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1 Reason for Contribution

Progressing PEL TS.
2 Summary of Contribution
During discussions in ARC there is a need to extend the Appendix C (Previously Appendix E) in the PEL to as well handle BPEL. This Contribution modifies the needed text in Appendix C and adds the BPEL part.
3 Detailed Proposal
Change 
Appendix C. Comparison between PEEM PEL needs and RFC 4745 current features

The following constructs have been considered for the Policy Expression Language (see section 5):

1) Ruleset

2) Condition

3) Action

4) Variables (of data type integer, float, bool, string, array, struct and URI)

5) Constants (same data types as variables), plus parameterized constants

6) Operators

7) Functions

C.1 RFC 4745, CommonPol

RFC 4745 [RFC 4745] is combining two authorization systems (for presence and location) into a more generic framework, with mechanisms for extensibility. This general framework is intended to be accompanied and enhanced by other domain-specific policy documents, including presence [WP-PRESRULES] and [WP-LOCRULES].

The current applicability of RFC 4745 [RFC 4745] is not limited to policies controlling access to presence and location information data, but can be extended to other applications domains.

The framework has the basic attributes of a ruleset language option, as needed for PEEM, but they are not fully specified to immediately meet the needs of any generic policy. It may also specify some specific semantics and model of operation for optimization reasons, while PEEM PEL so far allowed for any of such model (largely by not addressing this issue, and leaving it for implementation).

WS-BPEL

The other option for a PEL is the WS-BPEL [BPEL] based on a business process language approach. The Applicability of the WS-BPEL is to handle any generic business process controlled activity.

The WS-BPEL framework has the basic attributes of a business process language option, as needed for PEEM meeting the need for any generic business process rule.
Comparisons of the policy languages to the constructs
The tables below summarizes the PEL needs against the current RFC 4745 [RFC 4745] and WS-BPEL [BPEL] specifications. In the comment column you may also see references to “work in progress” (IETF drafts with the goal of extending this policy framework with specific conditions, actions, transformations):

	PEL need
	RFC 4745 support
	Comment

	<ruleset> element
	yes
	Very similar, if not identical

	<rule> 
	yes
	Very similar, if not identical.

	Rule complexity
	Partial match, potential complete match over time
	There are some potential limitations inherent in the framework model. The rule has an implicit behaviour model of supporting permissions rather than denying them (i.e. you can’t write a rule of the type “if X then DENY”).

FFS: Can extensions add semantics to over-write such a model, or allow multiple models, if needed.

	<condition> element
	Yes
	The framework only provides a <condition> expression container, and 3 elements. Both the 3 elements provided (identity, sphere, validity) as well as completely new <condition> elements may be needed in future to complement the current <condition> element. This is an incremental process, which can be addressed via RFC 4745 extensibility mechanism, within the work of specific application domains.

This is consistent with the process described in RFC 4745, and with other documents/specifications (e.g. work-in-progress IETF drafts [PresenceAuth] and [WP-LOCRULES]).

	multiple conditions per rule
	Yes
	Multiple “child elements” (conditions) per rule are supported. All of the children in a rule need to evaluate to TRUE in order for the condition to evaluate to TRUE.

	Complexity of a single condition
	Partial match, potential complete match over time
	It is difficult to assess to what extent any complex condition can be expressed, since even in the additional documents that extend the framework (e.g. [PresenceAuth] and [WP-LOCRULES], the extensions do not include complex expressions using logical and/or mathematical operators. This does not mean that extensions to support complex expressions are not possible, just that they are not yet readily available.

	<action> element
	Yes
	Very similar, if not identical

	multiple actions per rule
	Yes
	Multiple “child elements” (actions) per rule are supported. There is an implied “permissions” combining algorithm.

FFS: whether the permissions combining algorithm has limitations, that may be desirable to be changed, over-riden or removed , if need be.

	Complexity of a single action
	Partial match, potential for complete match over time
	It is difficult to assess to what extent any complex action can be expressed, since even in the additional documents that extend the framework (e.g. [PresenceAuth] and [WP-LOCRULES], the extensions do not include complex expressions using logical and/or mathematical operators. This does not mean that extensions to support complex expressions are not possible, just that they are not yet readily available.

In particular, a limitation that is acknowledged in RFC 4745 is the lack of support of actions that may need external support (see more details on the “functions” requirement).

	Variables
	Partial match, potential for complete match over time
	Variables are introduced as part of the introduction of conditions/actions. The data types may be implicit (but most examples available show the use of strings, Boolean, integer).

However, it is likely that new conditions/actions can add variables of any data type (there is no evident restrictions, just lack of a clear statement in that sense).

	Constants
	Partial match, potential for complete match over time
	Same as above

	Parameterized constants
	Yes
	Based on the extension of the RFC 4745 defined for PEEM, see Section 5.3, any function can be defined.

	Operators
	Difficult to assess, no examples
	The framework does not explicitly state support for operators (logical or mathematical) to be used in expressions, simply because in the framework, and in the other “work-in-progress”, the expressions are reduced to 1 variable. If a new application will require complex conditions and/or actions, than at that time operators would have to be supported as well.

	Functions
	Yes
	Based on the extension of the RFC 4745 defined for PEEM, see Section 5.3, any function can be defined.

	<transformation> element does not have an equivalent in PEEM
	Exists in [RFC 4745]
	The framework describes how <action> and <transformation> are to be used, but does not provide any child elements for those. It leaves those for other specifications to be added as extensions. Examples provided in [PresenceAuth] use <action> but no <transformation>. Examples provided in [WP-LOCRULES] use <transformation> but do not use <action>.

FFS: whether both <action> and <transformation> are needed by OMA application domains and/or other resources, or whether the <action> element semantics could be extended in future to include whatever semantics <transformation> carries – for simplification reasons.

	
	
	



WS BPEL Comparison

	PEL need
	WS BPEL support
	Comment

	<ruleset> element
	yes
	Workflow construct with same function

	<rule> 
	yes
	Workflow construct with same function

	Rule complexity
	No Limitations
	The WS-BPEL language has no limitations regarding the complexity of the rules.

	<condition> element
	yes
	The WS-BPEL language has no limitations regarding the use of conditional elements in the rules.

	multiple conditions per rule
	yes
	Multiple “child elements” (conditions) per rule are supported. 

	Complexity of a single condition
	No Limitations
	The WS-BPEL language has no limitations regarding the complexity of the rules.

	<action> element
	yes
	Very similar, if not identical

	multiple actions per rule
	yes
	Multiple “child elements” (actions) per rule are supported. There is an implied “permissions” combining algorithm. 

	Complexity of a single action
	No Limitations
	The WS-BPEL language has no limitations regarding the complexity of the actions.

	Variables
	yes
	Variables are available in WS-BPEL

	Constants
	yes
	Constants are definable in WS-BPEL

	Parameterized constants
	yes
	This concept is available as WS-BPEL can obtain data from any type of source during the execution of the work-flow, e.g. based on input attributes like application ID.

	Operators
	yes
	WS-BPEL support the standard operators <, >, = etc. 

	Functions
	yes
	WS-BPEL support calling other work flows.

	<transformation> element does not have an equivalent in PEEM
	yes
	The framework for WS-BPEL supports working on data based on the work flow handling any type of data transformation.

	
	
	



End Change 
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 proposed changes in the Detailed Proposal, and apply them to the PEL TS.
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