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1 Reason for Contribution

The purpose of this contribution is to highlight a number of practical issues with the implementation of User Agent profiling which Openwave has encountered during the deployment of products. This contribution seeks to highlight these issues in an effort to seek a common understanding of the responsibilities and also to discuss the options for their resolution.

2 Summary of Contribution

The use of user agent profiling, WAP-248-UAProf, has become an integral part of deploying WAP service. Services such as MMS and Browsing are becoming increasingly dependent on this mechanism for representing the capability of mobile devices. However, in implementation a number of simple errors have led to the issue of whether the current implementation of user agent profiles can be consistently relied on, in service.

3 Detailed Proposal
1. Introduction

The WAP-248-UAProf specification specifies a transport mechanism and a definition template for a mobile device profile. A key aspect of UAProf functionality is that the UAProf is both syntactically and functionally correct at all times regarding the device’s characteristics and capabilities. For this reason the profile owner’s host the mobile device profiles and can easily do capability updates and releases of new versions. However a number of common problems have been identified in terms of the implementation of profiles.

2. User Profile Common Problems 

There are a number of common problems encountered when processing profiles.

· Profiles which are syntactically invalid

· Definition of component attributes with incorrect types. e.g. SecuritySupport as a bag rather than a literal.

· Misspelling of attribute names e.g. PixelsAspectRatio instead of PixelAspectRatio.
· Attributes located in the incorrect component area e.g. CcppAccept must be in SoftwarePlatform.

· Meta Schema

· WAP Forum becomes Open Mobile Alliance. Therefore meta-schema references in profile definitions require to be updated to reflect this change – i.e. http://www.wapforum.org/profiles/UAPROF/ccppschema-20010430#  changed to  http://www.openmobilealliance.org/tech/profiles/UAPROF/ccppschema-20021212#  

· Availability

· Ownership of the profiles could be delegated to the service providers; thus allowing them to be hosted on a server which is always available. If this is not the case, then those who own and source the profiles should ensure that the resource reference is always available – otherwise it may lead to a deterioration of end to end service.

· Specification issues

· CcppAccept, CcppAccept-Charset, CcppAccept-Encoding are listed as an attribute in the SoftwarePlatform component but the RDF example profile, in WAP-248-UAProf Example in section 7.6, lists this in component BrowserUA. In the schema examples on the UAProf page on http://www.openmobilealliance.org/ the CcppAccept information is located in the SoftwarePlatform Component.

Some of these rules are specified in section 7.1 of WAP-248-UAProf on Schema Layout. 

3. Problem Resolution

The problems highlighted in section 2 may be mitigated by a number of alternate strategies.

· Amend the ‘broken’ profiles at source; this may be difficult as the profile references may be difficult to change on the mobile devices.

· The profile owners publish alternate re-verified profiles on a as-needs basis

· The profile owners’ allow service deployments to amend syntactic profile issues on an as-needs basis without referral to the profile owner. In other words an intermediate gateway may be allowed to amend the profile reference to a syntactically corrected profile.

· OMA-IOP include an option on the OMA Test Fest to consider new profiles and their interoperability.

4 Intellectual Property Rights Considerations

None.


5 Recommendation

The recommendation is that OMA-IOP recommends to all member companies that adherence to the WAP-248-UAProf specification is in the interest of all and of considerable benefit for interoperability. However, given that the issues highlighted may be problematic to amend at source, it is requested that a resolution strategy by which service deployments may amend syntactic issues discovered in implemented profiles be accepted by as a pragmatic way forward.

In addition it is further proposed that the discussion & testing of user agent profiles be included for commercial and prototype devices, where available, during the OMA Test Fest.
© 2002, Open Mobile Alliance Ltd., All rights reserved
Page 1 (of 1)
© 2003, Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.
Page 3 (of 3)
All rights reserved.  This is not a specification. 
OMA-Template-InputContribution-20030109

