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1 Reason for Contribution

At the last ARC face to face meeting in Athens, some members raised the possibility of not specifying the PEEM policy expression language at OMA. It was agreed to considered this further and revisit. As  a result also several related contributions were postponed during the meeting.
2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution discusses the options and proposes a plan forward for the PEEM TS work and in particular with respect to the PEEM policy expression language. 

Our proposal is that OMA should define a PEL. However, if as stated, defining such a language may divert time from other important ARC work, we recommend that OMA delegate such specification to other more appropriate bodies. 

3 Detailed Proposal

3.1 Analysis

3.1.3 Requirements

The PEEM RD identifies a requirement to standardize PEEM policy expression language. 
It has been argued if the terminology used in the RD means one or multiple languages. Although for interoperability and implementation reason, we can hardly understand how it would be appropriate to accept multiple language; it is clear that there is a requirement to have at least one standard PEEM policy expression language.

Some reasons / use cases for such a requirement included:

· Capability to delegate policy evaluation, execution and enforcement to other parties on services and content:

· E.g. Policies applied on content / services distributed / expose for a third party by an operator

· Capability to delegate policy evaluation, execution and enforcement to other parties on services and content:

· E.g. Policies applied by an operator for an enterprise to police the behaviour / usage of its employees

· Portability of PEEM based composition

· Portability across vendors / generations of equipment / network technologies.

Failing to produce specifications on the policy expression language would not satisfy the PEEM RD. Yes the PEEM RD can be revised, but the issues discussed above and later in this document would be left unaddressed.

3.1.4 Policies defined by other groups are PEL issues
Discussions have pointed out the need by many groups to define policies as part of their enabler specifications. A major concern raised was that this was done independently of PEEM.

A quick look at such examples identifies quickly that the specification tasks of these groups is not encumbered by the absence of PEEM interfaces but that the problem lies at the level of the Policy expression language with each group spending time and energy to define their language and formalism to express the policies. To not produce any policy expression language would only exacerbate thsi problem. 
3.1.5 OMA policy statements
Actually a major challenge is exactly at the level of the expression of OMA specific policy rules and how to mold such statements into a consistent model across enablers. Different domain specific languages and formalisms run the risk to perpetuate the silo problem. This is the beginning of identifying the problem with each WG defining their own language.This is not consistent with maximizing re-use in the OSE.
As OMA defines new enablers (eg CBCS, charging), they make use of new policies that are not defined by some other organization (eg OASIS, IETF).   One can expect that these are from a completely new domain where no existing policy language exist. A language for expressing such policies is needed. 

3.2 Proposal

Therefore, we propose to re-phrase the proposal introduced in Athens. Instead of not specifying a PEEM policy expression language, we recommend that ARC:
· Analyzes existing languages

· Analyzes on-going activities aiming at defining policies (IETF, OASIS, DTMF, …)

· Produce a more detailed design blueprint for a PEEM policy expression language

· This may involve more detailed requirements

· It may also involve some initial design for the language

· Initiate appropriate liaisons with other organizations who are defining policy expressions around the RD, AD.
· Determine on such a basis the way forward:

· Delegate the PEEM policy expression language specification work to such an organization and engage into a collaboration (via liaisons) to that effect

· Propose a new activity in an appropriate forum and delegate the task to that new activity and engage into a collaboration (via liaisons) to that effect

· Reconsider specifying a PEEM policy expression language itself or revise the PEEM RD.
This proposal would not delay PEEM AD approval nor any other PEEM TS work:

· PEEM AD is reaching completion

· PEEM TS interfaces are either independent of the language choices (as claimed by some) or impossible to specify without having a PEEM policy expression language selected anyway.

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 ARC discusses this issue and agrees on the proposal in section 3.2.

In particular, in terms of working towards a PEEM policy expression language design blueprint, we recommend to invite and discuss in that spirit contributions to that effect. OMA-ARC-2005-0410-Way_forward_PEEM_Policy_Language is a first example of such input and it should be evaluated and discussed in that spirit.
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