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1 Reason for Contribution

Progressing PEL TS. Revision R01 addresses comments received via contribution 98 and on the reflector.
2 Summary of Contribution
There are several open issues (PEL-11, PEL-12, PEL-13, PEL-14, PEL-15, PEL-18, PEL-19), all related to PEL options, extensions and/or profiling. This contribution’s intent is to analyze/clarify what each of the issues mean, what alternative exist, and then proposes YES/NO decisions to be made. Each decision may consequently imply the need for a contribution to change the content of PEL TS. See Detailed Proposal.

3 Detailed Proposal
The table below represents the current description of the issues:

	PEL-11
	Should PEL TS only document criteria/requirements for PEL (drop specific support of any PEL option). Profiling

	PEL-12
	Are parameterized constants supported in WS-BPEL; if not, how to deal with this

	PEL-13
	Should we provide extensions for parameterized constants to RFC 4745 (this release? Later? Other enablers?)

	PEL-14
	Are ‘parameterized constants’ a mandatory or optional feature, and for what PEL option(s)

	PEL-15
	Is ‘parameterized constants’ the appropriate name, or should it be changed (e.g. ‘pre-configured selectable data’ or ‘pre-configured data selectable by input context’)

	PEL-18
	What additions to RFC 4745 do we need to make the Ruleset option viable. E.g. function calls, structure (when/then/else), parameterized constant. (see also list in appendix C of PEL TS)

	PEL-19
	PEEM PEL Profiles


Issue PEL-11:

This issue only re-surfaced because we could not seem to agree to live with the specification of RFC 4745 as it is now, without extending it. The answer to this question should be NO. We have worked quite hard, and arrived actually to a place where we agreed to have 2 language options, for obvious reasons. There is absolutely no technical reason, to drop all the hard work. This issue should be closed with no change, and any issue that led to this one, should be addressed instead (see below).

Issue PEL-12, PEL-13, PEL-14 and PEL-15 (related issues):
PEL-12: Parameterized Constants are currently defined/specified in the PEL TS draft. The issue with that is that neither of the 2 PEL options chosen supports the definition of the parameterized constants feature. In the case of BPEL, the problems that the “Parameterized Constants” feature is trying to address, can be addressed in a different manner. So the simple answer to PEL-12 is NO, BPEL does not support the Parameterized Feature, and NO, we don’t need to do anything for BPEL to extend it to include this feature. From the BPEL perspective, the Parameterized Constants feature is simply not needed.
PEL-13: In the case of Common Policy, support of the Parameterized Constants feature would require extensions to RFC 4745. There is another issue (PEL-18) that is over-arching about extensions of RFC 4745 and including this issue. Therefore issue PEL-13 should be closed as a duplicate issue, with no change needed.
PEL-14: We believe this question was already answered repeatedly – namely that IF we have a Parameterized Constants feature, this is an optional feature. But for BPEL the intent can be implemented differently, and for ruleset language, this would require extensions, regardless of optional or not – hence this is a duplicate of 18, and should be closed with no action here, but noting that if 18 results in having this as an extension, the extension would be optional. We should decide on that once we reach a decision on PEL-18.
PEL-15: This is a relatively minor issue. If we decide to NOT support the issue, it is closed with no change. If we decide to support such an optional extension, then we can call it “provisioned data” or “selectable data” or “input-driven data” or context data”. For closing this issue, we can just decide on one of these several options. I suggest we do not apply any changes though, until we close 18 – we just document the decision in the minutes. Then we decide whether we implement it, when we reach the decision for 18.
PEL-18: This is the major issue to be addressed in this entire list. Our view is that we should NOT add any extensions to RFC 4745, other than the extensions that have been added via XDM specifications for Authorization Policies for various enablers.

The whole idea about RFC 4745 is that it is:

a) an extensible framework, in the sense that one adds new conditions or actions.

b) that one only extends it when needed and as needed.

For us to add any extensions on this phase, we would have to be faced with a specific OMA enabler, or for that matter a request from any other forum that specifies other resources, asking us to add specific conditions or actions. This is not the case – although we may be soon faced with adding conditions and/or actions as we progress in CBCS and GPM. But that is exactly the beauty of this PEL option that we have endorsed: other enablers, or other resources in general can extend it as they see fit (more arguments will be given on the profiling issue PEL-19).

In particular in the case of Parameterized Constants, it is worthwhile to point out that we have no PEEM requirements that argue the need for that feature – so for all intents and purposes, it is quite low on the list of extensions we may need to ever consider. It is indeed a useful feature nevertheless, but vendors can add it to differentiate themselves – it is not critically needed, and may be implemented in various ways. The fact that BPEL addresses this differently than proposed is another good example why we should not standardize this.
Based on the above arguments, the decision should be NO extensions added in PEEM 1.0 (i.e. PEL ruleset language in this PEEM 1.0 release consists of RFC 4745 plus the extensions to it provided by XDM specifications). Any extensions that are needed, will be a result of future enabler work that identifies a specific need. If we agree with this decision, that also resolves issues PEL-12, PEL-13, PEL-14 and PEL-15 by requiring the removal of the Parameterized Constants feature from PEL-TS.

Issue PEL-19:

If we understand this issue correctly, it issue refers to the notion of “profiling” PEL ruleset option, because it does meet all of the PEEM requirements.

It is a true statement that RFC 4745 alone, and even with the XDM extensions, does not meet all the PEEM requirements, and this is already documented in PEL Appendix E for anybody to see. However, we don’t think that the use of the term “profiling” (i.e. PEL ruleset language option is a profile of PEL) is correct.

The reality is that the 2 language options that we picked to match against PEEM requirements for PEL are vastly different – not only in the way they support the requirements, but also in the way they have been specified, in a deliberate manner.

BPEL is based on a top-down design of what was needed to address business process execution needs. As such it has a wealth of constructs, coming in support of wealth of situations that have been analyzed and require those constructs. It was not meant for Policy Evaluation and Enforcement in the first place, but in many instances one may find that for Policy Evaluation and Enforcement some of the constructs in BPEL may not be used – but that is typical because the way it was build. So, while we did not conduct any similar analysis on how BPEL meets the PEL needs (like we did for RFC 4745) it is because we have the sense that the needs of PEL is met by a subset of BPEL.

RFC 4745 is advocating a different approach, namely bottom-up. It specifies minimal constructs (ruleset, rule, condition, action) and a way to extend them, as needed with new conditions and actions. By its mere approach, no instance of RFC 4745 (no matter how many extensions we add in the RFC 4745 model of extending it) will ever satisfy all PEL requirements (e.g. ANY combination of conditions and actions) since there will always be a well-defined set of possible conditions and actions (which contradicts the use of the term “any”).



In the case of RFC 4745 – if one stumbles over a policy that can make use of the pre-existing RFC 4745 (or its extended) conditions and action, all one needs to do is to replace variables. When one stumbles over a policy that is part of protecting a new resource, one needs to possibly design new conditions and actions. This is not unlike BPEL designing a new program. The only different is that, in the process using RFC 4745, one in fact extends the specification. There is nothing wrong with that. RFC 4745 achieves the “any combination” requirement incrementally, as needed. Can we incrementally fill all the gaps documented in Appendix E? Hard to tell without a crystal ball. But the fact is neither can we claim the opposite – we have not run into any REAL specific case required by any OMA enabler, that was not possible to resolve.
My recommendation is to settle this issue without using “profiling”. Find a few selected sentences out of the explanation above to explain why the 2 options are so different, and how each addresses the PEEM requirements. That would require a contribution, with some minimal changes in the current PEL TS, and closing of issue PEL-19.

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

ARC to agree to the analysis, and make decisions on each of the issues; once decisions are made, ARC to assign AI to implement the decisions. In addition, close any of the PEL issues discussed, if the decision points to closure without any changes.
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