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1 Reason for Contribution

Document OMA-ARC-2006-0026-Comment_on_PEEM_Policy_Language and OMA-ARC-2006-0027-PEEM-TS-Policy-expression-language-Schema have been submitted.
2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution provides comments to OMA-ARC-2006-0026-Comment_on_PEEM_Policy_Language and OMA-ARC-2006-0027-PEEM-TS-Policy-expression-language-Schema. 
3 Detailed Proposal

3.1 Comment to OMA-ARC-2006-0026-Comment_on_PEEM_Policy_Language
3.1.3 Slide 2

Actually, there has been almost no discussion on the policy expression language. Proposal 410 has not be even presented nor discussed. 

It is critical to have such a discussion prior to making such statements. We actually disagree with most of the assertions that follow in OMA-ARC-2006-0026-Comment_on_PEEM_Policy_Language.

3.1.4 Slide 4

The slide states: “The XML based IETF commonPolicy is simple, extensible and has been used widely”. That may be correct however, it does not provide mechanism to support new action or condition statement and because based on rule set it does not support any combination or any condition and any action, therefore, unmodified / extended with a scheme like in 410 (or 408 possibly), it fails the basic requirements and design point as agreed in PEEM RD and AD.

The slide states “CommonPolicy has been used in PAG and Poc of OMA”. These are particular cases of simple usage. It does not imply that the language is suitable to support PEEM use cases.

The slide states “BPEL is workflow expression language. Maybe it is too complex to be used to express policy”.  We demonstrated in the past and discussed in detail the fact that there are no differences between rulesets and workflows. They only are associate dto different topologies / graphs but you can transform a rule set topology (i.e. condition first) into an equivalent workflow and reciprocally. The AD states agreement on that fact.

Statement on complexity is an arbitrary and unmotivated view. Certainly the equivalence mentioned above shows that supporting workflows is not an issue. Furthermore, it is rather the limitations of rule sets that prevent such a solution to directly support the PEEM RD requirements and AD design. Statements on performances and complexity have to be carefully discussed instead of hand waved this way. 410 explicitly address such issues and in particular address the complexity  / performance issues. Please motivate this statement.
Note also that PEEM is all about delegation. Ruleset approach have no modeling for efficient delegation to one or multiple process. BPEL has been designed mostly with such delegation in mind. What some may see as excess complexity are in fact key features required to support PEEM usage model!

The slide states “BPEL and most of its tools are webservice based. It’s not protocol and binding independent[http://www.oasis-open.org/committees/tc_home.php?wg_abbrev=wsbpel]”. This is an incorrect statement. BPEL is well suited for Web Service but it can very easy delegate to any protocol and any binding, including Java, C# etc. It is inaccurate to state that BPEL is binding dependent. Escape mechanisms to rule set as described in 410 are also fully aligned with BPEL and a clear illustration of its binding independence.

3.1.5 Slide 5

The above invalidates the analysis. We can not accept 0026 and 0027, especially as today it does not support any combination of any condition and actions.

3.2 Implications on OMA-ARC-2006-0027-PEEM-TS-Policy-expression-language-Schema
As discussed above, the schema proposed in OMA-ARC-2006-0027-PEEM-TS-Policy-expression-language-Schema may be a good schema but it does not satisfy PEEM requirements and design points as it does not satisfy expression of any combination of any condition and any action.
3.3 Way forward

Per document OMA-ARC-2005-0410-Way_forward_PEEM_Policy_Language, we provide a way to combine rule set and BPEL. We believe it is the right way forward.

We would accept in such a context that the schema proposed in 0027 be the schema used for the rule environment when escaping to rule sets.
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 the ARC WG notes OMA-ARC-2006-0026-Comment_on_PEEM_Policy_Language and OMA-ARC-2006-0027-PEEM-TS-Policy-expression-language-Schema. The proposal does not satisfy PEEM RD and AD in the sense that it does not allow for any combination of condition and actions. We do not agree with the recommendations in these two input contributions.  
We recommend that ARC consider our proposal in section 3.3 that provides a way forward that would be acceptable and still allow usage of the schema proposed in OMA-ARC-2006-0027-PEEM-TS-Policy-expression-language-Schema.
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