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1 Reason for Contribution

In the OMA-REQ-CBCS conf call on February 23 it was agreed to re-start the email discussion on definitions of Screening Criteria, Screening Rules, User Information and Content Information in the CBCS RD. It was also agreed to create, as a base for that discussion, a contribution that summarizes the current state of the email discussions held so far on this subject. 

This contribution is meant to serve as that base for discussion. 
R01: The OMA PEEM activity has resulted in a set of definitions for Policy related terms that is proposed to be added to the OMA Dictionary. The proposed definitions are available in contribution 

http://www.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/Public_documents/ARCH/2006/OMA-ARC-2006-0072-OMA-Dictionary-add-policy-related-definitions.zip
The definition of the term “Policy” in that contribution can be seen as similar to the concepts of “Screening Criteria” and “Screening Rules” as currently discussed for CBCS, and it might be possible to replace one or both of these terms with the term “Policy” or “Policy Rule”. 

Such a replacement would have the benefits of using (to be) established OMA definitions and thereby avoiding to create CBCS specific terms for concepts that are common for more than one OMA enabler. 

To serve as a base for a discussion on whether such a replacement is possible I have drafted a proposed structure of terms for the CBCS RD, based on the policy related definitions from the ARC document. 
2 Summary of Contribution

Definitions are proposed for Screening Criteria, User Information and Content Information and some outstanding questions are listed. 
R01: The CBCS term “Screening Rule” is proposed to be replaced with the PEEM term “Policy Rule”. 
3 Detailed Proposal

My understanding of the current status of our email discussion on this topic is as follows: 
There is a proposed structure between those terms implying that there are Screening Criteria on the top, and below there are Policy Rules, User Information and Content Information. The structure is apparent from the definition of Screening Criteria as follows:
Screening Criteria:
ThePolicy, and the variables representing User Information and Content Information. 
User Information and Content Information are then defined as follows: 



User Information:
User characteristics (personal information about a user) and user preferences (information about what content, when, where, and how a user wants or does not want to receive.) 

Content Information:
Information about content categories, when, where and how content originated. 
There was a discussion regarding possible difficulties in passing User Information between actors if we keep it as being part of the Screening Criteria. The latest comment was that this should not be a problem, but I’m not sure whether something was agreed. 
R01: The proposed PEEM definitions for “Policy”, “Policy Rule”, “Policy Action” and “Policy Condition” read: 

Policy: 
An ordered combination of policy rules that defines how to administer, manage, and control access to resources [Derived from [RFC 3060], [RFC 3198] and [RFC 3460]].
Policy Rule:
A combination of a condition and an action to be performed if the condition is true.
Policy Action:
Action (e.g. invocation of a function, script, code, workflow) that is associated to a policy condition in a policy rule and that is executed when its associated policy condition results in "true" from the policy evaluation step.

Policy Condition:
A condition is a Boolean predicate that yields true or false. It may be “complex”.

To my understanding, this makes a “Policy Rule” very similar to a CBCS “Screening Rule”. A CBCS example could be as follows: 

Assume that content with the Content Screening Category = “X” shall not be made available to persons under the age of 18 years during weekends.  

The Policy Rule for this case, lets call it “Policy Rule 1”, would have a Policy Condition and a Policy Action. 

The Policy Condition would yield “true” IF the content is categorized as “X” AND IF the person is under the age of 18 years AND IF it is a weekend. 

The Policy Action would invoke the function of denying the content to be made available to the person. 

Assume that content with the Content Screening Category = “Y” shall never be made available to anyone. 

The Policy Rule for this case, lets call it “Policy Rule 2”, would have a Policy Condition and a Policy Action. 

The Policy Condition would yield “true” IF the content is categorized as “Y”. 

The Policy Action would invoke the function of denying the content to be made available to the person. 

Assume that content with the Content Screening Category = “Z” shall always be allowed to be made available to anyone. 

The Policy Rule for this case, lets call it “Policy Rule 3”, would have a Policy Condition and a Policy Action. 

The Policy Condition would yield “true” IF the content is categorized as “Z”. 

The Policy Action would invoke the function of allowing the content to be made available to the person. 

If these were all Policy Rules that existed, the Policy would then consist of Policy Rules 1, 2 and 3. 

As far as I understand it would still be possible to use the proposed CBCS terms “User Information” and “Content Information” as defined below. I’m not sure whether we need the term “Content Screening Criteria”, but if we do I believe this would not collide with the Policy based definitions. 

PROPOSALS TO SERVE AS A BASE FOR DISCUSSION: 

· I propose to use the terms “Policy”, “Policy Rule”, “Policy Action” and “Policy Condition“ and to refer to the OMA Dictionary for their definitions. 
· I propose to use the terms “User Information” and “Content Information” and to define those as above in the CBCS RD. 

· If we need the term “Screening Criteria” I propose to define it as above in the CBCS RD. 
Outstanding questions seem to be: 

· Is it possible to replace “Screening Rule” with “Policy Rule”?
· Do we need the word “variables” in the definition of “Screening Criteria”? 
· Do we need Screening Criteria at all or is it enough to have Policy, Policy Rules, User Information and Content Information?
· 

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

For OMA-REQ-CBCS to discuss the above proposals and agree on definitions for those terms. 
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