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1 Reason for Contribution

Document OMA-ARC-2005-0319-removing-particular-case has been submitted.
2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution provides comments to OMA-ARC-2005-0319-removing-particular-case.
3 Detailed Proposal
3.1 Revisiting a compromise

Document 319 proposes removal of “particular case” from the text in the PEEM AD that characterizes the separation of PEX into separate components PV and PX.

We do want to point out that this is re-visiting a fundamental agreement and basis for accepting the introduction of the text in the AD at the San Diego meeting. There was no agreement for introducing document 208 input in the PEEM AD. While minutes in 234 are too terse to be useful in this matter, it is clear that only revision 208R04 was agreed upon and this explicitly captured the need to introduce the terminology “particular case”.

Revisiting that decision is not motivated and therefore not acceptable. 
If the compromise is revisited, it should be understood that removing the mention of “particular case” must be accompanied by the removal of all the text and figures related to this the introduction of PV and PX and any mention of these components. Indeed, this text was conditioned on the clarification introduced by “particular case”. It would never have been agreed to without such qualification! At the minimum, it must be removed from the AD PEEM and revisited / re-proposed via input contribution.
3.2 Clarification of 0301

Follow-up email discussions on the ARCH and AD-DEV mailing lists seemed to indicate that 0319 might be a response to OMA-ARC-2005-0301-Make-Particular-Case-Understandable. It is therefore important to understand the distinctions in principle between 0301 and 0319.
OMA-ARC-2005-0301-Make-Particular-Case-Understandable was introduced based on the observation that “particular case” is not understandable by most. It therefore proposed a re-phrasing based on the intent and understanding that we have of the qualification of the term.

It was not the intent of 0301 nor is it even a possible interpretation of 0301 that it attempts to revisit the San Diego compromise. The comments against 208 and its past revisions and the discussion in San Diego that led to the compromise clearly stated that particular case referred to a particular implementation choice or deployment choice. That term was not explicitly used, because the authors of 208R04 preferred settling on particular case. 
3.3 What is a logical architecture?
A logical architecture of a system defines the logical components required to support the functions of that system and their interactions, independently of the implementation, deployment or realization choices for that system. These are rather called system architecture, product architecture or physical architecture. 
If a standard component logically performs several functions, it should and can be decomposed into several logical components only if these functions are logically (i.e. always) separately performed / distinguishable independently on how the system is realized, implemented or deployed and if these functions will be implemented from different vendors through standard interfaces. 

Furthermore, it is to be understood that a logical architecture shows all the required logical functions. It does not show one function and not another on the basis that a function may sometimes be optional. Cases where functions are not used are by definition “particular cases of implementations or deployments, not of the architecture”.

3.4 PEX is not logically decomposed into PV and PX

By definition PEX applies the run time functions of PEEM (i.e. everything that is not PM). Per the PEEM RD and definitions of policies, PEX executes any combination of policy rules that is any combination of any condition and any action. Per agreed document 277R05, for a given policy, PEEM (i.e. PEX) walks the policy graph and evaluates conditions that determines the actions to execute that may itself include new conditions. Conditions may depend on results of prior condition evaluations and actions.
In all cases where the graph has actions that include new conditions, the PEX execution model involves walking a tree and does not model any separation between the evaluation and execution steps, it solely identifies walking the graph. 
This is a clear sign that PEX is the smallest atomic decomposition possible of PEX. Introducing PV and PX components requires introduction of two additional components:

· A topology transformer that would transform a policy into a graph consisting of only one complex evaluation node followed with execution of a complex action that does not involve evaluations on each branch that can be followed after evaluation

· Or a sequencer that distributes throughout the policy tree the conditions to evaluate and resulting actions to execute. Even in that case, transforming the topology into an equivalent one changes the tasks performed by the different components.
This proves that:

· PV and PX are not sufficient as a logical decomposition of PEX.

· PV and PX role changes from one particular case to another.

· Cases where PV and PX are sufficient imply additional particular choices of policies that are are such that only PX or PV are involved or that PV naturally invokes PX once. 

Therefore, PEX is the smallest logical component that can be identified.

If the above has not yet done so, we should also clarify email on the AD-DEV mailing list that suggested that the fact that PEEM supports evaluation, and evaluation and execution implies the need to split PEX to extract PV. This is not compatible with a criteria introduced in section 3.3: if a policy does not contain execution (actions), then it is evaluation only. These occur for particular policies. PEX with such particular policies performs evaluation only. It does not imply that PEX does not perform execution when required. So PEX is replaceable by PV only for particular cases where policies require only evaluation.

3.5 Analysis

Based on the reasoning above, we repeat that any figure or text that discusses a decomposition of PEX into smaller components like PV and PX is by definition a particular case, where “particular case” refers to particular implementation or deployment.
So either the text as it is in the PEEM AD is maintained or change “particular case” to “implementation” or “deployment” as proposed in 0301 or remove any mention of PV and PX..

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

We do not agree to the proposal of 0319 and state that ARC WG should not set the precendent of revisiting ARCH compromises without justification. We recommend that ARC WG does not agree to 0319.

If ARC were to agree to remove “particular case” per 0319, any mention of PV and PX and its decomposition into components must be removed from the PEEM AD per the agreement that led to its introduction as 0208R04. Proposal for re-introduction would have to come in separate input contributions.

As a way forward, we propose to remove any mention of PV, PX, PEX and PM in the AD and solely identify their functions as PEEM functions; PEEM being solely illustrated as a not decomposed black box with interfaces PEM-1 to PEM-4 and driven by policies.
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