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1 Reason for Contribution

At the Sydney meeting I was asked to provide some input to REL following questions posed at the TP meeting in San Diego re the number of Browsing versions currently in candidate status. The presentation provided was contained in document OMA-REL-2005-0196-INP_Browsing_Versions_Rationale.ZIP.
I was subsequently asked to produce a more formal written version of the dialogue presented

2 Summary of Contribution

 See above
3 Detailed Proposal

 The following relates to contribution OMA-REL-2005-0196-INP_Browsing_Versions_Rationale.ZIP from which aspects are taken for this contribution.
The question 

The questions asked in various forms by members at San Diego, REL etc.

· “Why are there three versions of the Browsing enabler release in Candidate status ? Can’t there simply be one ?” 
In short MAE considered this question several times since the original question was asked. The position arrived at is:

· Each release met a set of market driven requirements at a position in time, e.g. Browsing 2.1 in 2002, Browsing 2.2 in 2004, Browsing 2.3 in 2005.

· Multiple releases is not unique to Browsing and is not the problem

· The issue of not getting the IOP phase complete is 

· The current document approach seems OK … but better indications on the portal of current releases in line with REL discussions would be appropriate

To understand this response and the future it is necessary to understand the background and the current work in progress and its possible/probably effects.

Background.
The OMA Browsing releases continue the work of the WAP Forum.

Browsing 2.0 was the last formal WAP Forum deliverable and comprised the first convergence release, i.e. the shift from the XML based language WML for the markup to an internet centric approach which the predecessor group to OMA’s BAC-MAE determined represented the further direction of choice and this was adopted by the WAP Forum. 
However Browsing 2.0 did not quite address all of the convergence needed to establish a converged baseline, the notable missing piece being a suitable script language to complement the markup language for the internet centric approach. This was postponed for a number of reasons from WAP V2.0 (which for the sake of consistent naming I will refer to as Browsing 2.0 with respect to the Browser) and was slated for the first post WAP 2.0/Browsing 2.0 release. This happened shortly after the OMA assumed responsibility for the continued work re Browsing and is referred to as Browsing 2.1. The contents of Browsing 2.1 were
i) XHTML Mobile Profile V1.1: updated in Browsing 2.1 re ESMP
ii) ESMP V1.0: New in Browsing 2.1

iii) WCSS 1.0: as in Browsing 2.0

iv) WAESpec 2.1: updated in Browsing 2.1 re ESMP

v) Other specs: as in Browsing 2.0

This represented a internet centric (converged) base upon which OMA can build.
The work plan for Browsing and related activities

To understand the post Browsing 2.1 releases and what happens beyond them it is important to factor in the likely future.

The internet browsers people are used to using in their business and personal lives to access the internet are rich environments. Typically an internet browser such as Internet Firefox, Explorer, Mozilla, or Opera support:

· a range of markup languages, both legacy and current, 

· scripting through JavaScript, ECMAScript etc, 

· presentation control through the use of style languages

· plug-in framework for extensibility

Beyond this such browsers:

· increasingly support more of the most recent languages to be developed such as SVG, SMIL, etc, 

· increasingly support multiple modalities.

· Are anticipated to evolve to support the current work of W3C re Compound Document Format (CDF) etc.

OMA, specifically OMA-MAE, has its workplan re evolving the browser as defined by the Browsing enabler relases.

· Browsing enhancements, (WID-0022)

This WID was produced to allow the evolution of the browser to be investigated and acted upon including engagement with the W3C and others. It is more than a placeholder and specific WIDs might be produced for specific enabler drops or enabler releases made under the auspices of this WID. There are examples of both

The longer term goal is to address topics that have been discussed within MAE for a considerable period relating to the desired longer term browsing experience, i.e. a richer and more capable client platform capable of handling web centric applications while remaining true to the needs of the mobile market re transmission efficiency etc. and the goal of convergence. 

This application centric platform requires much more than today’s request-response based browser, requiring the ability to have content scaled to fit the terminals capabilities, to allow content to seamlessly be accessed whether locally or remotely, to allow local storage of content, to allow async delivery and to provide a richer environment, and to support a wider variety of UIs. The need to combine document types, e.g. SVG and XHTMLMP is know and so CDF support is one factor in achieving the goals.

To this end the following enablers relate.

· WCSS Min Profile (WID-0021)

Provides a common minimum profile of WCSS. Resulted in Browsing 2.2
· SVG for the mobile domain (WID-0094)
Will provides scalable markup and graphics and much more. The enabler may become an integral part of the browser at some future release but may equally be used by other OMA enablers, e.g. MMS.

· Mobile Domain SMIL (WID-85)
Will provides the means to synchronise content when presented to the user. The enabler may become an integral part of the browser at some future release but may equally be used by other OMA enablers, e.g. MMS.
· URI schemes, (WID-0059)
Will provides the means to access content locally or remotely with the same syntax. It will also allow invocation of other OMA enablers, e.g. from browsing invoke the sending of an email or MMS … many other combinations are possible.
· Rich Media Environment (WID-0108)

Aiming to provide a rich environment for specifying scenes (with areas etc) and have the appropriate static and streamed/dynamic content presented within the areas. The exact relationship to a future browsing release is yet to be determined but aspects of integrating RME support into the browser are likely.

· Dynamic Content Delivery (WID-0110)

Aims to provide an asynchronous delivery of content to users so they may view it either when the device is not being used for a foreground application (call, browser etc) or upon demand as a foreground application. The exact relationship to a future browsing release is yet to be determined.
· Multimodal, (WID-0003)

The support of other modalities beyond graphical screen based presentation and keyboard/pad/mouse/key navigation is important to address user’s needs to be able to consume services wherever and whenever needed. This enabler provides that enablement. The exact relationship to a browsing enabler release is yet to be determined.

Other WIDs in MAE provide support to this aim in varying degrees

· Browser Conformance (WID-0078)
Aims to establish a more interoperable environment by identifying and addressing market interoperability issues due to i) the choice decisions made by implementers, ii)ambiguities in the specs which led to problems, iii) existing implementation barriers etc.

· vObject OMA minimum interoperability profile (WID-0096) 
Provides an interoperable set of objects for contact info (vCard), calendar(vCaledar) and bookmarks (vBookmark)
· Client Side Content Screening Framework (WID-0102)

Defines the framework by which vendors can achieve integration of content screening software (anti-virus, spam etc) into a terminal

· Persistent Storage (WID-0104)
Provides the secure storage environment for application environments. Supports the notion of web applications which is fundamental to the Browsing enhancements vision
The figure below illustrates 2.2 and 2.3 releases relative to Browsing 2.1
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Browsing 2.2:
See picture above
· WCSS 1.1: updated WCSS specification containing a defined minimum profile all devices supporting WCSS must deliver. The profile establishes a balance between reasonable cost/complexity for implementation and content authors needs.

· WAESpec 2.2: references updated for WCSS etc.

· Browsing 2.1 core specifications.

Browsing 2.3:
See picture above
· XHTMLMP 1.2: adds new functionality to the core markup language and raises the conformance baseline to support it.

· WAESpec 2.3: references updates for XHTMLMP etc.

· Browsing 2.2 core specifications 

Beyond Browsing 2.3:
To put this into context. 
It is not practical to simply wait until we know all the piece parts and technologies and then deliver a browsing release that meets the desired goal described above for Browsing Enhancements. 

Browsing 2.2 and 2.3 are essentially spec drops on the road to the eventual goal of a rich rendering and application centric platform (web apps) based on a rich browser. 

Addressing “the question” of the existing releases
Each release post Browsing 2.1 has addressed a set of short term market needs (new features, etc.) while being consistent with the longer term goal. This approach is pragmatic, market driven and flexible.

As each release is produced the desire is for new implementations to implement the most current version, not the preceding releases. 

However the current release process does not make that easy.  Moreover the current lack of IOP validation of the specifications through test fest participation suggests there is a stack of Browsing enablers all of which are current – which is true insomuch as they exist and are not shown on the portal but does not explain the entire intent described above. 
So what are the choices.

Option 1. Decide Browsing 2.1 and 2.2 are not needed

· Means: Mark Browsing 2.1 and 2.2 as obsolete

· Impacts: 

· Lots of devices would be disenfranchised. 

· Some new devices may find the previous versions more suitable and would feel compelled to implement something less suited to their device plan.

Option 2. Reorganise the documents into one release

· Means : lots of editing and re-releasing (make-work)

· Impacts :

· To meet the same set of market requirements and interop there would be no real reduction in the number of versions

· lack of transparency of intent in the specs re what each release contains..

Option 3. Decide to leave things alone and wait for IOP to complete for Browsing 2.1 and 2.2 where things will be more normal.

Option 4. Do not changes releases but make the website clearer

· Means: utilise the archive and annotation to encourage implementation of latest version

The text above, presented as slide 3 in OMA-REL-2005-0196-INP_Browsing_Versions_Rationale.ZIP, is more or less self explanatory. Option 1 and 2 really are only being suggested because the IOP process is still ongoing for Browsing 2.1 – 2.3. It is not a question of waiting for implementations to be made as they are already in the marketplace. However it is a question of getting implementations to declare results against the test suite for the IOP validation process to complete. Moreover option 1 sends a negative signal to the market for Browsing 2.1 yet it is the formative baseline for the convergence and should be left as a standalone base to signal the intent of convergence. In a similar vein, option 2 does little to change the number of versions or profiles if one accepts the functionality profile of – it simply changes the way they are presented if the functionality of each release/profile address a market need.
Thus the desired approach from MAE is options 3 and 4. 
Option 3 suggests letting the IOP process complete so the browsing enablers become approved. This makes Browsing no different to MMS, DM, DRM and others with multiple releases. 
Option 4 takes this one step further and suggests annotating or restructuring the website to make it clear the anticipation is that new implementations will implement the most up to date enabler release.  One way to achieve this is to annotate the current release program page on the portal. This has been discussed with and proposed to REL and is still desired by MAE. An alternative/additional approach is to leave the most up to date release of candidate and approved enablers on the main release program page and move the previous releases of both to a backup page, as is the case on the affiliate page for WAPF where there is a table linking to previous versions such as the example scraped from the OMA website.
Previous Specification Suite Releases

Prior releases of the WAP Specification Suite can be found here: 

	Releases Archives 
	Zip File Size
	Associated DTDs 

	WAP 1.2.1 (June 2000)
	7.45 MB
	http://www.wapforum.org/DTD/wml13.dtd
http://www.wapforum.org/DTD/pap_1.0.dtd 

	WAP 1.2
	5.73 MB
	http://www.wapforum.org/DTD/pap_1.0.dtd

	WAP 1.1
	2.79 MB
	http://www.wapforum.org/DTD/wml_1_1.dtd

	WAP 1.0 
	2.99 MB
	 


MAE wants to see the website made clear as to the intent (option4) even if option 3 concluded with IOP validation and hence approval of some/all of the existing released Browsing enablers.
Will there be more Browsing Enabler releases
Given there is still potential integration work of enablers in progress that have multiple applicability to Browsing and other OMA enablers and there is work in progress as part of the Browsing Enhancements work item it should be presumed there will be more Browsing enabler releases given the current means of releasing work in OMA.

What is desirable is to have a means to clearly show the various releases as to their intent … stepping stones towards the longer term goal even though that target itself is likely to evolve somewhat. Again this suggests option 4 needs to be pursued.
Wrapup

The intent of the input contribution was to explain the context of the existing Browsing enablers in terms of the longer term goal. It has put the existing enablers into the context of the longer term goals.

It has suggested that reworking the enabler documentation to artificially hide the existence of Browsing 2.1, 2,2 and 2.3 under the covers of a single enabler is not worth the effort and might hide some of the real intent. There is a need for the functionality profile each offers and there exist implementations of each. 

Moreover it has suggested obsoleting enablers is not a preferred approach but that it is better to push for completion of the interoperability phase to clear this situation which is clearly not fully understood my many members.

However it is suggested that the portrayal of our releases be improved to make it clear the intent is to have implementations implement the most up to date release, and approach that will continue to allow MAE to be market driven re releasing incremental function based on identified needs as well as aspire to its longer term goals.

I, and I am sure MAE, is happy to work with REL to this end.

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

REL is asked to consider this and the way forward suggested in the wrap-up section. 
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