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1 Reason for Contribution

Document OMA-ARC-2006-0012-Comments_OMA_ARC_2005_0418R02 has been submitted. Since, OMA-ARC-2005-0418R03-PEEM-TS-PEM-1-interface-format and OMA-ARC-2006-0009-PEEM-TS-Decoupling-interfaces-from-language-and-implementation have been submitted.
2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution provides comments to OMA_ARC_2005_0418R02 has been submitted. Since, OMA-ARC-2005-0418R03-PEEM-TS-PEM-1-interface-format and OMA-ARC-2006-0009-PEEM-TS-Decoupling-interfaces-from-language-and-implementation. 

Document OMA-ARC-2006-0012-Comments_OMA_ARC_2005_0418R02 remains submitted and valid on its own. 
3 Detailed Proposal

3.1 Comments to OMA-ARC-2006-0012-Comments_OMA_ARC_2005_0418R02
We note that it is very hard to understand the changes made in OMA-ARC-2006-0012-Comments_OMA_ARC_2005_0418R02 with respect to R01. We are not clear what is the baseline for the tracked changes. 

A few additional comments:

· We do not understand the definition of ruleset maintained in R02, i.e.: “A ruleset is in essence a policy, which consists of the rules that operate as a whole to satisfy a specific request for evaluation and execution (using the definitions for evaluation and execution as per the last PEEM AD draft available). The concept is only introduced to distinguish from the generic policy concept, because it restricts the policy to the rules that will effectively be evaluated and executed in a specific instance.”
· Is a ruleset a policy or not?
· The statement “it restricts the policy to the rules that will effectively be evaluated and executed in a specific instance” immediately a particular model. In the model so far discussed in the PEEM AD, there is only one policy within the PEEM realm and it is at execution that the graph is walked till completion of the path of conditions that are satisfied and actions executed as a result. To assume that selection may take place differently is clearly an example of assumption on the execution model.
· Also what does it mean “to the rules that will effectively be evaluated and executed in a specific instance”? Does it imply starting by condition evaluation? How is it compatible with topologies where actions themselves are constituted of rules etc…? Again the text remains biased towards a ruleset execution model; therefore exacerbating our concern that interface PEM-1 and PEEM policy expression language are interconnected and that selecting PEM-1 without selecting a PEEM policy expression language is problematic unless if a BLOB as discussed in OMA-ARC-2006-0005-PEM1_specification_discussion.
· How can the rulesetID parameter be mandatory for SROEProfile, RulesetProfile? If rulesetis just a file name? If it is not a file name then there is assumption of an execution model.
Argument presented in OMA-ARC-2006-0036R01-Comments_0031 and OMA-ARC-2006-0037-Comments_0033 against SRAE similarly apply against SROE.

Per OMA-ARC-2006-0005-PEM1_specification_discussion only a BLOB interface can match the requirements for any policy able to process any combination of any conditions and any actions. This is further illustrated based on the analysis presented in OMA-ARC-2006-0009-PEEM-TS-Decoupling-interfaces-from-language-and-implementation.
3.2 Comments to OMA-ARC-2006-0009-PEEM-TS-Decoupling-interfaces-from-language-and-implementation
Table 1 illustrates that if PEL covers support for BLOB and any combination of any condition and any action it does fulfill the needs of all other cases.

Table 2 illustrates that BLOB is the only way to cover all cases without interoperability challenges. It also illustrates that any other case lead to interoperability problems.

It further demonstrates the argument presented in OMA-ARC-2006-0012-Comments_OMA_ARC_2005_0418R02 and OMA-ARC-2006-0005-PEM1_specification_discussion that the only way to avoid interoperability and implementation problem is to have PEM-1 as BLOB and treat the proposed profiles as policy templates that may be used in a particular deployment, if so desired by a service provider.

While we do not have the time at this stage to further deconstruct the claims in both these documents, the above already illustrates that link that exist between PEM-1 design and PEEM policy expression language: anything other than a BLOB imposes restrictions and assumptions that are not appropriate.

3.3 Way forward

We believe that this discussion has further illustrated the advantages of the proposal presented in OMA-ARC-2006-0005-PEM1_specification_discussion.
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 the ARC WG notes OMA-ARC-2005-0418R03-PEEM-TS-PEM-1-interface-format and OMA-ARC-2006-0009-PEEM-TS-Decoupling-interfaces-from-language-and-implementation. 
We recommend that ARC gives appropriate consideration to the approach of specifying a BLOB and describing templates to cover the profile use cases as discussed in OMA-ARC-2006-0005-PEM1_specification_discussion.
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