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1 Reason for Contribution

Following presentation of OMA-ARC-2006-0105-PEL_constructs_and_progress_proposal and OMA-ARC-2006-0137R01-Arguments_approach_for_common_PEL, we propose and justify a way forward to accommodate the different points of view. 
2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution discusses the proposal made in OMA-ARC-2006-0105-PEL_constructs_and_progress_proposal and OMA-ARC-2006-0137R01-Arguments_approach_for_common_PEL and updates the analysis based on comments and questions received in Vancouver and after. It presents an evolved perspective, that may enjoy wider support across different OMA segments. 
It then proposes a way forward..

3 Detailed Proposal

We recommend reading OMA-ARC-2006-0105-PEL_constructs_and_progress_proposal for a more detailed introduction of the technical aspects of the proposal and resulting constructs.

In essence, this new proposal is assuming that we would build a composed comprehensive language out of two or multiple independent languages coming from different technologies and aimed at different purposes, where the languages supporting each of those enablers share some characterstics that allow them to be used in interaction, and managed in concert – in instances where the two need to cooperate, while allowing each of them to be used independently in instances where they can function by themselves.

3.1 Analysis of an approach based on a PEL that combines rule sets and workflow languages 
3.1.3 Combine PEL Approach
In this approach, an abstract policy and orchestration expression language that can be used to:

· Model and author policies and services and sessions orchestration

· Can be converted at authoring, upload or execution into an executable policy and/or orchestrated workflow

This language may reuse existing concepts or specifications when / where appropriate.

The PEL is be the result of composing 2 or more individual, but complementary languages used for policy and orchestration.  

The resulting PEL includes (as composite of multiple languages):

· Rules set constructs:

· Programmatic functions to support the expression of conditions and actions (i.e. rules)

· Pre-set or programmable rule combination algorithms (e.g. evaluate only first rule with a true condition, evaluate all the rules with a true condition etc…. See XACML for such examples)

· Programmatic functions and constructs to support:

· Expression of any flows

· Expression of any conditions and any action

· Expression of pre-set or programmable rule and rule set combination algorithms

· Ways to invoke one language from another and share context
· Ways to express any OMA specific rules (conditions or actions), workflows and interactions between enablers

3.1.4 Usage models

As the study and design proceeds, one may clarify the PEL usage model. It could be:

· A management and modelling tool by analogy to UML or TMF eTOM flows that tools can use to generate optimized policies expressed in a (set of) target policy expression language(s).

· A language that can actually be appropriately executed by PEEM implementations or compiled and/or interpreted into specialized languages executed by dedicated engines. The latter case being cases where the PEEM enabler is implemented via I2 interfaces by these specialized engines. The former case directly processes the PEL language.

· Can be used to “orchestrate” different policy engines

A policy expressed as described in section 3.1.1 can be supported as follows:

· By a rule set engine by being converted into a ruleset or a combination of rulesets with an appropriate ruleset language (e.g. COMMONPOL / geopriv, XACML).

· By a workflow / business process engine by being converted into a flow language (e.g. BPEL or JBoss jBPM).
· A hybrid engine using PEL as a hybrid language (e.g. a base language with escape mechanisms (with context sharing) from one mode to the other mode (See OMA-ARC-2005-0410-Way_forward_PEEM_Policy_Language for particular examples of possible directions)).

· A PEL engine that directly processes the PEL language without a priori assumptions that some aspects are rule set based or workflow based.

· By tools to design and manage the policies

Developers, service providers or vendors that want to solely support rule sets can provide tools or engines that either limit the policy expressability to rule sets. The same holds for workflows. At the same time, they can use a same set of interface and tools to manage and author their policies and reuse appropriate parts of the policies as well as engine.

3.1.5 Why such a PEL that combines multiple languages?

3.1.5.1  Consistency across policy types

In service provider environment multiple types of policy and policy requirement exist. For example, different policy types include:

· Network level policies with very high performance and extremely low latency requirements

· Control layer policies (e.g. IMS policies) that mix low latency requirements with the need for some expression power

· Service level policies with strong need for rich and flexible expression power while remaining efficient.

· Execution environment policies

· Enabler / service exposure policies

While the requirements on policy evaluation and enforcement may differ for each policy type, consistency across these policy types is essential. As one expand the service layer for service provider, more and more functions previous provided in the lower layer may also partially or totally be provided in the service layer (e.g. service level charging). It is therefore essential to model consistently policy rules across layers (e.g. to avoid double/multiple charging or to ensure consistent charging / charging correlation across layers…). 

It would be a fundamental mistake to assume that policies types can be segregated into different domains / universe that never merge. We contend that as services become richer and network convergence towards to continues, more and more often the policy universe overlap and merge.

A common PEL allows same policies to drive the different engines at different levels from a common source and it allows to model them similarly for each type, therefore facilitating consistency. Without it policy evaluation and enforcement are done in silos, something that OMA thrives to eliminate and a main motivation behind OSE and PEEM…

3.1.5.2 Common management 

Ensuring common tools, interfaces ad models to manage policies requires a common way to express / represent them across layers. A common PEL can achieve that. Without it policy management is done in silos, something that OMA thrives to eliminate and a main motivation behind OSE and PEEM…

3.1.5.3 Common provisioning 

As was pointed out, provisioning is a major challenge for service provider. In particular, it is needed but complex and not automated nor standardized to ensure consistency between policies and BSS or to allow BSS to provision policies. Examples of these include allowing to derive policies from SLAs and other subscriptions and to allow CRM, PRM (third party management), ERP and other BSS applications to set or derive policy from user third party or service provider actions or data. 

BSS provisioning transposes business rules into policies. Policies may then be applied in the appropriate layer with appropriate engines and technologies based on the settings and deployment choice of the service provider.

To ensure that processes like TMF / eTom can standardize the provisioning of resulting policies in the service provider domain, a common formalism must be in lace and such formalism must be able to drive / orchestrate / translate across the different policy engines present in the service provider domain. 

A standard common PEL ensure that such model, standardization and common provision approaches can be achieved. Without it, linking BSS with the rest of the service provider environment for development, deployment, execution and management of services will be ad hoc and elusive. We will not be able to meet such fundamental market needs are exemplified in the now legendary Telefonica white paper that inspired in 2002 the initial directions taken for the OSE and PEEM (differently called at the time).

3.1.5.4 SOA – Service Oriented architecture

Across industries, service level system are evolving towards SOA – service oriented architecture. SOA relies into decomposition into reusable modules and their appropriate composition to build the desired service.Intentionally or not, OMA OSE is a SOA.

SOA requires a common model of the composition of the different components. 

In the OSE or more generically in service provider domains, policies both enable reuse of components by facilitating separation of business rules from each component and model composition. 

A standard common POEL ensure consistent separation of the business rules and consistent modeling of composition of resources. Without it, compositions are silo process according to the layer considered or the technology used. Also, without it, combination of composition approaches (based on the needs) and composition across layers becomes ad hoc.

3.1.6 What the standard PEL that combines rule sets and workflows is not
The proposal that we make is not:

· An attempt at avoiding conflict with a compromise.

· It is not a compromise or a way to avoid issues by combining the proposal. 

· It is an acknowledgement of the different aspects related to policies and an proposal to address them without fostering or maintaining silos

· A way to promote certain technologies over others

· Contribution OMA-ARC-2006-0105-PEL_constructs_and_progress_proposal and the present contribution acknowledge the different types of policies and pros and cons of different technologies. These challenges are met by all actors in the Communications’ value chain; no exceptions. No particular approach is advantaged, but all have the issue of reconciling the approaches
· In fact every vendor can compete on his preferred technology and service provider can rely on their preferred vendors and approach whenever appropriate.

· At the same time all are able to extend beyond the limitations of each approach while maintaining a consistent modeling approach and tools.

· As technologies and services evolve all actors will be confronted by the need to suppor different policy type and consistently manage and process them

· An unnecessary and unwelcome burden for existing WGs who specify enablers hat require policies

· Expressing the existing policies in the proposed common PEL should be a relatively straightforward mapping 9at least if following the approach sketched in OMA-ARC-2006-0136-PEL_constructs.

· As enabler work evolves it is also expected that some enablers will need to support different policy types. It would not take that much to devise use cases that would justify for example much richer flexibility for Presence or XDM or high efficient for content categorization for messaging systems…

· An impossible task beyond ARC or OMA capabilities

· Proposals like OMA-ARC-2006-0136-PEL_constructs illustrate that logical design and specification such approaches may not be as complex as often thought

· At the same time it is possible that after completing logical design of a standard common PEL, the work could be delegated to other more suited experts groups. 

3.2 Analysis of current situation 

As described previously, there are pros and cons for using:

· PEL based on Rule sets

· PEL based on Workflows

Section 3.1 provided arguments for a standard PEL based on combination of rule set and workflow language.

3.3 Proposal for way forward
Based on the analysis presented in section 3.2, we proposed with PEEM TS work to have:

· A TS on PEL realization based on rule sets.
· A TS on PEL realization based on workflows
· A TS on PEL realization based on combination of the two others

We propose that the WG agrees to this and the WID be accordingly updated.

We note that we need to understand how to characterize multiple realizations (technology bindings) of an enabler (it is not sure if the notion of different enabler release suffice). Note this is not a new issue. MEM is exactly in a similar position with an IETF Lemonade and a OMA DS realization of the MEM enabler.

Note that this is really not a fragmentation of the PEL standard. It is really a unifying approach. The two first options recognize the value of the different approaches in different context. The third approach provides a unifying wayto model, author, manage and ensure interoperability across these context / usage models.

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 Recommendations

We recommend that ARC agrees to the proposal in section 3.3.

We recommend that ARC works with OPS and REL to define how to proceed for such a situation (multiple realizations) process wise.

We recommend that the work starts to generate (contribution driven) TS the three options. 

We expect that rule sets and workflow realizations will come out first.
It is also possible that discussions with REL/OPS lead to regrouping some or all of these options in a same document. Therefore ARC could also decide to proceed for now with different sections for the different approaches in a same PEL TS.
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