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1 Reason for Contribution

At the last ARC face to face meeting in Athens, we initiated and stopped discussion of OMA-ARC-2005-0418R01-PEEM-TS-PEM-1-interface-format. Document OMA-ARC-2005-0421-Comments_418 was not discussed but topic addressed as part of the preliminary discussion of OMA-ARC-2005-0418R01-PEEM-TS-PEM-1-interface-format.
2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution discusses technical concerns with the proposal in OMA-ARC-2005-0418R01-PEEM-TS-PEM-1-interface-format and a possible way forward. 

3 Detailed Proposal

3.1 Analysis of concerns with OMA-ARC-2005-0418R01-PEEM-TS-PEM-1-interface-format
3.1.3 Type of interface
Per RD and AD draft, we believe that there is agreement that PEEM can process policies that can be any combination of any condition and any action.

This implies that PEEM can expect any form of input request through its PEM-1 interface. Similarly, PEEM can generate any form of output through that same interface.

Therefore, any limitation introduced at the level of the interface specification will constraint that ability and violate the unbounded definition of policies.

The PEEM PEM-1 interface must be an interface through which data is sent and received as imposed by the policy processed by PEEM.

The PEEM TS specification of PEM-1 must acknowledge that fact and specify the interface accordingly as a BLOB.
We refer to [J2SEBLOB]
 for a reference to BLOB and to OMA-ARC-2005-0331R01-Differences-in-PEEM-views (slides 17 to 27) to explain the concept and how it does not negatively impact the requester who can know the interface to use to call PEEM once a policy is determined to be processed by PEEM.

As discussed in AD, PEM-1 may also include ways to pass policy or reference to policy. This must also be included in the interface specifications.

3.1.4 Profiles
We are unclear on the actual implications of introducing such profiles and the interoperability and implementation implications:

· What happens when policies and profile do not match?
· What happens when requester uses the wrong profile?
· How is migration from solution using one profile to another profile ascertained?
· What are the implications for PEEM enabler implementation vendors?

· What are the implications for PEEM Policy expression language tool vendors?

· What are the implications on PEM-2?

We are concerned that profiles introduce significant challenges.

3.1.5 Implied link to and dependencies on the PEEM policy expression language
The parameter descriptions provided in OMA-ARC-2005-0418R01-PEEM-TS-PEM-1-interface-format explicitly mentions rulesets and assumptions on the execution model of the policy language processing (e.g. identication of rule set to use, notion of RuleSetId, …).

We believe that this is problematic until the issues related to PEEM policy expression language are resolved:

· If none is specified such assumptions are problematic. The interface should not restrict to particular forms.

· If one language or model is defined, the interface must be consistent with the selection.
At this stage until this is addressed, the terminology should not imply rule set, not particular syntax / representation nor execution models.
Also, we do expect that the parameters format, name space etc passed through the interface may have dependency on the PEEM policy expression language (e.g. how name space are constructed, …)

3.1.6 Implied usage model

We are concerned also that the parameters proposed in OMA-ARC-2005-0418R01-PEEM-TS-PEM-1-interface-format imply assumptions on the usage model. 

Notions of subject for example as defined in the proposal seem tightly linked to a PDP-PEP model. We have raised in other contributions that callable mode for PEEM is broader than PDP-PEP.

3.1.7 Challenges with the specification of the parameters

The proposed specification implies specification of subject and resource ID.

We submit that these are very complex tasks that have not been resolved today:

· There are no universal identification mechanisms. Some candidates may of course exist (e.g. URI, MAC, USIM, Digital Certificates, …) for physical resources and subject. 

· Will any service provider use a same standard identification scheme.

· Can it be TCP/IP based?

If we do not further specify these parameters, the specification does not specify much more than if we had picked a BLOB and at the price of being unnecessarily restrictive.

If we do, the PEEM TS specification will evolve into a tremendous task to specify universal identifiers formats.
3.1.8 Passing policy within PEM-1
The proposal does not include the possibility to pass a policy or reference to policy can be passed with the request.

3.1.9 Error/status codes
The proposal does not propose a model to standardize status or error code.

3.2 Proposal
3.2.3 Observation

In the absence of specification of the PEEM policy expression language, something still unresolved and under discussion, it is unclear how much can actually be specified for PEM-1; even if a profile approach or an approach with pre-selected parameters was taken.
It may be wise to consider delaying the PEM-1 specification after a policy expression language or direction is taken. If no PEEM policy expression language is specified (by OMA or elsewhere), it may not be worth to specify PEM-1…

3.2.4 Way forward
We propose the following way forward:

· If we decide to hold on specifying PEM-1 for now, nothing is to be done.

· If we decide to produce a TS for PEM-1 anyway:

· The TS specification position PEM-1 as a BLOB:

· A URI pointer to policy is allowed and specified

· The TS specification describes in an appendix how the requester is to interact with PEEM through PEM-1 for a given policy.

· The TS discusses how a vendor or service provider can restrict its policies to specific templates (= roughly the equivalent to the profile). For example, how a vendor can impose that all its policies result into a particular type of message structure.

· Examples of recommended templates can be provided. They could be similar to the proposal in OMA-ARC-2005-0418R01-PEEM-TS-PEM-1-interface-format but would not impose standardizing the parameters (as the format is selected by the operator or vendor) and processes are defined for the requester to know how to interface through PEM-1 for a given policy.
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 recommend that ARC discusses this issue and agrees on the proposal in section 3.2.









� [J2SEBLOB]�
“Interface Blob”, java.sql, J2SE v.1.4.2, URL: � HYPERLINK "http://java.sun.com/j2se/1.4.2/docs/api/java/sql/Blob.html" ��http://java.sun.com/j2se/1.4.2/docs/api/java/sql/Blob.html� �
�






NO REPRESENTATIONS OR WARRANTIES (WHETHER EXPRESS OR IMPLIED) ARE MADE BY THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE OR ANY OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE MEMBER OR ITS AFFILIATES REGARDING ANY OF THE IPR’S REPRESENTED ON THE “OMA IPR DECLARATIONS” LIST, INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE ACCURACY, COMPLETENESS, VALIDITY OR RELEVANCE OF THE INFORMATION OR WHETHER OR NOT SUCH RIGHTS ARE ESSENTIAL OR NON-ESSENTIAL.

THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE IS NOT LIABLE FOR AND HEREBY DISCLAIMS ANY DIRECT, INDIRECT, PUNITIVE, SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL, CONSEQUENTIAL, OR EXEMPLARY DAMAGES ARISING OUT OF OR IN CONNECTION WITH THE USE OF DOCUMENTS AND THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE DOCUMENTS.

USE OF THIS DOCUMENT BY NON-OMA MEMBERS IS SUBJECT TO ALL OF THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE USE AGREEMENT (located at http://www.openmobilealliance.org/UseAgreement.html) AND IF YOU HAVE NOT AGREED TO THE TERMS OF THE USE AGREEMENT, YOU DO NOT HAVE THE RIGHT TO USE, COPY OR DISTRIBUTE THIS DOCUMENT.

THIS DOCUMENT IS PROVIDED ON AN "AS IS" "AS AVAILABLE" AND "WITH ALL FAULTS" BASIS.

© 2006 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 1 (of 5)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-InputContribution-20050101-I]

© 2005 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 4 (of 4)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-InputContribution-20050101-I]

