Gerry,

My previous note illustrated how the SPML current model might accommodate a complex structure. This note attempts to address your remarks with regard to that approach. SPML is an evolving standard that currently supports a core set of capabilities, which serves versatile customer needs. The SPML specification is undergoing a process that will endow it with powerful capabilities based on the current spec and the roadmap. In light of the benefits such an approach offers – the overhead you mentioned with regard to parsing is in my opinion justified. In any case, I do not consider parsing to be an obstacle, particularly if it is based on a clear and firm set of rules. The capability of a standard to be somehow agnostic with respect to data structure scheme is on the other hand an incredible asset. 

With regard to the first point in your letter, my first note suggested to use elements such as <properties> to further define and scope types, requiring a modest effort from the PSTC to define appropriate attribute names to support them. 

The following illustrates how the <properties> element might be used to refer to a specific type. In the example, two attribute/value pairs refer to the specific schema file and type definition, respectively, and additional pairs may be used to provide more pertinent information should such a requirement come up. This example should be regarded as a suggested approach, not necessarily a full-blown, syntactically proof solution. The issue discussed is not addressed by the current SPML specification per se, and there are various alternative paths that address the same requirement and should clearly be discussed and examined by the committee.  

…



<objectClassDefinition name="Residence">



<superiorClasses>




<objectClassDefinitionReference name="Complex">





<schemaIdentifier schemaIDType="urn:oasis:names:tc:SPML:1:0#GenericString">

  




<schemaID>[reference to schema file, e.g. to xsd file] </schemaID> 

  



</schemaIdentifier>





<properties>






<attr name="SchemaType">







<value>[PSTC-set ID for specific data format, e.g. ‘XMLSchema’] </value>






</attr>






<attr name="ObjectType">







<value>residence</value>






</attr>






…





</properties>




</objectClassDefinitionReference>



</superiorClasses>

  
</objectClassDefinition>

…
Note: The objectClassDefinitionReference chosen name attribute (e.g. “Complex”) is required to be a reserved keyword. The choices for schemaIDType and schemaID depend on the relevant reference to an XMLSchema, and may be set by the committee as well.

The properties' SchemaType and ObjectType attribute names should also be reserved keywords.

As for the 2nd point. I believe that there are several possible ways to transport the attribute value – including pulling the XML content out of the container (and replacing it with a link), or encoding the value. The definition of DSML attribute values permits the following types: UTF-8, base64Binary, and any URI. Using Base64 to encode the XML in <value> seems to be a valid option. Base64 is a very common encoding and does not pose a considerable overhead in terms of performance. XML Data can be represented as Base64 and while this requires conversions at both ends and results in a 33% larger data size, it is simple to implement. In addition, there are public domain utilities/classes providing fast Base64 encoding and decoding. 

As for the 3rd point, one can make the requested modification – and not necessarily by replacing the whole attribute value. It will depend on the scope/type defined and referenced. 

The prospect of decoupling the schema from data structure presentation format is a compelling argument in favor of the approach demonstrated herein. While the importance of XML Schema is evident there are other data description languages/conventions (not necessarily XML-based), which currently, and may also in the future enjoy support from various parties. In my opinion, any proposal for SPML should be able to accommodate various alternatives and not be orbiting around XML Schema-like options alone.

I truly hope that there is a way to fuse the benefits of both approaches – yours and that of the current SPML specification, in a way that will satisfy all parties and meet the requirements of all customers. That said, the SPML specification and roadmap documents present appealing concepts that deserve to be seriously considered as well. In order to make real progress with regard to this ongoing discussion, I believe that the committee needs to be presented with a full-fledged alternative or modification proposal, and have that proposal evaluated subject to our concerns as well. It will be both imperative and interesting to see how any alternative supports the non-trivial aspects presented in the SPML specification AND roadmap documents, and how it supports the needs experienced by vendors and customers planning to implement SPML soon.
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