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1 Introduction

Following discussions at previous SA4meetings and offline discussions between members, this contribution proposes the key components for DIMS as the basis and the working assumption for the DIMS specifications on which we think could be agreeable to the SA4 group.
As agreed in previous meeting the DIMS/RME specification shall be based on the two proposals MORE and LASeR based specification.

Decisions need to be taken at this meeting to complete DIMS within the release 7 timeframe.

There is only significant and unresolved difference between the two proposals: the update mechanism.

Other pieces of technologies proposed by one or the other candidate, such as scene extensions, error recovery mechanisms are complementary features. The other unresolved matter is the compression/encoding approach which is detailed in a separate input.
One feature strongly promoted by some proponents is the binary format for both scene and updates.

We think this feature can help to resolve the choice of the update mechanisms. 

This is explained in the proposal below.

2 Proposal

2.1 Context
The current REX specification allows REX messages to be transmitted in XML and XML+gzip.

In the LASeR specification, commands are defined to be encoded in binary. Their equivalent syntax and semantic are also defined in XML and LASeR Command could also be transmitted in XML or gzip.

The rationale for limiting the REX addressing capability to ‘id(“x”)’ and ‘id(“x”)/*[n]’ (where x is an XML identifier and n is an integer) in the proposal below is the following. In order to allow modest implementations, a strict profiling of XPATH is required. Our analysis of the requirements yields that all needs for mobile services are satisfied with the above limitations. 

Adding a few IDs at authoring time is not a problem, has negligible impact on content size and improves the speed of referencing. Conversely, implementing in XPATH the ability to avoid defining those few IDs has a cost in implementation complexity and in performance when resolving a reference. As a result, it is preferable not to go beyond ‘id(“x”)’ and ‘id(“x”)/*[n]’ for XPATH expressions in REX.
As stated in [Vodafone contribution] and [our equivalence contribution], there is no difference in the (side) effect that LASeR Commands or REX messages have on the scene tree. Within the common domain of insert / replace / delete with ID addressing, REX and LASeR Commands are simply two syntaxes (referring to equivalent semantics) that can (and should) be implemented with the same updating engine, interfaced with two parsers.
However in terms of functional coverage REX and LASeR commands do not provide the equivalent features and extensibility mechanisms for REX should be proposed:
· LASeR Commands provide more updating capabilities:
·  Add, 

· Capability to modify a value in a list attribute,
·  Activate deactivate
· And commands to address other functionalities
· Save, restore, clean, send events
· RefreshScene as a complete tune-in mechanism.
2.2 Proposal
We propose to mandate in DIMS the update mechanism as follows:

The REX update mechanism with XPATH expressions limited to ‘id(“x”)’ and ‘id(“x”)/*[n]’ (where x is an XML identifier and n is an integer) in XML SHALL be supported. For efficiency reasons, the requirement to generate and bubble the DOM events when executing the REX messages is loosened to MAY.
Additional parameterization to tune the event dispatching overhead of REX SHALL be defined.

Note: REX timestamp is not impacted by such limitations (i.e.: it is maintained)

It SHALL be possible to encode REX messages in LASeR binary format.
LASeR commands SHALL be supported in XML and Binary format.
We propose to mandate in DIMS the following formats (to transmit information from server to client):
LASeR Binary Format SHALL be supported
XML  (clear text)  SHALL be supported
Gzip (compressed XML, clear text) SHALL be supported 
3 Conclusion

We propose the group to agree the proposal and to develop the specification based on related contributions that provide detailed texts specification.
