASeR vs. future version of LASeR

3. Satisfaction of requirement through the Full LASeR profile vs. the Mini LASeR profile

The same method of clear specification must be applied to all comments or other clarification in the LASeR contribution as a whole.

3 Detailed Proposal

Below are a few general issues that we see as very important, please see comments in the two attached documents as well.

LASeR v1 is described as being an extension to SVG Tiny 1.1 and that is not accurate. An extension of some structure is another structure that contains the original structure. LASeR v1 contains parts of both SVG Tiny 1.1 and SVG Full 1.1 and SMIL 2, but excludes required parts from both SVG specifications. Some very important parts of SVG Tiny 1.1 missing in LASeR v1 include, for example: client-side XML parsing, SVG Fonts and error handling mechanism. Therefore, LASeR v1 is not an extension to SVG Tiny 1.1. LASeR does not, for example, require the client to handle SVG Tiny 1.1-files in text format or gzipped format.

In order for LASeR v2 to be an extension to SVG Tiny 1.2 it must require the entire SVG Tiny 1.2 specification, including a complete uDOM, support for client-side XML-parsing and a complete error handling mechanism.

Hence, we propose that all text indicating that LASeR versions are extensions to or supersets of versions of SVG Tiny is removed. Further we ask Streamezzo to clarify which version and profile of LASeR, v1, v2, Mini or Full, they are referring to when claiming to cover a specific RME requirement.

In general, we would like to ask Streamezzo to clarify when the actual LASeR v1 specification requires features demanded in the RME RD. In case of referring to future LASeR v2 requirements, this should also be made very clear. In order to secure interoperability, it is important that when evaluating the different technologies against the RME requirements that the evaluation is based on what is required in the specifications and not what existing or future implementations can or could do.

Streamezzo proposes a dual player handling both LASeR and SVG Tiny. The interface between these needs to be specified in order for this to work. Neither specification handles this, and since LASeR does not handle interfacing with other XML-technologies this is not possible given the current specification. 

Given the very widespread use of HTML (and future CDF), one very important feature going forward for an RM enabler is the ability to interface with XML-based media. The LASeR v1 specification does not require that, which we see as a major limitation with LASeR.

A general concern with LASeR is that it neglects to require important features. It claims to fulfill RME requirements by stating that a certain feature is possible to implement in LASeR. This is not relevant. In order to secure interoperability, features need to be mandated and fully specified.
4 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.

5 Recommendation

We recommend that the above changes and clarifications be done to the discussed documents. 










NO REPRESENTATIONS OR WARRANTIES (WHETHER EXPRESS OR IMPLIED) ARE MADE BY THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE OR ANY OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE MEMBER OR ITS AFFILIATES REGARDING ANY OF THE IPR’S REPRESENTED ON THE “OMA IPR DECLARATIONS” LIST, INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE ACCURACY, COMPLETENESS, VALIDITY OR RELEVANCE OF THE INFORMATION OR WHETHER OR NOT SUCH RIGHTS ARE ESSENTIAL OR NON-ESSENTIAL.

THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE IS NOT LIABLE FOR AND HEREBY DISCLAIMS ANY DIRECT, INDIRECT, PUNITIVE, SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL, CONSEQUENTIAL, OR EXEMPLARY DAMAGES ARISING OUT OF OR IN CONNECTION WITH THE USE OF DOCUMENTS AND THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE DOCUMENTS.

USE OF THIS DOCUMENT BY NON-OMA MEMBERS IS SUBJECT TO ALL OF THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE USE AGREEMENT (located at http://www.openmobilealliance.org/UseAgreement.html) AND IF YOU HAVE NOT AGREED TO THE TERMS OF THE USE AGREEMENT, YOU DO NOT HAVE THE RIGHT TO USE, COPY OR DISTRIBUTE THIS DOCUMENT.

THIS DOCUMENT IS PROVIDED ON AN "AS IS" "AS AVAILABLE" AND "WITH ALL FAULTS" BASIS.

© 2005 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 1 (of 2)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-InputContribution-20050101-I]

© 2005 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 2 (of 2)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-InputContribution-20050101-I]

