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1 Reason for Contribution

This contribution provides comments to contribution OMA-REQ-2003-0873-EPEM_Comments_to_Definitions.
2 Summary of Contribution

Comments are provided to contribution OMA-REQ-2003-0873-EPEM_Comments_to_Definitions. 
In particular, we propose:

· A slight rewording of proposal for delegate

· A rewording of the proposed definition for delegation

· To maintain the term execution in front of policy, policy enforcement, policy enforcer and policy engine

· Not to remove the term execution policy assertion

· Not to use the term fact but instead request collaterals with a modified definition

· To modify the definition proposed for request

· To add a definition of collateral requirements (to replace the notion and definition of request condition)
· To remove the proposal to introduce a definition for request processing or at least to change that definition
3 Detailed Proposal

3.1 Definition of “Delegate” in OMA-REQ-2003-0873
We propose modifying the definition as follows:

“A delegate is a designated system or resource to perform specified tasks or functions instead of (one or more) other systems.”
Motivation: 

We agree that the proposed definition is a better way to handle the definition of delegation. However, we believe that the definition still lacks two aspects initially captured that we would like to see captured in a new definition: 
· "On behalf" brings in the additional implications that this is done with the credential of the initil system(s). With EPEM this is not necessarily the case. [Hence the first proposed change: "instead of" replaces "on behalf of" -- I am not sure that it is the best English wording however...]
· Delegation has two aspects: designating a delegate as proposed in OMA-REQ-2003-0873 and the action of relying on the delegate to perform the function [Hence the proposal to change "that performs" into "to perform" -- hoping that this is OK in English].
3.2 Definition of “Delegation” in OMA-REQ-2003-0873
We propose modifying the definition as follows:

“The act of designating a delegate as well as the execution of the delegated function by the delegate.”
Motivation: 

Delegation is not only the designation act but it also encompasses an execution step when the function is indeed performed by the delegate. 

3.3 Definition of “Policy” in OMA-REQ-2003-0873
We propose to maintain the term execution policy instead of policy.

Motivation: 

We believe that it is critical to capture that execution policies apply on exchanges with resources and not on any other aspects, hence the proposed qualifier of execution. 

In addition, as we have seen so far the term policy is overloaded in terms of how it is understood by most as well as in term of technical definitions used by other standard activities. Execution policies are explicitly restricted as the policies that are to be enforced on exchanges with a resource. It does not cover any other policy considerations; except to the extend that as for preferences when policies (in whatever sense of the word) affect or restrict acceptable exchanges or imposed particular action, it must be possible to derive and express this in term of the execution policy to enforce... So we recommend restricting the term policy. This is why we proposed execution policies. Other terms are Ok, but it should not just be generic policies. Other policies would not be within the scope of the EPEM activities.

We also propose modifying the definition as follows:

Execution policy: “A policy is uniquely represented by a combination of execution policy assertions that must be satisfied on any exchange to and from a resource.”
Motivation: This is related to the following recommendation to keep the definition of execution policy assertion. The rest of the discussion of the definition and footnotes proposed in OMA-REQ-2003-0873 is discussed in section 3.4.
3.4 Definition of “Execution Policy Assertion” re-added with respect to OMA-REQ-2003-0873
We propose to maintain (i.e. not removing it as proposed in OMA_REQ-2003-0873) the notion of execution policy assertion modified as follows:

Individual conditions, that must be satisfied, or actions, that must be executed, that compose an execution policy associated to a resource. 

Motivation about this and the footnotes (1 and 2 in OMA-REQ-2003-0873) associated to the definition policy:

We believe that the proposed definition for policy is way too restrictive and therefore incorrect: the assertions contained in an execution policy may be complex logic statements that combine actions and logic in non-sequential manner. This would be expressed with an execution policy expression language and it can't be reduced to actions following conditions at the level of the definition. As a simple illustration, the execution policy may impose much more complex decision trees that start with actions to be performed and branching conditioned by the result of these actions... The definition proposed in OMA-REQ-2003-0873 implies that they are expressed solely as conditions to be satisfied followed by actions to be performed or as a set of independent conditions and actions to perform / evaluate in any order. The logical compositions that can be made go way beyond these cases: any logical composition can be expressed (Turing complete statements). 
So we would stick to the notion of logical composition of assertions as the definition proposed in OMA-REQ-2003-0873 implies restrictions / assumptions that should not be imposed and that can’t be attached to a definition. This is not a technology detail, a technology choice or a matter to resolve at specification time.
(Execution) policy assertions is an unambiguous term: every time we compose conditions and actions in a logical statement, we express an assertion. An execution policy is a set of such assertions. Doing so we capture the two aspects that introduced in OMA-REQ-2003-0873 without restriction on the order or the way that these are expressed.
3.5 Definition of “Fact” in OMA-REQ-2003-0873
We propose modifying the name Fact to Request Collateral.

Motivation:

We agree on the intent behind Fact. This is going in the right direction. However the data passed along the request is no a set of static fact. They are rather equivalent to arguments of the request that pertain to aspect covered by the execution policies rather than aspects covered by the target resource (e.g. a particular credential in a particular format, possibly a bid to charge my account if the transaction is accepted, etc...). They change if required by a change of the execution policies associated to the request (e.g. the fact that instead of asking for a password I now ask for a digital certificate). Because of the dependency on the execution policies, it is not a static fact. It is really more a piece of the interface (other arguments) that we logically factor out so that the interface of the resource is not dependent on the execution policies that would be applied by its owner and other external parties. 
So these are really side arguments to the request or ... Collaterals...
This has been more extensively discussed in contribution OMA-REQ-2003-0876R01-Use_case_handling_execution_policy_changes_alternative_flows. Where we explain that if the changes of execution policies imply that the requestor must provide identity claim, credentials and account information (e.g. for payment) the collateral requirement must describe the need to pass this information and how it (the request collaterals) should be passed as part of the request or aside of the request. These collateral requirements can be provided as part of the description of the interface to the resource or in a side communication (e.g. meta-information associated to the description of that interface). 

The request itself is logically composed of the request and the request collaterals. Physically they can be combined in a undistinguishable manner or explicitly distinguished (e.g. one being part of the message, the other being part of the header of the message).
The EPEM should be compatible with these different mechanisms to inform the requestor when the type of requests + request collaterals that must be provided to a resource has changed.
Therefore, we propose modifying the definition as follows:

“A piece of information that a requestor provides to a resource when is issuing a request to it e.g., security tokens.”
This definition is consistent with the above without implying a particular technology choice.
3.6 Definition of “Request” in OMA-REQ-2003-0873
We propose modifying the definition as follows:

“Call made to a resource that should result into actions performed by the resource and results or response returned to the requestor.”
Motivation:

This has been more extensively discussed in contribution OMA-REQ-2003-0876R01-Use_case_handling_execution_policy_changes_alternative_flows. 
We agree that we should define request. However we do not understand the proposed definition. Request should in our mind designate a call made to a resource that should result into actions performed by the resource and results or response returned to the requestor. This is different from another notion of collateral requirements and request collateral description that we have proposed here and in OMA-REQ-2003-0876R01-Use_case_handling_execution_policy_changes_alternative_flows.

3.7 Definition of “Collateral Requirements” added with respect to OMA-REQ-2003-0873
We propose to add the notion of collateral requirements defined as follows:

“The description of the "Facts" that the requestor must provide along with requests to a resource.”
Motivation:

This definition and its introduction is motivated and detailed in OMA-REQ-2003-0876R01-Use_case_handling_execution_policy_changes_alternative_flows. 

It is the description of the request collateral (i.e. the Facts) that the requestor must logically provide along with requests to a resource. 
Again it is a logical concept discussed in OMA-REQ-2003-0876R01-Use_case_handling_execution_policy_changes_alternative_flows that does not make any technology assumptions.

3.8 Definition of “Policy Enforcement” in OMA-REQ-2003-0873
We propose to maintain the term execution policy enforcement instead of policy enforcement.

Motivation: 

Same as in section 3.3.
We also propose modifying the definition as follows:

“The act of applying execution policies”.

Motivation:

Editorial based on all the other proposed changes

3.9 Definition of “Policy Enforcer” in OMA-REQ-2003-0873
We propose to maintain the term execution policy enforcer instead of policy enforcer.

Motivation: 

Same as in section 3.3.

We also propose modifying the definition as follows:

“A logical entity that applies execution policies.”
Motivation:

It is unclear if the Execution Policy Enforcer as we define it in EPEM is 100% the same as PEP. Therefore, we recommend not combining the definitions and rather accepting that PEP may be a way to implement execution policy enforcers. 

The link to PEP could be introduced in appendix of the RD (possibly as an item discussed in the TR).
3.10 Definition of “Policy Engine” in OMA-REQ-2003-0873
We propose to maintain the term execution policy engine instead of policy engine.

Motivation: 

Same as in section 3.3.

We also propose modifying the definition as follows:

“A logical entity that evaluates execution policies.”

Motivation:

Same as in section 3.9. It is unclear if the Execution Policy Engine as we define it in EPEM is 100% the same as PDP. Therefore, we recommend not combining the definitions and rather accepting that PDP may be a way to implement execution policy engine. 

3.11 Definition of “Request Processing” in OMA-REQ-2003-0873
We propose to remove the definition of request processing or to significantly change it.

Motivation:
It does not bring anything based on the current proposed updates… The proposed definition is problematic as by imposing that request includes facts we may be making explicit assumptions on how this will work that may or may not be true. 
This is why we proposed a different definition of the term request in section 3.6: the notion of request should logically ONLY reflect the message to the target resource through the resource interface. This is also discussed in details in OMA-REQ-2003-0876R01-Use_case_handling_execution_policy_changes_alternative_flows. 
How the "Facts" or "Collaterals" are passed should be decided at the time of specification, or may be at the time of the implementation / deployment; not now. They may end up being part of an updated interface; but at our level these should be treated as logically factored in 2 different aspects. 
More problematically, we believe that in the definition of request process proposed in OMA-REQ-2003-0873 there is an assumption of evaluating the Facts as part of it. This is exactly the opposite of the factorization request (= through interface / processed by the target resource) versus Facts / collateral (= passed as collateral to the interface call and arguments and processed by EPEM) that we proposed in OMA-REQ-2003-0876R01-Use_case_handling_execution_policy_changes_alternative_flows. Hence our problem... 
In addition, we believe that the definition mixes request processing and response processing in a way that seems incorrect to me. But we may misunderstand that aspect…
3.12 Definition of “Policy” in OMA-REQ-2003-0873
We propose to keep the original definition of principal as in OMA-RD-Execution_Policy_Enforcement_Management- V1_0-20031209-D.

Motivation: 

We should to keep the “official” definition used in Arch (and possibly in the OMA dictionary). We may explain somewhere else in the document that request collateral should be able to convey things like the identity or credentials of a principal (e.g. may be as part of the definition of request collateral or as part of the use case that introduces the notion (discussed at the last call).
4 Intellectual Property Rights Considerations

We are not aware of any IPR associated to this contribution. 
5 Recommendations

We recommend that the proposed definitions proposed in this contribution be applied to the new version of the EPEM RD. The proposed definitions should be applied on top of the proposals in OMA-REQ-2003-0873. The other changes proposed in OMA-REQ-2003-0873 and not discussed in the present contribution should be accepted.
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