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1 Reason for Contribution

Issue list OMA-ARC-GPM-2008-0006R03-INP_TS_Issue_List has been created to scope the progress of the GPM specification work.

This contribution focuses on issue RUL-1.
An e-mail related to this issue was posted to the OMA-ARC reflector, and part of this is copied here:

RUL-1 issue reads:
 

" 

In order to re-use PEM-2 without change, while meeting the GPM requirements, each Permissions Rule would have to be manageable as a separate entity, hence would have to be represented by a separate XML document. This restriction is imposed by the re-use of PEM-2, rather than the re-use of XCAP (which PEM-2 is based on). XCAP supports management of XML document tags. A GPM dependency on XCAP directly may allow for the GPM management operations of the individual permissions rules, while not mandating that they are stored in separate XML documents.

FFS: to decide whether to re-use PEM-2 as is (i.e. GPM Permissions Rules are each in a separate XML document) or extend PEM-2 in GPM to allow for management of tags, or CR PEM-2 to support management of tags inside the policy (possibly restrict it to the management of complete rules; and maybe restrict it to the PEL ruleset option only – since this would be difficult in the case of using BPEL).

(OMA-ARC-GPM-2008-0003R01)"
 

And the PEM-2 TS reads:
 

"The procedures that are relevant to handling of XCAP URIs that are tags internal to XML documents SHALL NOT apply for policy management mandatory operations. "
 

My question is:
**Why wouldn't we allow management of tags?
 

I think that for GPM it would make sense to allow for management of tags; GPM's PEM-1 extensions are an indication of that what kind of tags we'd need to manage.
2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution provides the means to discuss potential ways forward to resolve issue RUL-1.
3 Detailed Proposal

The proposal is to CR PEM-2 to allow for management of individual tags, as opposed to the current situation where the finest management granularity is on XML document level.

Would the group agree to such approach?

Proposed change to the GPM TS (in anticipation of the PEM-2 TS CR):
5.2Permissions Rules

A GPM permission rule (i.e. a PEEM policy) SHALL be represented as an XML document. The schema for such a GPM permission rule (i.e. a PEEM policy) SHALL conform to [PEL TS]. One or both of the PEL options (i.e. Ruleset Framework and/or Business Processes) may be used for Permissions Rules.


Editor’s note: During the development of the GPM TS, ARC may identify the need to express or standardize specific conditions. In this case, PEL may require extensions. For example, when using the “PEL ruleset option” based on IETF’s common policy, the existing conditions/actions may not be sufficient to express GPM rules. This is FFS.

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

To discuss the Detailed Proposal. To agree that a CR to PEM-2 is a way forward to close issue RUL-1. To agree on the proposed change to the GPM TS.
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