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1 Reason for Contribution

This document provides comments and questions for the PEEM AD dated 3-12-06.
2 Summary of Contribution

See section 3
3 Detailed Proposal

	ID
	Open Date
	Edit
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	
	
	1.
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“The PEEM enabler evaluates and/or enforces policies.” – PEEM never just “enforces” per the definitions.   I think that throughout this document we need a word that means 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	A002
	
	
	1.
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“Tools to translate enabler specific local policies into the language specified by PEEM may be needed but are out of scope of the PEEM specification.” – it is unclear what the first “enabler” refers to.   
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	General
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
The use of the phrase “policy evaluation or policy evaluation and enforcement” is awkward at best.  I believe that we actually mean “PEEM processing of the input context based on the policies”.  Using words like evaluation or enforcement try to separate the process into categories of processing that are not useful or even meaningful so I prefer a term that is neutral meaning just “do what the policy says”. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	3.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
Simplify definition of “policy condition” from “A condition is a Boolean predicate that yields true or false. It may be “complex”.” To “A condition is an expression that evaluates to “true” or “false”.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	3.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
I don’t think we need “policy enforcement” (see Processing comment above).  Note that enforcement is done as part of a rule’s condition or action – how can one distinguish it from evaluation then?  If one does authentication during a condition – is this evaluation or enforcement? 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	3.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
Policy evaluation seems to match “processing” above – it performs whatever the policy says (ie “end of the policy is reached”).   This actually includes policy enforcement then (which is not what people intended, I think).
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	3.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
Remove the last sentence (“A meta-model or representation scheme may be used in this activity.”) from the definition of policy management – it is not understandable, and describes how it operates, not a definition.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“Policies are associated with resources, and/or requestors and/or requests.” – change “are” to “can be”, add “target” before “resources, add “/responses” after requests, and make it clear this is incomplete list.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“Whenever requests are made to a resource, the associated policies are evaluated and enforced by a policy enforcement mechanism on the request and on the associated response.” – this sentence is really about the PE not PEEM.  Could say that the OSE dictates that “whenever ….”, and add that PEEM can be used to perform this operation.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“This architecture document is expected is neutral in terms of implementation and deployments” => delete “is expected”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	4.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“The PEEM enabler can be applied according to two usage patterns” => “Implementations of PEEM enabler can be deployed …”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	4.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“interaction with the PEEM enabler may be within the same domain” – add “implementation” after “enabler”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	4.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“and the elements that interact with the PEEM enabler differ per usage pattern” – the following bullets do not show that different “elements” (whatever those are) interfact with a PEEM enabler implementation (please add this word).
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	4.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“Note that different domains may imply: different administrative domains, different security domains or security levels and/or the need to traverse insecure networks between the domains” – the sentence does not make sense.  Domains is defined in OSE.  “security levels” is not similar to admin domains vs security domains (how do these differ)?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	4.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“Various management actors such as network operator and end-user (i.e. M Requestors, see Section 5) must be supported” – what does it mean “must be supported”?  If they are authorized, then they are supported.  
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	4.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“In both usage patterns applications the PEEM service enabler implementation may be subjected to security measures such as intrusion detection techniques” – delete “applications”.  What does it mean to submit the PEEM implementation to intrusion detection??  Is the intent to submit messages flows into the PEEM implementation to intrusion detection?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“PEEM specifications will include interfaces and policy expression language.” – suggest deleting sentence since it doesn’t add much, and in case we don’t define a language.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“PEEM architecture diagram, PEEM behaviour in different usage patterns and PEEM components, interfaces and policy expression language will be described in the following sections.” – remove “and policy expression lanuage”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“; it will defer to OSE for explanations that are generic across multiple enablers” – suggest deleting this text since no reason to think that this enabler would provide “explanations that are generic across multiple enablers”, but if not, change “it” to “this document”.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“Only components that have an exposed/supported PEEM interface have been represented in Figure 1. Other components may be provided in an implementation (e.g. a policy store to host the policies), but they are not specified by PEEM.” – since we don’t show any PEEM components, these sentences make no sense.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
Should we add a sentence in front of Figure 3 that points to the appendix G.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
Why are there references to the PEEM-RD for the elements?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“Delegated Resource represents the resource to which PEEM may delegate certain actions during the policy enforcement process” – need different word than “enforcement”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
Under E Requestor, “E Requestor represents a resource (e.g. application, enabler or other resource)” – delete “or other resource” because is duplicative.  Make same fix for M Requestor.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“may execute the action resulting from a positive evaluation of the policies. “ – PEEM does, not may, executes actions associated with “true” conditions.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
The fourth bullet is filled with PE explanation rather than PEEM, for ex, the text about P parameters.  “pass” and “fail” are not mandated by the spec.  “zero policy” also.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.3.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
PEEM features are (1) identify policy to apply and (2) process the policy and (3) manage policies.  Notions of return etc are dictated by policy, not by PEEM
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.3.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“This interface is also referred to as PEEM callable interface.” Duplicates the parenthesized text in the section heading – delete sentence or parentheses.  Likewise for 5.3.3.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.3.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“The PEM-1 interface is specified and exposed by PEEM, and is used by other resources”  -- suggest simplifying to “The PEM-1 interface is used by other resources”.  Same fix in 5.3.3.  In 5.3.3 there is text “used by other entities” – use “resources” not “entities”.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.3.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“The PEM-2 interface is designed for the management of policies, which are entities specific to PEEM.” – remove sentence, it adds nothing to the first sentence of the section.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.3.4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
The text about added parameters to satisfy policies is good, but should not use “I0+P” which is really PE oriented.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.3.5
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
Should not have this section since it is not defined by PEEM.  If this text needs to be kept, put it in the “dependencies” section.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.3.6
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
Remove the section.  PEEM does not use I1.  Use of I1 is an implementation choice, not something that would be in the PEEM spec.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.4.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“As a result of completing the evaluation and enforcement process, if appropriate, the request to the Target Resource may be sent on (flow#6) or in case of an evaluation failure PEEM could return an error to the E requestor (via flow#8).” – remove “in case of an evaluation failure”, and add “to the Target Resource” after “sent on”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.6.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
I don’t understand what the bullets for PEP represent – required PEEM functions, or examples, or something else (like what would be done for the example of “authorization”)?   Likewise for the PDP bullets.  
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.6.2.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
I don’t understand the sentence “The mechanisms utilized ….”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.6.2.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
Text between Figures 11 and 12: “The case where one particular PEEM implementation provides the PEP and PDP roles at the same time is shown in figure 9.” – should refer to Figure 12 not 9.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.6.2.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
The paragraph preceding Figure 13 confuses me.  It discusses the PEP function (“other deployment options may exist for the PEP side “ and “the essence is that the PEP role is played by PEEM functions”), but then shows a deployment where PEEM in proxy mode (PEP+PDP) is implemented together with another enabler implementation.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.6.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
Hard to parse “PEM-1 interface: Well defined interface and protocol need to be specified in order for the different enablers (or applications, etc.) that may require to, to be able to interact with the PEEM enabler in callable mode, asking for a decision”  
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.6.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
Scenario B: “Be able to identify which service requests need for an external authorization decision” – delete “for”.  But further, why is “authorization” singled out here?  Why not any delegated operation?   This section is not about a particular example is it?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.6.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
I don’t understand the bullet “Needs to give support for defining policies for the PEP behaviour (oriented to identify which requests need for external decision).” – I don’t agree that PEP behaviour is oriented to identify ….  
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.6.3
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“PEM-2 interface: Interface and protocol will give support to provision these types of policies.” – what does “these types” refer to?  PEM-2 is for ALL policies, isn’t it?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.6.4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“For example, the PDP is likely to use an LDAP-based directory service for storage and retrieval of policy information” – change “is likely to” to “might” or “could”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	5.6.4
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“The components that are “whited out” are not involved in the interactions” – they are not whited out.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	Appendix D.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“For XCAP (which stands for XML Configuration Access Protocol) [SIMPLE XCAP].” – did we lose the remainder of the sentence?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	Appendix E.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“As long as they are documented as part of this Appendix, all figures and accompanying text they are considered informative-only.” – perhaps better as “All figures and text in this appendix are informative-only.”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	Appendix E.1
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“Figure 15 illustrates two logical components, the PEEM Evaluation and Enforcement (PEF) and the PEEM Management (PM) and all interfaces types exposed/supported by PEEM.” – change “interface types” to “interfaces”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>

	
	
	
	Appendix E.2
	Source: Mark Pozefsky, poz@us.ibm.com
Form: OMA-ARC-2006-0096
“entity” is used twice – replace by “resource” and fix text in parentheses that follows
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

<provide response>


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

The comments/questions in section 3 be included in the PEEM ADRR and resolved by ARC group.









NO REPRESENTATIONS OR WARRANTIES (WHETHER EXPRESS OR IMPLIED) ARE MADE BY THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE OR ANY OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE MEMBER OR ITS AFFILIATES REGARDING ANY OF THE IPR’S REPRESENTED ON THE “OMA IPR DECLARATIONS” LIST, INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE ACCURACY, COMPLETENESS, VALIDITY OR RELEVANCE OF THE INFORMATION OR WHETHER OR NOT SUCH RIGHTS ARE ESSENTIAL OR NON-ESSENTIAL.

THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE IS NOT LIABLE FOR AND HEREBY DISCLAIMS ANY DIRECT, INDIRECT, PUNITIVE, SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL, CONSEQUENTIAL, OR EXEMPLARY DAMAGES ARISING OUT OF OR IN CONNECTION WITH THE USE OF DOCUMENTS AND THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE DOCUMENTS.

USE OF THIS DOCUMENT BY NON-OMA MEMBERS IS SUBJECT TO ALL OF THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE USE AGREEMENT (located at http://www.openmobilealliance.org/UseAgreement.html) AND IF YOU HAVE NOT AGREED TO THE TERMS OF THE USE AGREEMENT, YOU DO NOT HAVE THE RIGHT TO USE, COPY OR DISTRIBUTE THIS DOCUMENT.

THIS DOCUMENT IS PROVIDED ON AN "AS IS" "AS AVAILABLE" AND "WITH ALL FAULTS" BASIS.

© 2006 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 1 (of 8)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-InputContribution-20060101-I]

© 2006 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 8 (of 8)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-InputContribution-20060101-I]

