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Abstract

DELI is an opensource library developed a HP Labs that dlows Java serviets to
resolve HTTP requests containing device capability information in ether CC/PP, the
proposed recommendation by the W3C CC/PP, or UAProf, the standard proposed by
the WAP Forum. This document condsts of a set of quesions and answers that
explore issues that have arisen during the implementation of DELI. It is presented
specificdly to initiate further discusson to identify whether further work is necessary
on the CC/PP recommendation track documents.
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CC/PP and UAProf: A Dialogue
Q: So what do you think about the current versions of CC/PP and UAProf?

A: Wdl in summary my opinion is tha the CC/PP documents do not give enough
detall to effectivdly implement a CC/PP processor. The UAProf documents do give
enough detail to implement a UAProf processor, but neither UAProf nor CC/PP
adequatdy addresses profile vdidation so it is not possble to guarantee vendor
interoperability for UAProf profiles.

Q: But surdly CC/PP and UAProf work? Haven't a number of people have already
implemented them?

A: Yes people have implemented CC/PP and UAProf. I've produced an
implementation myself caled DELI'2 However DELI (and | suspect other
implementations) uses a number of bodges i.e. temporary fixes that are likely to bresk
in a lage-scde deployment. Although DELI can process dl profiles | have currently
encountered, my experience is that generdly DELI will fal when it encounters a new
profile. There ae severd reasons for this but it is chiefly because there is currently no
notion of profile vaidaion in CC/PP or UAProf so there is no guarantee of vendor

interoperability.

Q: Yes but I'm working on CC/PP - why should | be interested in UAProf as that's
the WAP Forum’s problem?

A: UAProf is the firs large-scale deployment of CC/PP. Therefore the problems
encountered with UAProf illustrate some important issues for CC/PP. A ot of the
problems stem from the fact that the CC/PP recommendation track documents don't
gpecify very much. As a result of this UAProf had to define functiondity that CC/PP
left unspecified. Redly CC/PP should specify these bits of functiondity in order to



guarantee vocabulary interoperability, as after dl UAProf is redly just a specific
CC/PP vocabulary and protocol rather than an aternative standard.

Q: What do you mean CC/PP doesn't specify very much?

A: In my opinion, the requirements in the CC/PP structure and vocabularies document
can be reinterpreted as saying “any RDF parser that assumes any property ending in
“Defallts’ is equivdent to any propety ending in “defaults’ conditutes an
implementation of CC/PP".

Q: What do you mean - it'salong document - surdly it pecifies more than that?

A: When you read drafts one key thing to condder is what is required for
conformance. Typicdly this is indicaled by "REQUIRED", "MUST" and
"SHOULD”. If you search the CC/PP working draft® youll find the following
conformance issues. I've numbered them so | can make further comments:

1. CC/PP profile components. support for theseis REQUIRED.

2. CC/PP profile defaults: support for these is REQUIRED.

3. Support for the structured CC/PP attribute formats described, where relevant, is
REQUIRED.

4. CC/PP applications are not required to support features described in the
appendices, but any new attribute vocabularies defined MUST conform to the RDF
schema in appendices B and C.

5.1f a CC/PP profile usesany attribute that can appear on different component types,
then the type of any component on which such an attribute appears MUST be
indicated by an rdf:type property, or equivalent RDF. A CC/PP processor MUST be
able to use this type information to disambiguate application of any attribute used.

6. A ccpp: Component resource MAY have an rdf:type property (or equivalent RDF
structure) indicating what kind of client component it describes. The example in
figures 3-4isof a profile with an explicit indication of component subtype. However,
CC/PP processors MUST be able to handle profiles that do not contain component
type indicators. As long as the CC/PP attributes used are all specific to a given
component type, a processor will have sufficient information to interpret them

properly.

7. Default values ar e referenced by the property ccpp: defaults. Thisname conformsto
the name format recommendations of the RDF model and syntax specification [ 3],
appendix C.1. However, for compatibility with earlier versions of CC/PP used with
UAPROF, CC/PP processors SHOULD recognize the property name ccpp: Defaults
(i.e. with capital "D") as equivalent.

8. The component resourcesin a profile are instances of componentsidentified in the
corresponding schema, whichinturn MUST be subclasses of ccpp: Component. They



MUST be identified as such, by means of the rdf:type property whose value matches
the name of the component type in the schema.

9 NOTE: A default document uses a <Description> element as its root node. The
<Description> is named using an about= attribute whose valueisa URI. ThisURI
MUST correspond to the value in the rdf:resource= attribute in the <Defaults>

element in the referencing document. I n the exampl es of default documents bel ow, the
URLs of the external default values documents are used. However the default
resource URI does not have to be the document URL, aslong asthe URI isuniquely
identified, the same URI is used in both the sour ce document and the external default
values document, and there is some way for the processing software to locate and
retrieve the document containing the default resource.

It's strange that a lot of these condraints refer to the processor when this document is
meant to describe the sructure and vocabularies used by the profile. There is a logica
problem here because even if the processor MUST process something, it doesn't
necessary follow that a profile MUST contain it. Furthermore none of the CC/PP
documents discuss a processng modd, so putting condraints on the processor does't
achieve much. For example points 1 - 3 use the word "support” to describe what the
processor does. However “support” is not defined anywhere so could smply mean
pase In Point 5 "use' is not defined nor “handle’ in points 6 and 7. Points 8 and 9
seem okay though: 8 is a requirement on any CC/PP schema 0 we can say a CC/PP
schema mugt be a vaid RDF schema and condition 8 must hold wheress 9 is a
requirement on "default documents' so we can say a default CC/PP document must be
a vdid CC/PP profile and condition 9 must hold. | think a distinction needs to be
drawn between "support”, "use’ and "handleé’ and parsng othewise any RDF parser
can be regarded as a CC/PP implementation as long as it obeys point 7 eg. it regards
the property defaults equivaent to Defaults.

Q: Sowhat’sRDF?1 thought CC/PP and UAProf used XML?

A: RDF, the Resource Description Framework, is the W3C's recommendation for
metadata. 1t is a way of representing information as Statements, each congsting of a
subject, predicate and object. However it is a new technology so people ae not as
familiar with it as they are with XML. RDF can be seridised in many ways, but
CCIPP uses the XML seridisation of RDF. Hence CC/PP is built on RDF represented
usng XML, so CC/PP profiles are, in effect, written in XML. However when we
parse CC/PP profiles we need to remember there is another level of abstraction above
the XML i.e. RDF.

Severa implementations of CC/PP or UAProf, for example the IBM UAProf
implementatior? or the XCries CC/PP implementation in XSmiles® process UAPYof
and CC/PP respectivdy usng an XML parser. Parsing the XML seridisation of RDF
usng an XML paser is difficult’ as the XML seridisation dlows the same RDF
modd to be represented in many different ways. Therefore these processors are not
ale to pare dl possbe XML seidisations of RDF and hence dl possble CC/PP
profiles.

Even if the CC/PP processor does use an RDF parser (for example DELI uses Jena®)
the XML seridisation can Hill cause problems. For example one use case for CC/PP



is to use the profile nformation to adapt XML using XSLT. To invedtigate this, | have
integrated DELI into the Apache Cocoon® XML / XSLT publishing framework so that
XSLT gylesheets can query CC/PP profiles. XSLT uses XPath but it is difficult to
query CC/PP profiles usng XPath as the dructure of the underlying RDF modd is
different to the XPath representation of the CC/PP profile. In order to resolve this
problem DELI “flatens’ the profile to produce an XML profile which is amenable to
query via XPeath. Clearly this is undesrable as it means that DELI is usng two
different profile representations.

Q: This dl sounds raher pedantic - wha does this have to do with vendor
interoperability?

A: Wdl the problem is if a specification is not adequatdly condrained, there is too
much room for vendors to produce different incompatible variants. This seems to be
what's happening with CC/PP. When implementing DELI, the first thing | had to do
was answer the question of what a CC/PP or UAProf processor does and | concluded
that one important task was profile resolution. UAProf, and the proposed protocol for
CCIPP, split the profile into a number of fragments so that these fragments can be sent
efficiently to the server. Profile resolution is when the server recombines these
fragments to form the origind profile. Unfortunately as profile resolution is defined in
the CC/PP protocol document and the protocol was outsde the origind charter,
profile resolution is not defined in any recommendaion track W3C documents. So
one way of resdving the problem with requirements 1-7 would be to put a description
of profile resolution in a recommendation track document. | think it is possble for
resolution to be specified in aprotocol independent way.

Q: So how does DELI perform profile resolution?

A: Firgsly when DELI processes a HTTP request containing CC/PP information, it
searches the request header for the headers “x-wap-profile’ and “x-wap-profile-diff”,
the W-HTTP UAProf request headers. Then it has to search for the headers “profile’
and “profile-diff” because currently the Nokia phone emulaior uses these non-
dandard request header names. So Nokia and Ericsson currently implement the
protocol differently! Then it has to search for HTTP-ex style request heeders in case it
is deding with a CC/PP device conforming to the proposed (but not recommended)
extension protocol'® or a UAProf 1.2 device.

Secondly once DELI hes identified the profiles and the profile-diffs, it builds an RDF
mode for each profile fragment. Some profiles, such as the Ericsson T68" and T39%
do not use rdfitype to identify components. Although this behaviour is permitted
under the CC/PP and UAProf recommendations, redly this is incorrect use of RDF
just as usng a vaidble in a Java program before declaration would be considered

incorrect™. For example in the following profile fragment

<pr f: conponent >
<rdf: Description rdf:|D="HardwarePl atform' >
<rdf:type
rdf :resource =
"http:// ww wapforum org/ profil es/ UAPROF/ ccppschema20010430#Har dwar ePl at f or m
"
<prf:BitsPerPixel >2</ prf: Bi t sPer Pi xel >

</rdf: Descri ption>

</ prf: conponent >



we declare that the component is cdled HardwarePlaform twice. It is important to
note the firs use of HardwarePlatform defines the intance name whereas the second

useisto definethetype. Thisisjust asif we defined an object in Javaeg.

Har dwar ePl at f or m har dwar ePl at f or m

In Java we would not expect the complier to determine the object type from the
ingance name.

Q: Is it redly true that they would be required to do this in order to be vdid RDF?
Surdly typing is not mandetory asin Java?

A: | mention Java as an andogy. By incorrect RDF | don't mean that it bresks forma
things such as the EBNF rules governing the RDF syntax but it is usng RDF in a way
thet is not intended. Here' s afragment from the T68 profile:

<prf: conponent >
<rdf: Description | D="Sof t war ePl at f or n{ >
<prf : Accept Downl oadabl eSof t war e>No</ pr f : Accept Downl oadabl eSof t war e>
</ rdf: Description>

</ prf: conponent >

As you can se in this profile a component is created with a local ID of
“SoftwarePlatform”. By locd | mean it is locd to this particular modd. RDF
processors don't place a “globd” interpretation on the ID. Herés what the RDF
Mode and Syntax Specification document says about Description dements:

A single RDF statement seldom appears in isolation; most commonly several
properties of a resource will be given together. The RDF XML syntax has been
designed to accomodate this easily by grouping multiple statements for the same
resource into a Description element. The Description element names, in an about
attribute, the resource to which each of the statements apply. If the resour ce does not
yet exist (i.e., does not yet have a resource identifier) then a Description element can
supply the identifier for the resource using an ID attribute.

Furthermore it says this about Description eements using the type property:

The third basic abbreviation applies to the common case of a Description element
containing a type property (see Section 4.1 for the meaning of type). In this case, the
resour ce type defined in the schema corresponding to the value of the type property
can be used directly as an element name. For example, using the previous RDF
fragment if we wanted to add the fact that the resource
http: //www.w3.or g/staffld/85740 represents an instance of a Person, wewould write
thisin full serialization syntax as:

<r df : RDF
xm ns:rdf ="http://ww. w3. org/ 1999/ 02/ 22- r df - synt ax- ns#"
xm ns: s="http://description.org/schema/">
<rdf: Description rdf:about="http://ww.w3. or g/ Hone/ Lassi | a">
<s:Creator>
<rdf: Description rdf:about="http://ww.w3. org/staffld/ 85740">
<rdf:type rdf:resource="http://description.org/schema/Person"/>
<v: Name>Ora Lassi |l a</ v: Nane>
<v: Emai | >l assi | a@B3. org</v: Emai | >
</ rdf: Description>



</s: Creator>
</ rdf: Description>
</ r df : RDF>

So we have to use rdf:type to indicate that when we create a SoftwarePlatform
resource we ae referring to something we have defined in the associated schema
Presumably some UAProf processors search the profile for resources with specific
loca IDs edg. “SoftwarePlatform”, “HardwarePlatform” etc. This isn't the
recommended gpproach in RDF: if we need to search for resources, then we should do
it based on resource type.

Q: But doesn't the CC/PP dructure and vocabularies document explicitly alow you
to do thisin point 6?

A: Yes that's what the document says a the moment. | suspect this requirement is
primarily to guarantee competibility with UAProf rather an explicit dedgn dedson.
Specificaly dthough it is possble to meke a requirement like this of a UAProf
processor as it only processes the UAProf vocabulary, | think the current CC/PP
documents make it impossible to creste a CC/PP processor which could process many
vocabularies.

Currently DELI tries to cope with such Stuations by inferring the component from the
atribute name usng a vocabulary description. However a processor cannot guarantee
that the vocabulay description will be avalable. All currently avalable UAPYof
profiles reference a namespace usng a URL that does not contain a schema. If the
processor has not been indructed a priori to associate this namespace with a locd
copy of the schema, then the processor cannot infer the parent components of any
attribute, as they do not possess the schema This stems from the fact that CC/PP and
UAProf do not date that profiles MUST reference namespaces that make RDF
schemas available.

The Mitsubishi Trium profile™® does not use components a al. This causes a problem
as RDF modds, unlike XML, do not have a concept of a root node. Therefore by
default DELI tries to use the components as a darting point in the RDF graph for
retrieving information. With the Trium, DELI has to use a fdlback mode where it
tries to manualy locate the root of the modd (as CC/PP profiles, unlike other RDF
modes, dways have aroot node) in the hope it can find attributes there.

Q: That soundslike agood solution - what' s the problem?

A: Wdl dther I'd like to see the profile forma much more tightly defined or if a
fallback approach is necessary have that made explicit in aforma document.

| think the confusion about components sems from the fact it is not obvious what
purpose components serve. The CC/PP  dructure and vocabularies  document
recommends that atributes should redly only be associated with one component:
hence components don't provide any additiond information beyond dtribute name.
Furthermore | observe that there has been disagreement in UAProf about whch
component is most gppropricte for various atributes eg. should CcppAccept be in
SoftwarePlatform or BrowsertUA? If we don’'t have a concrete use case for why we



need components, perhaps we need to exercise Occam's razor and just dispose of
them atogether.

Q: You dso mentioned something cdled a vocabulary description - what' s that?

A: When you peform profile resolution in UAProf, you need to know some
informetion about the vocabulary in use I've cdled this informetion the vocabulary
definition. It is derived ether from the RDF schema for the vocabulary or a
proprietary DELI format file.

Q: Why did you create a proprietary format when CC/PP and UAProf use RDF
schema?

A: In order to perform profile resolution in UAProf the processor needs to know the
type and the resolution rule used by the dtribute. In the RDF schema for UAPYof, this
information is stored as comments rather than as XML formatted data This means it
is hard to retrieve usng an XML parser, as you have to do lots of text matching which
should not be necessary. So initidly | invented my own data format that Stored this
information as XML. As time went on | discovered there are many versons of the
UAProf vocabulary in use and phones often use a vocabulay incorrectly eg.
atributes are spdt incorrectly. For example the Ericsson phones use an attribute
cdled “PixdsAgpectRatio” which | think should be “PixdAspectRatio’. In the
interests of farness | decided it was important to discover whether | was making
mistakes or whether 1 was the phone. The best way to do this seemed to be to use the
officid UAProf schema. This involved writing a parser that could parse the comments
fields. These UAProf schemas are available at

http:/Aww.wapforum.org/profiles’'UA PROF/ccppschema-20010330#
http://mww.wapforum.org/profiless UA PROF/ ccppschema- 200004064

When | tried parsng these schemas | found that both schemas contained a large
number of RDF errors. For example they do not use the correct RDF namespace.
They should qudify ID with the rdf namespace i.e. use rdf:ID not ID. Smilarly they
should use rdf:resource not resource. They contain a few invdid URI with extraneous
pre-pended and trailing white spaces. They dso use severd different namespaces to
refer to RDFS eements when they should dl use a sngle RDFS namespace. Findly
the schema incorrectly says that Bag and Seq dements are in the RDFS namespace
when they should be in the RDF namespace. If you want to see the errors for yoursdf,
try running the schema through the W3C RDF Vdiddion sevice a
http://mww.w3.org/RDF/Vadlidator/. | have corrected the schemas and set the
corrected versons to the WAP Forum, but they have not yet updated them. The
corrected schemas are available with DEL I though.

Q: But surdy companies check ther profiles before they release them?

A: Wdl to be fair to the vendors one of the biggest problems with CC/PP is there is
no automatic scheme for vdidating profiles To date the biggest users of DELI have
been vendors who want to test their profiles rather than content authors using CC/PP
or UAProf information. To be honest, DELI is not ided as a profile vdidator because
CCI/PP has a very weak concept of what condtitutes a vdid profile. For example a the
moment there is no requirement that profiles reference red schemas as processors do



not have to support schemas. As | see it, the working draft should contain much
stronger condraints on profiles somewhere dong these lines:

A CC/PP profile MUST meet the following criteria:

- It must bevalid RDF.

- It must refer to a minimum of three namespaces, the RDF namespace, the
CC/PP namespace and one or more vocabulary namespaces. The RDF and
CC/PP namespaces MUST be the standard W3C namespaces.

- All vocabulary namespaces MUST be URLSs that actually contain validRDF
schemas. A CC/PP profile can only use attributes that are defined in one of
the RDF schemasit references.

- Aswell as defining the attribute name and its parent component, the RDF
schema should also define the attribute type and whether it is simple or
complex. When attributes in the vocabulary can use several different
resolution policies, as in UAProf, it should also define the resolution rule.
When suitable mechanisms for defining these properties are not available in
the RDF schema namespace, a new standar dised CC/PP schema namespace
should be used rather than placing the information in comments fields.

If profiles were formaly required to meet these criteria, DELI could perform
vadidation and check profiles before they become public. Such a vdidating CC/PP
processor could be made avalable a the W3C webste, in a Smilar way to the RDF
vaidation sarvice

Q: Why can't you use this on profiles for currently avalable phones like the Ericsson
T68?

A: Currently phones often refer to schemas that do not exigs so such a vdidaion
process is not possble For example the Ericsson T68 profile references the
namespace

http://mwww.wapforum.org/UA PROF/ccppschema-20000405#

Whereas the correct URL is

http://mwww.wapforum.org/profiles’UA PROF/ ccppschema- 200004054

In DELI, |1 “bodge’ this problem usng a configuraion file that maps the incorrect
namespaces used by phones onto locad corrected versons of the UAProf schemas.
However when a manufacturer releases a new phone, there is a danger that they will
use a different namespace. As namespaces have to be explicitly configured in DELI,
if it encounters a new namespace it will fal. This is a mgor barier to true vendor
interoperability. Of course | could “bodge’ this o if a profile uses a namespace that
DELI has never heard of it adopts a fdlback one but this is paching the problem
rather than solving it | would like to get rid of dl these “bodges’ - that's why I've
been so vocd about the issues with CC/PP and UAProf.

Q: What about other phones?

A: Well the other phone | have encountered, the Mitsubishi Trium, references the

namespace
http://www.wapforum.org/UA PROF/ccppschema-19991014#
and again no schema is avalable from this URL. The Trium profile contains two

unrecognised  attributes - SoftkeysCapable and WmlscriptCapable. | think the problem




here is caused by incorrect use of cepitds eg. WmiscriptCapable should be
Wml ScriptCapable.

Q: Isn't SoftkeysCapable in one of the SINS? (For people not familiar with UAProf,
a SIN is a gpedificaiion information note i.e. an gpproved Specification change
document)

A: Perhgps but in my opinion that isn't good enough. UAProf has been created so
content providers can ddiver optimized content and optimized sarvices to different
devices in a seamless fashion. In order to guarantee this, we need processors to load
the correct information on demand, not hope tha the processor contains hard-coded
information that meets the latest revison of the pedification. We dso need to guard
agang erors usng dandard qudity control methods like data vaidation. | think it's
far to say that a the moment RDF has less support for data vaidation than XML.
This is primarily because RDF is desgned to be used in an extensble manner.
Extensibility comes a a price though: for example how does a processor determine
whether “WmiscriptCepable’ is a typing misteke or an atempt to extend a
vocabulary?

Q: So arethere any other problems with profile resolution?

A: Yes To recgp, we have parsed our profile fragments using Jena and we need to
perform profile resolution. Unfortunately this is difficult to implement in RDF. Both
CC/PP and UAProf dients split up profile information in order to send it to the server
in an efficent way. They do this by usng a standard profile, known as a reference
profile, and a lig of overrides specific to the requesting device known as a profile diff.
Other devices in the communication path, such as proxies, may dso add profile diffs.
The process of reassembling the finad profile from the reference profile(s) and profile
diff(s) is known as profile resolution. CC/PP does not specify the exact mechanism
for profile resolution, gpart from requiring that default atribute vaues are dways
ovaridden by non-default atribute values. UAProf on the other hand specifies a set of
resolution rules that agoply to nondefault vaues. Each atribute in the UAProf
vocabulary is associated with a specific resolution rule that is gpplied when mdtiple
atribute values are encountered. In UAProf these resolution rules ae order
dependent; for example, locked means teke the fird vaue encountered wheress
ovaride means take the last vaue encountered. Unfortunately these rules are difficult
to imdement in RDF, as RDF modeds do not have any implicit concept of ordering
datements. Ordering must be done explicitly, eg. usng an RDF Sequence. This is in
contrast to XML, which does implicitly order elements in documents. As statements
in an RDF modd are unordered it is impossble to gpply the UAProf resolution rules
to a angle RDF modd. UAProf keeps the reference profile and diffs as separate RDF
modds in the W-HTTP protocol, and in theory each modd should only define an
atribute once. If they dd define an atribute twice, then currently the resolved vaue
would be determined in an undefined way. DELI makes the assumption that each
sepaate RDF modd will only define an atribute once and “bodges’ the resolution
problem by converting the profiles to an intermediate data Structure that Stores
atribute order before performing profile resolution. It then merges this data sructure
rather than the RDF models.

Q: So how do you use the CC/PP information once you' ve resolved it?



A: Wdl there ae two problems with using this information in UAProf. Frgly
UAProf does not define any semantic meaning for atribute vaues. This means that
two phones from two different vendors might use different attribute vaues to describe
the same functiondity i.e. one might cal a Keyboard “keypad” whereas another might
cdl it “numeric’. Alternatively they might use the same dtribute vdue to describe
different functiondity. Even if there is a dandard aitribute with a common meaning,
CC/PP and UAProf does not define any rules regarding capitdization or use of white
gpace in atribute vaues. This dong with mistyping and the lack of profile vaidation
techniques means we may not be able to use information from attribute vaues. Idedly
there should be some means of vdidding atribute vaues as well as dtribute names,
dthough this would not resolve the problem of semantic meaning. XML Schema has
mechanisms for pecifying congtraints on attribute values.

Asuuming we have solved the problem of atribute vaues, the next problem is what
operators you can use in asociation with those values. UAProf defines four data
types Boolean, Numeric, Dimenson and Litera. Boolean can use operators such as
True or Fase, whereass Numeric can use equals, not equd, less than, more than, less
than equas and more than equas. However operators for Dimenson and Literd are
more problematic. The Dimenson datatype contains two numbers separated by an X
eg. 101x48 or 160x160. Hence standard less than and more than does not work as a
vaue could be grester than a comparison vaue in one dimenson but less than the
other comparison vadue in the other dimenson. Clearly there is a need for some
dandard operators to be defined such as canContain and canBeContainedBy to
determine which of two dimengon vdues is lager or andler. The Literd datatype
adso causes problems on firg glance equals and notEquals seem the most gppropriate
operators here but UAProf uses Literds to represent verson numbers as Numeric can
only dore integer vdues. We might want to tet if the device is compatible with a
cetan verson or higher. This seems to indicate UAProf need a verson number
datatype and a backwardCompatible operator.

Ancther problem concerns merging requests containing  different  vocabularies. As
dready noted, there are dready severd different versons of the UAProf vocabulary
currently in use. Therefore it is possble that a phone and a proxy used in combination
could use different vocabulary namespaces. Currently under CC/PP and UAProf, even
if the phone and the proxy made Statements about the same attributes then those
dtributes would not be merged as they ae in different namespaces. However
intuitively it seems that atributes should be merged if they ae identicd in two
different UAProf vocabularies but there are no rules defined for doing this. This task
is made harder as between different versons of the UAProf gpecification; some
atributes have retained the same name but changed type, parent component or
resolution rde. How should the merge be done in such Stuations?

Q: So how should this be solved?

A: Wdl the CC/PP recommendation says don't create attributes if suitable attributes
dready exist. However the UAProf interpretation was to re-use attributes but place
them in new namespaces. Perhaps the advice should be “if a suitable attribute aresdy
exigs, use it in the namespace dready defined’. This would autometicaly overcome
these namespace problems and merging would be carried out automatically.
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Q: Soyou'wetaked alot about UAProf, what does thistell us about CC/PP?
A: Heré saquick summary of the issues:

The notion of profile resolution should be pat of the core CC/PP recommendation
raher than beng specified in the protocol. This would bring it insde the current
CC/PP working group charter. CC/PP would not have to specify resolution rules like
UAProf but it should define a standard processng modd. Specific resolution rules for
a given vocabulary would need to be compatible with this processng modd to ensure
that resolution can be performed on RDF models.

The CC/PP recommendation adso needs to introduce the notion of profile vdidity.
This would be done by defining a fixed st of rules tha are used to determine if a
profile is vaid or not. These rules would specify how a vdidatiing processor would
work. Such rules should not require the creation of new technology; rather they
should leverage RDF schema and XML schema where necessary.

The importance of defining semantic meaning for atribute values within vocabularies
needs to be emphasised in the CC/PP recommendation. People should not be
encouraged to use vocabularies where attribute vaue meaning has not been defined.
Vdidation should be extended to cover atribute values as well as atribute names.

CC/PP needs to propose a proper method of describing data-types, and operators that
can then be used on those datatypes. This could reuse work currently underway on
datatypesin RDF.

The advice the CC/PP recommendation gives on cregting new atributes should be
updated to encourage people to reuse exising namespaces, not just to reuse exiging
atribute names.

A more mgor change would be to reconsder the role of RDF in CC/PP. For example
if CC/PP adopted an dternative seridisation then this could be desgned o it is esser
to parse CC/PP and peform XPeth queries. However such a seridisation could ill be
converted to RDF 0 you would gtill be able to use RDF todlsif necessary.

I'm working on a more forma issue lis, dong with a number of possble proposds to
submit to the W3C.

Q: Arethese the reasons why UAProf has not yet been widely deployed?

A: I'm not sure. | would be interested to hear the phone vendors postion on this
Appaently concern about UAProf is phone vendors have been trying to work out
what kind of server cgpability they need for ther profile repostory. Apparently some
people base their assumptions on the idea that the origin server queries the repodtory
every time the phone makes a request. This leads to a very high estimated vaue for
repogtory server usage, which in turn would require a condderable investment in
infragtructure. This could put people off deploying UAProf! Severd implementations,
induding DELI, cache profiles a the origin sarver, which draticdly reduces such
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esimates. Perhgps caching needs to be discussed in the CC/PP and UAProf
documents.

On a different note, I'd recommend you read this paper®™ as it provides an amusing
account of why getting people to provide metadata can be difficult.

! DELI, http://www -uk.hpl.hp.com/people/marbut/deli/

’DELI: A Delivery Context Library for CC/PP and UAProf,_http://www-
uk.hpl.hp.com/people/marbut/Deli UserGuideWEB.htm

3 CCIPP: Structure and Vocabularies, hitp://www.w3.0rg/TR/2001/WD-CCPP-struct -vocab-20010315/
* RDF Model and Syntax Specification, http://www.w3.0rg/ TR/1999/REC-rdf-syntax-19990222/

5 Composite profile information, Carl Binding, Reto Hermann, Andreas Schade,
http:/Avww.w3.0rg/2002/02/DI W S/submiss on/aschadeCompositeProfil el nformation.html

® X Smiles, http:/mww.xsmilesorg/

" Co-Parsing of RDF and XML, Jeremy Carroll, http://www-uk.hpl.hp.com/peoplefjjc/docs/r292.pdf
8 Jena, http:/Avww.hpl.hp.com/semwebjenatop.html

® A pache Cocoon, http://xml.apache.org/cocoon/

19 cc/PP exchange protocol using HTTP Extension Framework, http://www.w3.0rg/ TRINOTE
CCPPex

™ Ericsson T68 profile, http:/mobil einternet. ericsson.con/UA prof/T68R1.xm

2 Ericsson T39 profile, http://mobileinternet.ericsson.com/UA prof/T39.xml

18 cc/PP and UAPYoOf: I ssues, improvements and future directions, http://www -
uk.hpl.hp.com/people/marbut/deliverycontextFina .html

4 Mitsubishi Trium profilehttp://www.mitsubi shi -telecom.com/profilesleclipse ua

15 The Seven Straw Men Of The Meta-Utopia, hitp://www.well.com/~doctorow/metacrap.htm




