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1 Reason for Contribution

At the last face to face ARC meeting, a proposal was made to not specify a PEEM policy expression language (PEL) in OMA. An informal poll was conducted with the result that nobody present at the time raised an objection against that proposal. As a result also several related contributions were postponed during the meeting. Recently a different alternative proposal was submitted via OMA-ARC-2006-0003-PEL_Next_Steps.doc. The reason for this contribution is to assert our view with respect to the proposal of not specifying a language, and suggest to dispose of that proposal before considering other alternatives. Revision R02 is adding a co-signing company.
2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution addresses the following:

· It documents our understanding of the original proposal made in Athens with respect to “not specifying a PEL in OMA”. It analyzes the different options discussed under that original proposal.

· It analyzes the implications of not specifying a PEL.

· It asks ARC WG to make a decision on this proposal, before launching in considering other proposals. There are several alternatives to such a proposal, not just the one submitted by Oracle in OMA-ARC-2006-0003-PEL_Next_Steps.doc. Instead of launching into a lengthy debate on different alternatives, our preference is to resolve the current proposal, and only if not agreed to, continue contemplating other alternatives.
We support the current proposal that OMA should not define a PEL, at least not in this release. If ARC agrees to that, we interpret that literally as resulting into no more work whatsoever spent on discussing PEL, including a decision that will be enforced to no longer review PEL related input contributions, with the sole discussion to still take place being whether we need to remove the 1 requirement on the language from the RD. 

3 Detailed Proposal

3.1 Analysis

3.1.3 Proposal not to specify a Policy Expression Language (PEL) in OMA

A proposal was made in Athens to not specify a PEL in OMA. The reason given for such a proposal was that we do not have sufficient resources in ARC WG that specialize in development of languages. While that may be true, our view is that the true reason is that it is difficult to agree on a language, when we have such different views on what we are trying to accomplish with such a language. In any case, the proposal was followed by a short discussion, in which we recognized that we have a requirement that asks for a specification of a policy language. The result of that discussion led to listing the following implementation options for the proposal:

1. ARC does not do the language

2. ARC does the language later but does it within the ARC group
3. ARC does the language through liaising with other groups
Our interpretation of those options is the following:

1. ARC stops working on the PEL altogether. The PEEM RD requirement (a single requirement) can be:
a. Removed using the CR process OR
b. Met without a specification for the language.
Our assessment of this proposal option:

· it does not really matter whether we go ahead with a. or b., since the results are the same: the implication is that PEEM implementations can make use of several languages. Given that several languages exist in which policies can be written, we have met the requirement. The removal of the requirement is a pure formality – it has no effect either way.

· In either case (a. or b.) above, the understanding is that we stop any efforts regarding the PEL specification, we note/withdraw any pending contributions related to PEL and we stop reviewing any other such contributions until we complete this release

· Not developing a language, when we are so widely divided about the way to use the language, makes a lot of sense.

· Either there is indeed a need for multiple languages, because none fits perfectly all the needs OR

· Over time one of the prevailing languages will be dominant and we can re-consider specifying it as the OMA PEL when such a language becomes an industry “de-facto” standard

· It gives us a good chance to reach consensus quicker

· It does not have significant negative impact (will be addressed in a separate section)

· In conclusion we support this proposal (either option b, or a, in that order) as the most reasonable choice for this release

2. ARC stops working on the PEL for this release. ARC will revisit such decision in a later release.

Our assessment of this proposal option:

· This is somewhat similar with the previous, but the PEEM RD requirement (a single requirement) is left in place, and we would have to plan on revisiting this in a future release.

· It does not make much sense to support this, since it has the same effects as the previous proposal, but with more work (a commitment to revisit the situation, even if nothing justifies it). In addition, we may have to spend resources in figuring out based on what criteria we may revisit this decision of not specifying the language – rather than merely accepting the fact that only a “de-facto” standard situation may warrant re-visiting.

· In conclusion we do not prefer this option, but would not object to it if it were to reach consensus.

3. ARC stops working on the PEL in this release. ARC liaises with other standard bodies where more expertise on languages exists:
· ARC would identify one or more standard bodies (some of them were already mentioned in the initial discussion – e.g. IETF, OASIS)
· ARC would create an LS to one or more of these bodies, to explain the current situation and our needs for PEL and would ask them top take on the work that would result into a PEL specification recommendation back to us
· ARC would stop any further review of currently submitted or future submitted contributions to OMA ARC related to PEL, and would await for the selected standards bodies to forward us their recommendation
· At this point, the proposal can take different turns which need to be clarified in pour further discussion of this option:
· OMA ARC is to accept the recommendation from the external standards organization(s) and that recommendation unconditionally becomes the PEL specification in a to-be-issued release – OR
· OMA ARC analyzes the recommendation received, and decides, using its normal processes whether to accept it or not.
Our assessment of this option:

· We think in principle that liaising with other standards bodies that have more experience in developing language specifications, in order to receive general advice and responses to specific questions is a good idea.

· Of course, an option where we receive a recommendation for a language and commit to accept it without going through normal ARC processes is unacceptable – any recommendation received from an external standards body would have to go through the normal review process and agreed to or be rejected by ARC WG. However, even with this clarification we identified many issues with this approach:
· We do not support the idea of having our differences and debates resolved by another standards organization, hence the notion of “sub-contracting” the making of a decision that affects OMA does not have our support

· We anticipate significant difficulties and use of WG resources in agreeing which external organizations to “sub-contract” to. The issue of BPEL vs. [COMMONPOL] may become the issue of OASIS vs. IETF. Note that if we would take those 2 examples and asks both organizations for help, we would get 2 different recommendations back, and possibly the same as being currently debated. In this case we would be back to the current situation.
· We anticipate significant difficulties and use of WG resources in agreeing to what needs to be submitted to these organizations. The issue is that there are fundamentally different views of what the language should be, if only 1 is specified – and those differences have to be communicated with the request for them to be addressed by the external organizations. In other words, we would have to expect back a recommendation that resolves ALL of the issues, which is a very unlikely scenario.
· We believe it is unlikely that any external organization will take on additional work at our request, but definitely even less likely to do so under terms and conditions dictated by us.
· even if all the above are resolved satisfactorily, and the external organization(s) would complete the work required by us and returned their recommendation to us for the “ideal PEL” – it is quite likely that we would not agree that all of the expectations have been met, and therefore we will be back to debates similar to the ones we have today. The main issue lies in the fact that the views differ on the complexity of the language needed (from “limited complexity” to “unlimited complexity”). How to address such differences cannot be resolved by another standards body, it can only be addressed in ARC – therefore the external recommendation will not work.
· Note that in addition to debating whether the recommendation received is technically addressing all our issues, we may also debate, and rightfully so, the way it was reached – given that other external organization have a different mixture of companies, and given that the processes of voting on the approval of a specification may be totally different (e.g. at individual level, not at company level, and as such, a very small number of companies can in effect determine the outcome of a specification in some cases).
In conclusion, we do not support this proposal option.

3.1.4 Issues with not specifying a Policy Expression Language (PEL) in OMA

Today, some industry languages to express policies already exist in the form of standards (several candidates have been submitted) and in the form of proprietary implementations. Possible issues with not specifying a Policy Expression Language (PEL) in OMA are:

I. portability across vendors.

This is an issue when a Service Provider decides to switch a vendor with another vendor, after it had made a significant investment in writing policies using the PEL implementation provided by the 1st vendor.

It is expected that vendors would provide tools for translating policies from one PEL to another PEL – as a way to differentiate themselves, and some may support multiple PELs. It also may be more of an incentive to think about simple languages for PEL, rather than for very complex ones. It is not clear how often a vendor would be switched, after a significant investment in writing policies, rather than solving the problems with that vendor’s product. That said, this issue remains and cannot be completely avoided, when multiple languages can be used, but it can be addressed. Note that we have envisioned the need for tools, as captured in the PEEM RD scope, from where we quote: “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.” Such tools to translate from one language to another are therefore unavoidable, and will have to be made available.

II. Arguments have been submitted that PEM-1 could not be specified in the absence of a specification for PEL.. There is no coupling between PEM-1 and any specific language. We are disagreeing with such an assertion, and have explained why this is not an issue in separate contributions.

III. Arguments have been submitted that the lack of a language specification creates a problem for other OMA WGs who rely on PEEM PEL specification. This is not the case – in fact, other OMA WGs would have a more significant problem if a PEL would be specified that is not consistent with what they need. The evidence is that other WGs have been quite adept in adopting a PEL when needed, and they have so far consistently adopted the same PEL – namely [COMMONPOL] as the basis to address their needs. Those groups have clearly told us that they are “happy” with what they have produced, and there is reason to believe that they would switch to something else. We have no other signs to indicate that other groups may not follow the same path, and in fact, it would be the ARC role (not as provider of PEEM, but as provider of sound counsel for OSE) to help other groups understand and support what some groups have done to circumvent the absence of an OMA specified PEL. In fact, we believe that at least for OMA, [COMMONPOL] would then become the “de-facto” PEL, which we could then specify as the OMA PEL in a future release.

In conclusion, the only real issue is the portability of policies across vendors, but there are ways to mitigate this problem if it occurs.

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 analysis and agrees to the following recommendation:

1) Agree to the original proposal to not specify a language in PEL. In effect that amounts to stop reviewing any currently submitted or future submitted contributions on PEL. That would de-facto allow multiple industry languages to fill the PEL role, therefore satisfying the PEEM RD requirement. The sole exception on the decision to not continue work on PEL would be to consider whether, in those conditions, a CR to remove that particular requirement from the PEEM RD is needed or not, and perform work necessary to handle such decision. If a “de-facto” industry standard may emerge over time, we always have the option to revisit the decision to “not specify a PEL” in OMA. If ARC agrees to this, all the current contributions related to PEL would be noted or withdrawn, and no further contributions for PEL would be reviewed/considered for this release or planned for a future release.
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