Doc# OMA-MAE-2006-0336R01-INP_Deadzone_proposal_for_vObject.doc[image: image1.jpg]"sOMaQa

Open Mobile Alliance




Input Contribution

Doc# OMA-MAE-2006-0336R01-INP_Deadzone_proposal_for_vObject.doc
Input Contribution



Input Contribution

	Title:
	Proposal regarding vObject
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	To:
	MAE

	Submission Date:
	21st September 2006

	Source:
	A J Angwin

	Attachments:
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	Replaces:
	n/a


1 Reason for Contribution

REL has requested BAC to look at a number of enablers considered to be in the “dead zone”. This does not mean the enablers have no value etc., simply that they are not progressing through the IOP validation via test cases, test based validation in test fests etc. One of these enablers in the vObject V1.0
This input contribution provides an initial base for discussion within BAC on how to progress the vObject V1.0. It outlines some possibilities and makes a recommendation

2 Summary of Contribution

See above
3 Detailed Proposal

vObject V1.0 – background.

vObjects was specified in OMA to provide improved conformance and minimum support for interoperability of media types used in Browsing and elsewhere, e.g. vCard, vCalendar and vBookmark. It comprises
	OMA vObject Minimum Interoperability Profile Version 1.0 - Status: Candidate Enabler - Release date: 2005-01-18

	Enabler Package
	OMA-vObject-V1_0-20050118-C.zip  [1.97 MB]

	ERELD
	Enabler Release Definition for vObject Minimum Interoperability Profile
	OMA-ERELD-vObject-V1_0-20050118-C.pdf

	Req Doc
	vObject OMA Minimum Interoperability Profile Requirements 
	OMA-RD-vObjectOMAProfile-V1_0-20050118-C.pdf

	Specification
	vObject Minimum Interoperability Profile
	OMA-TS-vOb


Validation of the vObject V1.0 candidate

There appear to have been progress in generating the test material for vObject as part of MMS 1.3. MMS 1.3 cites vCard and vCalendar support and the test cases are focussed on that. Document OMA-IOP-MEC-2006-0064R01-MMS-1.3-CR-vObect-test cases shows what is done so far for these two parts of vObject.

Other documents have also been proposed, namely 

OMA-IOP-DMSYNC-2005-0089-vCard-2.1-composer and parser tests

OMA-IOP-DMSYNC-2005-0090-vCal-1.0-composer and parser tests

OMA-IOP-DMSYNC-2005-0091-vBook-1.0-composer and parser tests

All of these are noted as needing more work.

The net result of this is that validation of two-thirds of vObject is underway as part of MMS 1.3 validation and other draft material has been submitted giving a good baseline to complete the validation
The choices before us for vObject V1.0
There seem to be the following choices

i. to leave the vObject V1.0 as candidate until such time as interoperability testing and validation is performed and completed. 
a. this may be via test fests or some other vehicle IOP-Browsing have advised on such as bilateral testing of implementations

ii. to simply propose to TP the vObject V1.0 enabler be given approved (-A) status using the route through the IOP process where a decision not to do IOP validation is undertaken (see http://www.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/Public_documents/IOP/Permanent_documents/OMA-ORG-IOP_Process-V1_4-20060615-D.zip section 9.3)

iii. to suggest vObject V1.0. be given an alternative status.
Today, using Process doc V1.3, the only alternative is obsolete. As has been described in doc OMA-OP-2006-0031-INP_CR_Obsolete and revisions the term obsolete is deems to have negative connotations. vObject V1.0 is still current, no later releases have been made and none are planned. Therefore the term obsolete seems harsh. However a term like “historic” in the way IETF use it seems preferable for this option should be be proposed
In the opinion of the submitter 

Option i) is likely to lead to vObject V1.0 remaining as candidate for a while yet. The MMS 1.3 interop testing provides one route for this to occur, at least for two–thirds of the enabler but does bode what to do with the vBookmark. If the minimum test cases for vBookmark, such as updated versions of those in doc OMA-IOP-DMSYNC-2005-0091-vBook-1.0-composer and parser tests, were completed and tested as part of Browsing 2.3 etc then there may be a route forward. 
Option ii) is possible, the risks being mitigated by the fact the basic specs (vCard, vCalendar, vBookmark) are stable and been in use for many years and the profiles in vObject should not change any behaviour relating to interoperability of the basic specs, just the minimum support on devices.

Option iii) with the term “obsolete” has too many negative connotations. OMA enablers today look at vObject as ways to meet their requirements, referencing an “obsolete” spec seems inappropriate. However “historic” can simply imply the spec has been around for a while and is not being maintained and says nothing more or less.

Proposal

It is proposed
1. That option iii), namely seeking an appropriate other status, not be pursued at this stage as other options appear better.
2. That option ii), namely to seek approval based in minimum risk in not undertaking IOP be considered the second choice.

3. That option i), namely leaving vObject V1.0 as candidate waiting for IOP validation to occur, that being MMS 1.3 for two-thirds of the enabler and to try to get the remaining tested via Browsing 2.3 etc., be adopted as the prime option

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

MAE is asked to review this document and the proposal. 

MAE is asked to adopts the proposals made above and make a recommendation to BAC to this effect.
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