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1 Reason for Contribution

OMA-ARC-2005-0263-comments-to-227R04 was submitted with questions in the embedded file . 
2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution provides answers to questions asked in OMA-ARC-2005-0263-comments-to-227R04. 

Numbering refers to comments numbers in OMA-ARC-2005-0227R04-PEEM_policy_Expression_Language_paka. 
3 Detailed Proposal
Paka 1:  I think the “case of” statement is rather an implementation view that may be a derivative of the simple view that you outlined. I think the ability to express a “case of” statement may be a requirement to a rule language, but then on the other hand you should motivate why we need such requirement since it can also be achieved by the simple variant.

Answer:

The RD does not define in finer detail the notion of condition evaluation. In particular, it does not impose the evaluation be limited to a Boolean. In general evaluating a condition means determine the value of a variable.

We propose an information model that offers supports all these cases. We may decide to limit expression of policies to BNF / expressions of Boolean conditions or we may not. In general if the language is Turing complete, both capabilities are supported. 

The text in 0227R04 does not restrict evaluation, but allows the language to support both views. 

This is not implementation specific; it’s recognition of the two options. 

Allowing case in the model is essential to avoid any restriction in the topology supported by PEEM and therefore the optimization that are supported in particular deployments.

Paka 2: Could you elaborate on what this means? I don’t understand what you mean.

Answer: 

The condition to evaluate may be the result of complex operations that may consist of delegation to other resources and as complex computations as desired.

Paka 3: This sounds more like a requirement; the verb “require” is used.

Answer: 

This is not phrased as a requirement. It states part of the information model. Because by definition of policy as provided in the RD, we have policy as combition of policy rules i.e. conditions of actions, any combination may be considered. That means, any computation may be involved in the combination or within these conditions and actions.

Paka 4: What do you mean here? This seems to me implementation specifics; perhaps you should move this to a different section. What is the motivation here (i.e. the requirement)?

Answer: 

Turing complete is not an implementation specific statement, it means “to be powerful enough to specify any calculation that can be performed by a modern computer” and as such it is essentially restating the previous statement (execution of arbitrary functions) in computer language / CS terminology.

Paka 5: I think according the PEEM definition there is just one condition and one action, thus it may not be compliant(?). The three blue circles may also be combined in a single circle, the variant displayed here would be an implementation form of the definition where there is the notion of just one condition and action. Such explanation is missing. It is not clear what the difference is between the blue circles and the black ones.

Answer:

The PEEM definition does not limit anything to one condition and action. Indeed: policy = An ordered combination of policy rules. And policy rules = A combination of a condition and an action to be performed if the condition is true. So a policy is a graph as represented in figure 1 and they directly implement our definition.

Blue circle are conditions to evaluate (simple or complex) and branch correspond to an action based on the condition. Binary bifurcations are if / then statements, higher ratios are case of statements.

Black circles are terminal nodes with no more conditions.

Additional details can be added later after we agree on the information model. I agree that such details would be useful as we proceed.

Paka 6: Thus we have accepted the RFC 3060 as a reference model for OMA PEEM? It would be good to have a group statement about RFC 3060 and have that documented somewhere, about what the status is/how to use it in our PEEM quest.

Answer:

I believe that we have agreed that the definition that we use for policy is consistent with RFC 3060. The text in these paragraph maps the information model and notion of topology developed here to the models introduced in RFC 3060. At this stage, no other statements are needed: we equivalently map the two models of RFC 3060 to our model (except that RFC 3060 may prefer particular topologies, something that we do not impose here).

Paka 7: What PEEM requirement outlines the need for this?

Answer:

RFC 3060 introduces such prioritizations. This is solely explaining how the two are related. As such RFC 3060 that introduces a definition of policy equivalent to ours, is the reason why such prioritizations have to be introduced.

Any way requirement 6.2 #19 explicitly expresses the need to support prioritization.

Paka 8: How does this relate to figure 2? Could you point me to the requirement that shows the need for this? This may be an implementation issue.

Answer:

This does not relate to figure 2. Figure 2 illustrates a case of policy for evaluation only. I believe you will not argue that it is to be supported by RD.

Equivalency between re-arranged topologies is not a requirement, it is a mathematical property of graphs as modelled by the topologies and demonstrated earlier on the mailing list.

The capability to do so, does not need to be further discussed provided that such topology re-arrangements are acknowledged and not restricted by the policy expression language.

Note that the following requirements directly support us providing for such capabilities:

· 6.1. #1

· 6.2. #4

Paka 9: What do you mean by this? Could you elaborate?

Answer:

For example, instead of selecting a single path, multiple path may be walked in parallel till for example a path is selected (or till completion the original evaluation at the root node of the bifurcation where these paths originated). This leads to task parallelization. For example, it is imperative to allow such configuration for deployments where CPU resources are not issues but it is essential to minimize latencies / delays etc… 

Compensation occurs when a path is finally selected. The others paths are disregarded. If any of the evaluation or action on the other paths affected (change the state) of the system, this effect must be inverted. This is what is meant by compensation. As such we progress on the information model, it would indeed valuable to expand and further explain such concepts.

Paka 10: If I remember correctly we decided that this was out of scope of the PEEM RD

Answer:

We are discussing the AD, not the RD. I am not sure why would this be out of scope. We are solely stating that PEEM may have different ways to walk paths. This is a matter of implementation choices but all these choices are to be supported by the policy expression language…

Paka 11: what do you mean here?

Answer:

As policy are any combination of conditions and actions (policy rules), it involves sequences of such conditions and actions.

Paka 12: This is rather vague, if you elaborate what you mean, we may be able to make it more concrete.

Answer: 

The PEEM policy expression language is to be “Turing complete”. We stuck to a simpler terminology for ease of discussion. We can revert to the rigorous Turing complete term if preferred by the group.

The text that you highlighted is the straw man definition of Turing completeness.

Paka 13: You mean in the sense of orchestration?

Answer:

Not intentionally. It is meant in the sense that any condition and action may involve any required call to other resources and therefore the need to be able to formulate appropriate the call, wait for the result (synchronously or asynchronously) etc…

The fact that this is reminiscent to orchestration comes from the fact that indeed any combination of conditions and actions that may involve delegation naturally covers concepts introduced elsewhere as workflows, orchestration and choreography. But that is a result of the definitions, not what is explicitly identified here as requirements. 

Yes a language suited for these requirements will be able to support orchestration. But we always knew that…

Paka 14: What is the definition of input data?

Answer:

Data (messages) that PEEM receives through one of its interfaces. These are: PEM-1, PEM-3 or PEM-4.

The Policy expression language must be able to match the input to what the policy tells it to do. For example, and this is just an example, it may rely on notion of regular expressions or binary formats to identify the value assigned to variable in the policy expression language to start enforcing the policy by evaluation conditions and executing actions as specified by the graph and therefore follow one or multiple paths through the graph).

Paka 15: What is the definition of output data?

Answer:

Data (messages) that PEEM produced as output through one of its interfaces. These are: PEM-1, PEM-3 or PEM-4.

The policy expression language specifies what needs to be done (e.g. sent to delegate to a resource, what to return to requestor etc…).

Paka 16: I’d think the other way round: that the language may be more easily adopted and deployed when it is compatible with other policy expression languages.

Answer:

There is no requirement of such type. Policy expression language are currently limited to specific capabilities. The RD clearly identifies the need to express any condition and action and to have a policy expression language.

So we recognize the need to deal with existing language. This appears at two levels for the PEEM policy expression language:

· Possibility to express in PEEM policy expression language everything that is needed and therefore what is expressible in these languages (possibly also relying on delegation / call outs).

· Possibly to go back and forth between PEEM policy expression languages and rules expressed in other languages.

The second should be possible if first is satisfied. However, we also suggest that it would be good if mapping between the PEEM policy expression language and these languages was possible for related rules. This is achievable compatibility.

We can’t expect PEEM to understand all these specific languages. It would not be a common language able to support any conditions and actions and delegation; which are explicit PEEM requirements.

I hope you understand that the proposed features associated to these bullets would achieve what we see as the compatibility you are after without having different languages for different things (that’s why it’s under category easier to adopt and deploy if we had this). Different languages for different things would veer away from the objective of a common language and PEEM enabler able to handle any combination of conditions and actions with delegation to any required resource.

Paka 17: What do you mean?

Answer:

We have established that PEEM (see for example PE discussions on this) can perform interface transformation. Among those it can for example perform binding transformations (e.g. from CORBA to HTTP / SOAP, etc…).

To do so, it might be advantageous (that’s why it’s under category easier to adopt and deploy if we had this) if the language was able to provide functions to do so (e.g. provide a functions that generates the right HTTP exchanges complaints to HTTP specs so that this does not have to be defined message by message when authoring the corresponding policy.

Paka 18: I’d certainly put this as a requirement

Answer:

The requirements above of being Turing complete and other requirements guarantee that this is achievable. But again higher level constructs like the OMA relevant conditions and actions are useful to facilitate work as mentioned in main bullet above and then its extensibility to new such construct is also important.

I am Ok to move to first set of bullets, but the OMA construct would probably have to move also (previous main bullet). Again we brought these bullets as not mandatory but a good idea because the capability results any way from the above requirements. This is rather a plus if we could have such features to ease usage of language and adoption…
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

Per request in OMA-ARC-2005-0263-comments-to-227R04’s recommendations, this contribution provides answer to the questions asked in OMA-ARC-2005-0227R04-PEEM_policy_Expression_Language_paka. It is recommended that the answer be considered by all when disposing OMA-ARC-2005-0227R04-PEEM_policy_Expression_Language_paka and that both OMA-ARC-2005-0227R04-PEEM_policy_Expression_Language_paka and this contribution be noted. 

As no other recommendations were provided in OMA-ARC-2005-0263-comments-to-227R04, we believe that we have successfully addressed all the questions / concerned that OMA-ARC-2005-0263-comments-to-227R04 may have raised. This should not be an obstacle to progressing on agreeing to OMA-ARC-2005-0227R04-PEEM_policy_Expression_Language.
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