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1 Reason for Contribution

ARC officers to provide a high-level analysis of the two candidate PEEM models, for discussion in the working group.

2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution contains an analysis of the two candidate PEEM models performed by the ARC officers.

3 Detailed Proposal

Introduction

ARC has been progressing the PEEM Architecture Document during the past couple of months. The architectural components have been identified and described in the AD, as well as the interfaces they support. The next task ARC is now faced with is to further detail the four PEEM interfaces.

Two schools of thought have emerged, both arguing their models, describing the properties and identifying pro’s and con’s. Given the contribution driven nature of OMA WG’s, ARC now finds itself facing a number of inter-related documents, commenting back and forth.

Dealing with such a train of documents in a conference call has proven to be not the most efficient manner to ensure progress. ARC officers have offered to abstract and distil the distinguishing principles of both models, i.e. provide an analysis of what differentiates the approaches.

The objective of this exercise is to attempt to provide an unbiased summary and overview of the key characteristics of both models, comparing their properties. Hopefully this will allow the working group to gain a better grasp of what is being proposed, engage wider ARC participation in the discussions on a level playing field, and ultimately to agree on a way forward and progress our committed deliverable, the PEEM AD.

Scope

The scope of this contribution is an exercise by the ARC officers to abstract and distil the distinguishing principles of both models currently on the table for the definition of the PEEM interfaces. In this paper, ARC officers provide an analysis of what differentiates the approaches, from their perspective and understanding.

The recommendation will ask the WG to take this analysis as the basis for further discussion of the models, and ultimately decide on a way forward.

The recommendation will not propose one model over the other.

Methodology

This paper takes the following input contributions as input to the analysis:

· OMA-ARC-2005-0287R04-PEEM_Interfaces_Features

· OMA-ARC-2005-0298R01-PEEM_Fundamentals

· OMA-ARC-2005-0300-PEEM-flow

· OMA-ARC-2005-0302-PEEM-Fundamentals-WYSIWYG

· OMA-ARC-2005-0303-PEEM-Policy-Management-Interface

· OMA-ARC-2005-0304-PEEM-callable-interface-PEM-1

From these input contributions, the following will be distilled:

· An enumeration of their key characteristics and properties, in a comparative list

ARC officers ask the authors of the above input contributions not to submit further contributions or revisions while the analysis is under discussion in ARC, until the Sydney face-to-face.

Detailed Analysis

The detailed analysis takes the following contributions as input. 

	Model A
	Model B

	OMA-ARC-2005-0298R01
	OMA-ARC-2005-0302

	OMA-ARC-2005-0287R04
	OMA-ARC-2005-0300

	
	OMA-ARC-2005-0303

	
	OMA-ARC-2005-0304


Table 1: Models A and B and their contributions

Table 2 derives the characteristics of the models and compares them side-by-side. Features for which both models do not differentiate (at least at a high-level) are highlighted in green. Those features are still included in the analysis as they are some indication of the richness of both candidates, and are included as claims in the contributions.

	ID
	Feature
	Model A
	Model B

	1
	Main Characteristic
	BLOB interfaces
	Specified interfaces

	
	
	Expressional power of the language: “can do everything” 
	Expressional power of the language: “can do what is needed”

	2
	Claim support for proxy and callable
	Yes
	Yes

	3
	Do we need a Policy Expression Language (PEL)?
	Yes
	Yes

	4
	Can you model several policies as one single policy
	Yes
	Yes

	5
	Policy loaded in advance via PEM-2 or passed as part of the request through PEM-1
	Yes
	No. PEM-2 only. 

	6
	PEM-1 Request: “evaluation-only” vs. “evaluation + execution”
	Same
	Different

	
	
	There is no distinction anywhere
	Distinction within PEEM engine: maybe

Distinction on PEM-1 interface: yes

	7
	Policy enforcement (in case of: “evaluation-only”) is
	Running the code expressed in the Policy Expression Language. No different from “evaluation + execution”
	Enforcement completes outside PEEM, based on the decision rendered by PEEM.

	8
	What type of language is PEL?
	Programming language (could be declarative or imperative)
	Rule set declarative meta-language

	9
	How many languages do we need?
	One and only one
	One (optional only) or more

	10
	There are existing OMA policy expression languages
	PEL is general and powerful enough to express any of these policies.
	Could result in

· One meta language

· Multiple languages

	
	
	Choose Turing complete language that supports all of the semantics
	· Choose a language that encompasses the expressional power of all (greatest common denominator), but not more.

· Or support all of them, and do not specify a single one as mandatory

	11
	Expressional power of the PEL
	Turing complete
	Derive from

a) PEEM requirements

b) Existing OMA policy expression languages

c) Any other submitted policy rules from any domain

	12
	PEEM interfaces are a finite set of message types, at any given moment in time
	No. Interfaces defined as BLOB to account for flexibility
	Yes. Future extensions possible through interface extensibility and CRs

	13
	Property of the PEM-1 interface
	BLOB
	· Specified messages/parameters

· Unspecified BLOB as optional additional parameter

	14
	Property of the PEM-1 interfaces: Individual parameters specified?
	No
	Yes

	15
	Property of the PEM-1 interface: Who/what dictates how to deal with a request
	The policy
	The interface (specified parameters) and the policy

	16
	Tagging the BLOB
	Implementation choice – outside of scope for the specification. Implementations can add tags
	Must be done as part of the specification. BLOB implementations can ignore the tags

	17
	Property of the PEM-2 interface: support for add, delete, retrieve, modify of policies and policy rules
	Yes
	Yes

	18
	Property of the PEM-3 interface: input/output specified as BLOBs?
	Yes
	No. PEM-3 cannot be specified by PEEM.

	19
	Property of the PEM-4 interface: input/output specified as BLOBs?
	Yes
	No. PEM-4 cannot be specified by PEEM

	20
	Does the PEX requestor know what policy rules should be enforced?
	Yes, in case the policy is passed via the PEM-1 interface.
	No. All policy rules are uploaded via PEM-2 interface


Table 2: Analysis of the Fundamentals

DISCLAIMER: This analysis is by definition a gross oversimplification of many of the characteristics, features, and benefits of both models. Nuances exist in many places, and there is ample opportunity to argue the finer points. However, ARC officers deliberately choose to err on the side of brevity and simplicity.

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

1. ARC officers request the ARC WG to study and assess the models, their properties and the analysis thereof.

2. ARC officers request the ARC WG to agree to take this analysis as the base of their further discussions on the PEEM AD.
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