
Parlay / 3GPP TSG_CN WG 5 / ETSI SPAN 12
Tdoc N5-010093

Helsinki, Finland, 6 –8 February 2001

Source:
Parlay Framework WG (Andy BENNETT - Lucent)
Title:
TSAS Issue 4061

Subject: [parlaymbr_framework] TSAS Issue 4061

Date: Wed, 31 Jan 2001 14:00:57 +0000

From: Andy Bennett <andybennett@lucent.com>

Organization: Lucent Technologies

To: parlaymbr_framework@mail.parlay.org

All,

Another discussion kick-off (though I haven't seen any replies to my previous

email about issue 4070 - does anyone have any views they'd like to share?).

http://cgi.omg.org/issues/tsas-ftf.html#Issue4061

In the issue description the contributor mentions that one solution to the

problem would be to have a token generated by the Framework that the client

application uses when invoking requestAccess.

I propose a second solution (though perhaps a token is appropriate for this as

well). I believe that requestAccess shouldn't be part of the IpInitial

interface. The IpInitial interface should perform just what it name suggests, ie

an initial contact point that is used just to obtain an authentication

interface. The requestAccess method should be moved to the IpAuthentication

interface. This would allow the Framework to enforce a 1 to 1 mapping between an

authentication object and the client application.

Thoughts?

Andy.

---

You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as: andybennett@lucent.com

To unsubscribe send a blank email to leave-parlaymbr_framework-39648P@mail.parlay.org

Subject: RE: [parlaymbr_framework] TSAS Issue 4061

Date: Wed, 31 Jan 2001 16:04:59 +0100

From: "Bernard Heuse" <Bernard.Heuse@Ulticom.com>

To: "Andy Bennett" <andybennett@lucent.com>,

     <parlaymbr_framework@mail.parlay.org>

 Hello,

 I support your point of view on this issue.

 Is there a list of Parlay Framework related issues,

similar to the one TSAS maintains ?

 Bernard.

-----Original Message-----

From: Andy Bennett [mailto:andybennett@lucent.com]

Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2001 3:01 PM

To: parlaymbr_framework@mail.parlay.org

Subject: [parlaymbr_framework] TSAS Issue 4061

All,

Another discussion kick-off (though I haven't seen any replies to my

previous

email about issue 4070 - does anyone have any views they'd like to share?).

http://cgi.omg.org/issues/tsas-ftf.html#Issue4061

In the issue description the contributor mentions that one solution to the

problem would be to have a token generated by the Framework that the client

application uses when invoking requestAccess.

I propose a second solution (though perhaps a token is appropriate for this

as

well). I believe that requestAccess shouldn't be part of the IpInitial

interface. The IpInitial interface should perform just what it name

suggests, ie

an initial contact point that is used just to obtain an authentication

interface. The requestAccess method should be moved to the IpAuthentication

interface. This would allow the Framework to enforce a 1 to 1 mapping

between an

authentication object and the client application.

Thoughts?

Andy.

---

You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as:

bernard.heuse@ulticom.com

To unsubscribe send a blank email to

leave-parlaymbr_framework-40806D@mail.parlay.org

Subject: RE: [parlaymbr_framework] TSAS Issue 4061

Date: Wed, 31 Jan 2001 16:41:24 +0100

From: "Thomas Svensson" <thomas.svensson@incomit.com>

To: "Andy Bennett" <andybennett@lucent.com>

CC: "Anders Lundqvist" <anders.lundqvist@incomit.com>

Hi Andy!

>

> http://cgi.omg.org/issues/tsas-ftf.html#Issue4061

>

> In the issue description the contributor mentions that one solution to the

> problem would be to have a token generated by the Framework that

> the client

> application uses when invoking requestAccess.

>

> I propose a second solution (though perhaps a token is

> appropriate for this as

> well). I believe that requestAccess shouldn't be part of the IpInitial

> interface. The IpInitial interface should perform just what it

> name suggests, ie

> an initial contact point that is used just to obtain an authentication

> interface. The requestAccess method should be moved to the

> IpAuthentication

> interface. This would allow the Framework to enforce a 1 to 1

> mapping between an

> authentication object and the client application.

>

> Thoughts?

I beleave you already know this ... but I think the intention was to

use some underlying mechanism (e.g. Corba Sequrity) in the requestAccess

*implementation* to identify the application and to check if it has been

authenticated. I agree with you that this is not a good solution since

the identification then becomes an implementation issue.

I think the proposition to move the requestAccess method to the

IpAuthentication interface is a good way to solve the problem.

Regards

/Thomas

 ________________________________________________________________________

 > thomas svensson > system engineer

 > incomit ab > p.o. box 83 > se-651 03 karlstad > sweden

 > phone +46 54 17 67 05 > fax + 46 54 17 67 99 > mobile +46 702 10 61 84

 > thomas.svensson@incomit.com > www.incomit.com

 ________________________________________________________________________

Subject: [parlaymbr_framework] TSAS Issue 4071

Date: Wed, 31 Jan 2001 14:26:16 +0000

From: Andy Bennett <andybennett@lucent.com>

Organization: Lucent Technologies

To: parlaymbr_framework@mail.parlay.org

http://cgi.omg.org/issues/tsas-ftf.html#Issue4071

There are a number of separate issues raised in 4071 :-

1 The Service Discovery interface isn't symmetrical in Parlay - in other words

the Framework cannot do service discovery on a service supplier. I'm not sure

why this functionality would be required.

2 TSAS doesn't support Service Types. This seems to be an omission on TSAS's

part - maybe someone can provide a rationale?

3 Although there is a statement that get_service_info has no close Parlay

equivalent it looks to me a lot like IpFwServiceRegistration.describeService,

but with additional filtering of results. A describeService method should

probably be added to IpServiceDiscovery.

4 The discover_services method in TSAS makes use of MatchProfiles and I think

these would be a useful addition to Parlay.

5 There is also a comment that discoverService in Parlay doesn't return a

service name attribute, which isn't the case.

Andy.

---

You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as: andybennett@lucent.com

To unsubscribe send a blank email to leave-parlaymbr_framework-39648P@mail.parlay.org

Subject: Re: [parlaymbr_framework] TSAS Issue 4071

Date: Thu, 01 Feb 2001 16:01:05 +0100

From: Linda Strick <strick@fokus.gmd.de>

To: Andy Bennett <andybennett@lucent.com>

CC: parlaymbr_framework@mail.parlay.org

Andy,

just 1 and 2 are considered.

Linda

Andy Bennett wrote:

> http://cgi.omg.org/issues/tsas-ftf.html#Issue4071

>

> There are a number of separate issues raised in 4071 :-

>

> 1 The Service Discovery interface isn't symmetrical in Parlay - in other words

> the Framework cannot do service discovery on a service supplier. I'm not sure

> why this functionality would be required.

The retailer can discover services at the service provider and "import"

the services into the retailer domain. Or vice versa (sdepending on push

or pull type).

the middle of the

world here is the retailer as a mediator of services (e-business) looking

for new services to be offered to its customers (end-users) and beeing able

to import/export services.

> 2 TSAS doesn't support Service Types. This seems to be an omission on TSAS's

> part - maybe someone can provide a rationale?

TSAS has an implicit type system using the trader type repository. TSAS

doesn't prescribe any types, it might be hard to classify service types

worldwide.

This goes together with the missing mode parameter. the type repository

already has that and you don't need to transfer them explicit.

>

>

> 3 Although there is a statement that get_service_info has no close Parlay

> equivalent it looks to me a lot like IpFwServiceRegistration.describeService,

> but with additional filtering of results. A describeService method should

> probably be added to IpServiceDiscovery.

>

> 4 The discover_services method in TSAS makes use of MatchProfiles and I think

> these would be a useful addition to Parlay.

>

> 5 There is also a comment that discoverService in Parlay doesn't return a

> service name attribute, which isn't the case.

>

> Andy.

>

> ---

> You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as: strick@fokus.gmd.de

> To unsubscribe send a blank email to leave-parlaymbr_framework-39664D@mail.parlay.org

--

GMD FOKUS

Linda Strick    Tel.:+49 30 3463 7224

Kaiserin-Augusta-Alle 31  Fax: +49 30 3463 8224

D- 10589 Berlin    e-mail: strick@fokus.gmd.de

Subject: [parlaymbr_framework] RE: TSAS Issue 4061

Date: Wed, 31 Jan 2001 16:04:59 +0100

From: "Bernard Heuse" <Bernard.Heuse@ulticom.com>

To: "Andy Bennett" <andybennett@lucent.com>,

     <parlaymbr_framework@mail.parlay.org>

 Hello,

 I support your point of view on this issue.

 Is there a list of Parlay Framework related issues,

similar to the one TSAS maintains ?

 Bernard.

-----Original Message-----

From: Andy Bennett [mailto:andybennett@lucent.com]

Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2001 3:01 PM

To: parlaymbr_framework@mail.parlay.org

Subject: [parlaymbr_framework] TSAS Issue 4061

All,

Another discussion kick-off (though I haven't seen any replies to my

previous

email about issue 4070 - does anyone have any views they'd like to share?).

http://cgi.omg.org/issues/tsas-ftf.html#Issue4061

In the issue description the contributor mentions that one solution to the

problem would be to have a token generated by the Framework that the client

application uses when invoking requestAccess.

I propose a second solution (though perhaps a token is appropriate for this

as

well). I believe that requestAccess shouldn't be part of the IpInitial

interface. The IpInitial interface should perform just what it name

suggests, ie

an initial contact point that is used just to obtain an authentication

interface. The requestAccess method should be moved to the IpAuthentication

interface. This would allow the Framework to enforce a 1 to 1 mapping

between an

authentication object and the client application.

Thoughts?

Andy.

---

You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as:

bernard.heuse@ulticom.com

To unsubscribe send a blank email to

leave-parlaymbr_framework-39648P@mail.parlay.org

---

You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as: andybennett@lucent.com

To unsubscribe send a blank email to leave-parlaymbr_framework-39648P@mail.parlay.org

Subject: [parlaymbr_framework] RE: TSAS Issue 4061

Date: Wed, 31 Jan 2001 16:16:49 +0000

From: Andy Bennett <andybennett@lucent.com>

Organization: Lucent Technologies

To: Bernard Heuse <Bernard.Heuse@ulticom.com>

CC: parlaymbr_framework@mail.parlay.org

Bernard,

We don't have one at the moment. I'm busy compiling our list and I would

encourage everyone else to do the same. If you can get them to me by the end of

tomorrow I can put them into a single list that we can take to Helsinki.

Andy.

Bernard Heuse wrote:

>

>  Hello,

>

>  I support your point of view on this issue.

>

>  Is there a list of Parlay Framework related issues,

> similar to the one TSAS maintains ?

>

>  Bernard.

>

> -----Original Message-----

> From: Andy Bennett [mailto:andybennett@lucent.com]

> Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2001 3:01 PM

> To: parlaymbr_framework@mail.parlay.org

> Subject: [parlaymbr_framework] TSAS Issue 4061

>

> All,

>

> Another discussion kick-off (though I haven't seen any replies to my

> previous

> email about issue 4070 - does anyone have any views they'd like to share?).

>

> http://cgi.omg.org/issues/tsas-ftf.html#Issue4061

>

> In the issue description the contributor mentions that one solution to the

> problem would be to have a token generated by the Framework that the client

> application uses when invoking requestAccess.

>

> I propose a second solution (though perhaps a token is appropriate for this

> as

> well). I believe that requestAccess shouldn't be part of the IpInitial

> interface. The IpInitial interface should perform just what it name

> suggests, ie

> an initial contact point that is used just to obtain an authentication

> interface. The requestAccess method should be moved to the IpAuthentication

> interface. This would allow the Framework to enforce a 1 to 1 mapping

> between an

> authentication object and the client application.

>

> Thoughts?

>

> Andy.

>

> ---

> You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as:

> bernard.heuse@ulticom.com

> To unsubscribe send a blank email to

> leave-parlaymbr_framework-39648P@mail.parlay.org

>

> ---

> You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as: andybennett@lucent.com

> To unsubscribe send a blank email to leave-parlaymbr_framework-39648P@mail.parlay.org

---

You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as: andybennett@lucent.com

To unsubscribe send a blank email to leave-parlaymbr_framework-39648P@mail.parlay.org

Subject: [parlaymbr_framework] TSAS Issue 4070

Date: Thu, 25 Jan 2001 17:19:29 +0000

From: Andy Bennett <andybennett@lucent.com>

Organization: Lucent Technologies

To: parlaymbr_framework@mail.parlay.org

All,

To kick things off ...

http://cgi.omg.org/issues/tsas-ftf.html#Issue4070

This contribution raises quite a few issues :-

1 TSAS supports list_segments and release_segment, which have no equivalent in

Parlay.

If segment can be roughly equated to interface then I think a listInterfaces

method would be a good addition to IpAccess. The release_segment equivalent

could be added to Parlay as releaseInterface and would also be a good addition I

feel. It would be an alternative to the more drastic endAccess which is

currently the only way to release interfaces.

2 TSAS Service Properties don't include a mode parameter.

The Parlay 2.1 Specification doesn't indicate how properties could be updated

after registration of a Service. This lack of completeness may be the reason for

leaving it out of TSAS?

3 No direct equivalent to list_available_Services in Parlay

This method appears to be equivalent to IpServiceDiscovery.discoverService since

the input is a list of desired properties and the output is a list of services.

It isn't clear to me why the TSAS method is part of Access and why it is there

as well as the TSAS discover_services method.

4 No equivalent of start_session and end_session in Parlay

These two are the equivalent of signServiceAgreement and

terminateServiceAgreement but without all of the "baggage" of the latter two.

The TSAS Gateway would have to decide whether a particular application should be

allowed to use start_session and end_session. These methods would potentially be

a useful addition to Parlay as part of a "Parlay Lite" simplification of the

API.

5 TSAS doesn't support accessCheck, terminateServiceAgreement, terminateAccess

I'm glad accessCheck isn't supported as I don't think Parlay should either until

the semantics are defined.

I'm puzzled by the lack of terminateServiceAgreement in TSAS, since

signServiceAgreement is supported.

The TSAS endAccess method seems equivalent to terminateAccess. In fact, I would

suggest that the Parlay IpAppAccess.terminateAccess should be renamed.

6 TSAS sign_service_agreement return parameter can have more than one interface

reference.

Looking at this from a Parlay point of view the Services defined up to now have

had a Service Manager interface which is the starting point for an application

to use a Service. This results in only one interface reference being needed (or

desired).

---

You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as: andybennett@lucent.com

To unsubscribe send a blank email to leave-parlaymbr_framework-39648P@mail.parlay.org

Subject: [parlaymbr_framework] TSAS Issue 4072

Date: Thu, 01 Feb 2001 10:05:21 +0000

From: Andy Bennett <andybennett@lucent.com>

Organization: Lucent Technologies

To: parlaymbr_framework@mail.parlay.org

http://cgi.omg.org/issues/tsas-ftf.html#Issue4072

The issue contains a number of comments but for me the significant issue that

comes from the differences in the information model.

The key difference stems from the concept in TSAS of the end user. Reading TSAS

section 4.2 (Information Model) at first the difference seems to be one of

terminology. A "subscriber" seems interchangable with "enterprise operator" or

"client application" and "end user" seems interchangable with "client

application". Groups of end users are managed in SAGs and contracts and service

profiles seem equivalent to their counterparts in Parlay.

However, TSAS introduces the Service Template and EndUserServiceProfile. The

Service Template seems to be an extension of Service Properties, though it isn't

clear to me why the information in the Template can't be part of the Service

Properties. Likewise I'm not sure why EndUserServiceProfile is required.

My confusion I think is down to the fact that I can't see what the difference is

between a TSAS "end user" and a Parlay "client application".

Andy.

---

You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as: andybennett@lucent.com

To unsubscribe send a blank email to leave-parlaymbr_framework-39648P@mail.parlay.org

Subject: Re: [parlaymbr_framework] TSAS Issue 4072

Date: Thu, 01 Feb 2001 15:32:49 +0100

From: Linda Strick <strick@fokus.gmd.de>

To: Andy Bennett <andybennett@lucent.com>

CC: parlaymbr_framework@mail.parlay.org

Andy,

currently we are working on the TSAS issues and started with the

core segment rather than with subscription. But i try to answer you atleast some

questions.

Andy Bennett wrote:

> http://cgi.omg.org/issues/tsas-ftf.html#Issue4072

>

> The issue contains a number of comments but for me the significant issue that

> comes from the differences in the information model.

>

> The key difference stems from the concept in TSAS of the end user. Reading TSAS

> section 4.2 (Information Model) at first the difference seems to be one of

> terminology. A "subscriber" seems interchangable with "enterprise operator" or

> "client application" and "end user" seems interchangable with "client

> application". Groups of end users are managed in SAGs and contracts and service

> profiles seem equivalent to their counterparts in Parlay.

To make it simpler and also for me understandable, because I'm not sure

what a client application is the following example.

GMD FOKUS is a subscriber to Deutsche Telekom, which provides

telephonie service.

Each member of GMD FOKUS (like me) are end-users. GMD FOKUS

gives different rights to different persons, e.g. scientist are allowed to

telephone worldwide, students are only allowed to call within Berlin.

So the subscriber GMD FOKUS establishes different end-user groups

(SAGs).... I, as an end-user can now change the text of my answering machine I can use

the default one. The business model in tsas (section 1.2) is different from

Parlay.

>

>

> However, TSAS introduces the Service Template and EndUserServiceProfile. The

> Service Template seems to be an extension of Service Properties, though it isn't

> clear to me why the information in the Template can't be part of the Service

> Properties. Likewise I'm not sure why EndUserServiceProfile is required.

The service template consists of 3 kinds of properties, the service template properties,

which can be used to keep information about how to access the service provider domain,

which owns/runs the service,

the service properties, used to define the service (service specific)

user application porperties, which are used to identify the environment

of the end-user (see example table 4-3 of TSAS).

All this information is necessary for starting the service in a third party

service provider domain and launching this to the end-user (domain).

The EndUserServiceProfile is required for customization needs. This was

an explicit request from the OMG RFP to be satisfied. The end-user can

set its preferences, but only in the reange which is previously defined by the

service provider itself.

>

>

> My confusion I think is down to the fact that I can't see what the difference is

> between a TSAS "end user" and a Parlay "client application".

We used the term end-user for identifying a person sitting behind a PC,

laptop etc.

In addition to that there is the general notion of user provider paradigm,

defined in TSAS Chapter (2.1) that is different from the

client/server paradigm. The user provider paradigm reflect the roles

with respect to the interfaces, e.g. using an interface or providing an interface.

In that sense the user, and NOT the end-user acn be seen as the

client application.

Linda

>

>

> Andy.

>

> ---

> You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as: strick@fokus.gmd.de

> To unsubscribe send a blank email to leave-parlaymbr_framework-39664D@mail.parlay.org

--

GMD FOKUS

Linda Strick    Tel.:+49 30 3463 7224

Kaiserin-Augusta-Alle 31  Fax: +49 30 3463 8224

D- 10589 Berlin    e-mail: strick@fokus.gmd.de

Subject: [parlaymbr_framework] TSAS and Other Issues Lists and Discussions

Date: Thu, 25 Jan 2001 12:47:19 +0000

From: Andy Bennett <andybennett@lucent.com>

Organization: Lucent Technologies

To: parlaymbr_framework@mail.parlay.org

All,

If you haven't already started looking through the TSAS Issues List mentioned by

Linda in Singapore, here's the list again :-

http://cgi.omg.org/issues/tsas-ftf.html

I would suggest that if anyone would like to get a discussion going on any of

these issues please make the subject line something like :-

TSAS Issue 4061

in order to make it easy for everyone to track the threads.

The 3GPP OSA Issues that were listed in the liaison statement and which we

briefly discussed in Singapore (ie N5-000254,256,291,292,298,299) can be found

here :-

http://www.3gpp.org/ftp/TSG_CN/WG5_osa/TSGN5_07_Sophia/Docs/

Please make the subject line something like :-

3GPP Issue N5-000254

In addition, if you have issues of your own that you would like put forward and

discussed please contact Gareth Carroll and myself and we will generate issue

numbers and send them out to the email alias - at least in the short term until

we have established how to work with 3GPP/ETSI.

Thanks,

Andy.

---

You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as: andybennett@lucent.com

To unsubscribe send a blank email to leave-parlaymbr_framework-39648P@mail.parlay.org

Subject: [parlaymbr_framework] Re: TSAS Issue 4072

Date: Thu, 01 Feb 2001 14:41:53 +0000

From: Andy Bennett <andybennett@lucent.com>

Organization: Lucent Technologies

To: Linda Strick <strick@fokus.gmd.de>

CC: parlaymbr_framework@mail.parlay.org

Linda,

Thanks for your comments - I have added some more below.

Linda Strick wrote:

>

> Andy,

>

> currently we are working on the TSAS issues and started with the

> core segment rather than with subscription. But i try to answer you atleast some

> questions.

>

> Andy Bennett wrote:

>

> > http://cgi.omg.org/issues/tsas-ftf.html#Issue4072

> >

> > The issue contains a number of comments but for me the significant issue that

> > comes from the differences in the information model.

> >

> > The key difference stems from the concept in TSAS of the end user. Reading TSAS

> > section 4.2 (Information Model) at first the difference seems to be one of

> > terminology. A "subscriber" seems interchangable with "enterprise operator" or

> > "client application" and "end user" seems interchangable with "client

> > application". Groups of end users are managed in SAGs and contracts and service

> > profiles seem equivalent to their counterparts in Parlay.

>

> To make it simpler and also for me understandable, because I'm not sure

> what a client application is the following example.

>

> GMD FOKUS is a subscriber to Deutsche Telekom, which provides

> telephonie service.

> Each member of GMD FOKUS (like me) are end-users. GMD FOKUS

> gives different rights to different persons, e.g. scientist are allowed to

> telephone worldwide, students are only allowed to call within Berlin.

> So the subscriber GMD FOKUS establishes different end-user groups

> (SAGs).... I, as an end-user can now change the text of my answering machine I can use

> the default one. The business model in tsas (section 1.2) is different from

> Parlay.

>

I can see that an end user is a person, but the way that they make use of a

telephony service is via an application - either an application serving many end

users or one application per user.

Since it is possible in Parlay to have a contract and further customise this via

profiles it seems possible to contain all of the end user information in the

Parlay information model.

> >

> >

> > However, TSAS introduces the Service Template and EndUserServiceProfile. The

> > Service Template seems to be an extension of Service Properties, though it isn't

> > clear to me why the information in the Template can't be part of the Service

> > Properties. Likewise I'm not sure why EndUserServiceProfile is required.

>

> The service template consists of 3 kinds of properties, the service template properties,

> which can be used to keep information about how to access the service provider domain,

> which owns/runs the service,

> the service properties, used to define the service (service specific)

> user application porperties, which are used to identify the environment

> of the end-user (see example table 4-3 of TSAS).

>

> All this information is necessary for starting the service in a third party

> service provider domain and launching this to the end-user (domain).

>

> The EndUserServiceProfile is required for customization needs. This was

> an explicit request from the OMG RFP to be satisfied. The end-user can

> set its preferences, but only in the reange which is previously defined by the

> service provider itself.

>

> >

> >

> > My confusion I think is down to the fact that I can't see what the difference is

> > between a TSAS "end user" and a Parlay "client application".

>

> We used the term end-user for identifying a person sitting behind a PC,

> laptop etc.

>

> In addition to that there is the general notion of user provider paradigm,

> defined in TSAS Chapter (2.1) that is different from the

> client/server paradigm. The user provider paradigm reflect the roles

> with respect to the interfaces, e.g. using an interface or providing an interface.

> In that sense the user, and NOT the end-user acn be seen as the

> client application.

>

> Linda

>

> >

> >

> > Andy.

> >

> > ---

> > You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as: strick@fokus.gmd.de

> > To unsubscribe send a blank email to leave-parlaymbr_framework-39648P@mail.parlay.org

>

> --

> GMD FOKUS

> Linda Strick    Tel.:+49 30 3463 7224

> Kaiserin-Augusta-Alle 31  Fax: +49 30 3463 8224

> D- 10589 Berlin    e-mail: strick@fokus.gmd.de

---

You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as: andybennett@lucent.com

To unsubscribe send a blank email to leave-parlaymbr_framework-39648P@mail.parlay.org

Subject: [parlaymbr_framework] Re: TSAS Issue 4061

Date: Thu, 01 Feb 2001 15:51:09 +0100

From: Linda Strick <strick@fokus.gmd.de>

To: Thomas Svensson <thomas.svensson@incomit.com>

CC: parlaymbr_framework@mail.parlay.org

Andy, Thomas,

the answer below is my personal meaning and doesn't reflect

any TSAS discussions.

Thomas Svensson wrote:

> Hi Andy!

>

> >

> > http://cgi.omg.org/issues/tsas-ftf.html#Issue4061

> >

> > In the issue description the contributor mentions that one solution to the

> > problem would be to have a token generated by the Framework that

> > the client

> > application uses when invoking requestAccess.

> >

> > I propose a second solution (though perhaps a token is

> > appropriate for this as

> > well). I believe that requestAccess shouldn't be part of the IpInitial

> > interface. The IpInitial interface should perform just what it

> > name suggests, ie

> > an initial contact point that is used just to obtain an authentication

> > interface.

until this part I can agree

> The requestAccess method should be moved to the

> > IpAuthentication

> > interface. This would allow the Framework to enforce a 1 to 1

> > mapping between an

> > authentication object and the client application.

Here I don't agree. The authentication should be kept seperatly

and just concentrate on authentication (of principals).

This has nothing to do with any access to the system and

nothing with any kind of access control or authorisation.

Rather than moving the request access to authentication interface

it should/could be moved to the access interface.

>

> >

> > Thoughts?

>

> I beleave you already know this ... but I think the intention was to

> use some underlying mechanism (e.g. Corba Sequrity) in the requestAccess

> *implementation* to identify the application and to check if it has been

> authenticated. I agree with you that this is not a good solution since

> the identification then becomes an implementation issue.

NO!!!!! This sounds like mixing up authentication, authorisation and

access control. This was not the idea.

Still, I believe we need the out param "credentials" ( authenticate operation)

which have to be added as in param for request access. Again, this is not

the check if the client is allowed to use an interface but to check authentication.

>

>

> I think the proposition to move the requestAccess method to the

> IpAuthentication interface is a good way to solve the problem.

This would mix authentication with authorisation and acces control.

The request access is the starting point for accessing the system.

Linda

>

>

> Regards

> /Thomas

>  ________________________________________________________________________

>

>  > thomas svensson > system engineer

>

>  > incomit ab > p.o. box 83 > se-651 03 karlstad > sweden

>  > phone +46 54 17 67 05 > fax + 46 54 17 67 99 > mobile +46 702 10 61 84

>  > thomas.svensson@incomit.com > www.incomit.com

>  ________________________________________________________________________

>

> ---

> You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as: strick@fokus.gmd.de

> To unsubscribe send a blank email to leave-parlaymbr_framework-39648P@mail.parlay.org

--

GMD FOKUS

Linda Strick    Tel.:+49 30 3463 7224

Kaiserin-Augusta-Alle 31  Fax: +49 30 3463 8224

D- 10589 Berlin    e-mail: strick@fokus.gmd.de

---

You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as: andybennett@lucent.com

To unsubscribe send a blank email to leave-parlaymbr_framework-39648P@mail.parlay.org

Subject: [parlaymbr_framework] Re: TSAS Issue 4061

Date: Thu, 01 Feb 2001 14:48:27 +0000

From: Andy Bennett <andybennett@lucent.com>

Organization: Lucent Technologies

To: Linda Strick <strick@fokus.gmd.de>

CC: Thomas Svensson <thomas.svensson@incomit.com>,

     parlaymbr_framework@mail.parlay.org

Comments below :-

Linda Strick wrote:

>

> Andy, Thomas,

>

> the answer below is my personal meaning and doesn't reflect

> any TSAS discussions.

>

> Thomas Svensson wrote:

>

> > Hi Andy!

> >

> > >

> > > http://cgi.omg.org/issues/tsas-ftf.html#Issue4061

> > >

> > > In the issue description the contributor mentions that one solution to the

> > > problem would be to have a token generated by the Framework that

> > > the client

> > > application uses when invoking requestAccess.

> > >

> > > I propose a second solution (though perhaps a token is

> > > appropriate for this as

> > > well). I believe that requestAccess shouldn't be part of the IpInitial

> > > interface. The IpInitial interface should perform just what it

> > > name suggests, ie

> > > an initial contact point that is used just to obtain an authentication

> > > interface.

>

> until this part I can agree

>

> > The requestAccess method should be moved to the

> > > IpAuthentication

> > > interface. This would allow the Framework to enforce a 1 to 1

> > > mapping between an

> > > authentication object and the client application.

>

> Here I don't agree. The authentication should be kept seperatly

> and just concentrate on authentication (of principals).

> This has nothing to do with any access to the system and

> nothing with any kind of access control or authorisation.

> Rather than moving the request access to authentication interface

> it should/could be moved to the access interface.

>

The problem with the proposal to move requestAccess to IpAccess is that

requestAccess is the method which is supposed to return a reference to an

IpAccess interface - as long as the client application is authenticated. The

requestAccess method doesn't actually provide the means to access the system.

> >

> > >

> > > Thoughts?

> >

> > I beleave you already know this ... but I think the intention was to

> > use some underlying mechanism (e.g. Corba Sequrity) in the requestAccess

> > *implementation* to identify the application and to check if it has been

> > authenticated. I agree with you that this is not a good solution since

> > the identification then becomes an implementation issue.

>

> NO!!!!! This sounds like mixing up authentication, authorisation and

> access control. This was not the idea.

>

> Still, I believe we need the out param "credentials" ( authenticate operation)

> which have to be added as in param for request access. Again, this is not

> the check if the client is allowed to use an interface but to check authentication.

>

> >

> >

> > I think the proposition to move the requestAccess method to the

> > IpAuthentication interface is a good way to solve the problem.

>

> This would mix authentication with authorisation and acces control.

> The request access is the starting point for accessing the system.

>

> Linda

>

> >

> >

> > Regards

> > /Thomas

> >  ________________________________________________________________________

> >

> >  > thomas svensson > system engineer

> >

> >  > incomit ab > p.o. box 83 > se-651 03 karlstad > sweden

> >  > phone +46 54 17 67 05 > fax + 46 54 17 67 99 > mobile +46 702 10 61 84

> >  > thomas.svensson@incomit.com > www.incomit.com

> >  ________________________________________________________________________

> >

> > ---

> > You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as: strick@fokus.gmd.de

> > To unsubscribe send a blank email to leave-parlaymbr_framework-39648P@mail.parlay.org

>

> --

> GMD FOKUS

> Linda Strick    Tel.:+49 30 3463 7224

> Kaiserin-Augusta-Alle 31  Fax: +49 30 3463 8224

> D- 10589 Berlin    e-mail: strick@fokus.gmd.de

>

> ---

> You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as: andybennett@lucent.com

> To unsubscribe send a blank email to leave-parlaymbr_framework-39648P@mail.parlay.org

---

You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as: andybennett@lucent.com

To unsubscribe send a blank email to leave-parlaymbr_framework-39648P@mail.parlay.org

Subject: [parlaymbr_framework] Re: TSAS Issue 4061

Date: Thu, 1 Feb 2001 11:39:55 -0600

From: "Julian Richards" <richards@ulticomdal.com>

To: "Andy Bennett" <andybennett@lucent.com>,

     "Linda Strick" <strick@fokus.gmd.de>

CC: "Thomas Svensson" <thomas.svensson@incomit.com>,

     <parlaymbr_framework@mail.parlay.org>

Hi All:

Here's my 2 cents...

Concerning solution#1, the option of passing cookies....

The opinion of the original Parlay T&SM author - as I recall - was that this

issue must be solved by the underlying distribution technology (e.g. DCOM,

CORBA) and not at the "application" level.  The argument goes as follows.

Once the client invokes IpInitial.initiateAuthentication, ALL subsequent

interaction between client and Framework is "guaranteed" by the distribution

technology (e.g. CORBA Security) to be protected from spoofing.  So, for

example, even if another "rogue" client obtained/guessed the identity of any

Interface instance subsequently assigned to a legitimate client (e.g.

IpFaultManager) , the rogue client's attempts to use the interface would be

blocked by the distribution technology.  This is also a reason why methods

do not include the identity of the invoking client - it is redundant

information and in any case would be too easy to guess and therefore spoof.

Having said all that....(!), if say CORBA cannot currently provide this

level of security, then I agree we need an implementation workaround in the

short-term: e.g. perhaps along the lines suggested by the issue author.

Concerning solution#2, the issue of where requestAccess belongs, i.e. on

IpInitial or IpAuthentication....

The main reason why it's on IpInitial is because use of IpAuthentication is

optional!  Recall that when a client invokes "IpInitial.

initiateAuthentication", it specifies (in the authType IN parameter) the

type of authentication mechanism it desires.  While the default is Parlay

authentication [using Ip(App)Authentication], other technology-specific

options are possible: e.g. CORBA Security.

Cheers

Julian

----- Original Message -----

From: "Andy Bennett" <andybennett@lucent.com>

To: "Linda Strick" <strick@fokus.gmd.de>

Cc: "Thomas Svensson" <thomas.svensson@incomit.com>;

<parlaymbr_framework@mail.parlay.org>

Sent: Thursday, February 01, 2001 8:48 AM

Subject: [parlaymbr_framework] Re: TSAS Issue 4061

> Comments below :-

>

> Linda Strick wrote:

> >

> > Andy, Thomas,

> >

> > the answer below is my personal meaning and doesn't reflect

> > any TSAS discussions.

> >

> > Thomas Svensson wrote:

> >

> > > Hi Andy!

> > >

> > > >

> > > > http://cgi.omg.org/issues/tsas-ftf.html#Issue4061

> > > >

> > > > In the issue description the contributor mentions that one solution

to the

> > > > problem would be to have a token generated by the Framework that

> > > > the client

> > > > application uses when invoking requestAccess.

> > > >

> > > > I propose a second solution (though perhaps a token is

> > > > appropriate for this as

> > > > well). I believe that requestAccess shouldn't be part of the

IpInitial

> > > > interface. The IpInitial interface should perform just what it

> > > > name suggests, ie

> > > > an initial contact point that is used just to obtain an

authentication

> > > > interface.

> >

> > until this part I can agree

> >

> > > The requestAccess method should be moved to the

> > > > IpAuthentication

> > > > interface. This would allow the Framework to enforce a 1 to 1

> > > > mapping between an

> > > > authentication object and the client application.

> >

> > Here I don't agree. The authentication should be kept seperatly

> > and just concentrate on authentication (of principals).

> > This has nothing to do with any access to the system and

> > nothing with any kind of access control or authorisation.

> > Rather than moving the request access to authentication interface

> > it should/could be moved to the access interface.

> >

>

> The problem with the proposal to move requestAccess to IpAccess is that

> requestAccess is the method which is supposed to return a reference to an

> IpAccess interface - as long as the client application is authenticated.

The

> requestAccess method doesn't actually provide the means to access the

system.

>

> > >

> > > >

> > > > Thoughts?

> > >

> > > I beleave you already know this ... but I think the intention was to

> > > use some underlying mechanism (e.g. Corba Sequrity) in the

requestAccess

> > > *implementation* to identify the application and to check if it has

been

> > > authenticated. I agree with you that this is not a good solution since

> > > the identification then becomes an implementation issue.

> >

> > NO!!!!! This sounds like mixing up authentication, authorisation and

> > access control. This was not the idea.

> >

> > Still, I believe we need the out param "credentials" ( authenticate

operation)

> > which have to be added as in param for request access. Again, this is

not

> > the check if the client is allowed to use an interface but to check

authentication.

> >

> > >

> > >

> > > I think the proposition to move the requestAccess method to the

> > > IpAuthentication interface is a good way to solve the problem.

> >

> > This would mix authentication with authorisation and acces control.

> > The request access is the starting point for accessing the system.

> >

> > Linda

> >

> > >

> > >

> > > Regards

> > > /Thomas

> > >

________________________________________________________________________

> > >

> > >  > thomas svensson > system engineer

> > >

> > >  > incomit ab > p.o. box 83 > se-651 03 karlstad > sweden

> > >  > phone +46 54 17 67 05 > fax + 46 54 17 67 99 > mobile +46 702 10 61

84

> > >  > thomas.svensson@incomit.com > www.incomit.com

> > >

________________________________________________________________________

> > >

> > > ---

> > > You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as:

strick@fokus.gmd.de

> > > To unsubscribe send a blank email to

leave-parlaymbr_framework-39648P@mail.parlay.org

> >

> > --

> > GMD FOKUS

> > Linda Strick    Tel.:+49 30 3463 7224

> > Kaiserin-Augusta-Alle 31  Fax: +49 30 3463 8224

> > D- 10589 Berlin    e-mail: strick@fokus.gmd.de

> >

> > ---

> > You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as:

andybennett@lucent.com

> > To unsubscribe send a blank email to

leave-parlaymbr_framework-39648P@mail.parlay.org

>

> ---

> You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as:

richards@ulticomdal.com

> To unsubscribe send a blank email to

leave-parlaymbr_framework-39648P@mail.parlay.org

---

You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as: andybennett@lucent.com

To unsubscribe send a blank email to leave-parlaymbr_framework-39648P@mail.parlay.org

Subject: Parlay Framework Issue : Client / Service Conenction Lifecycle

Date: Thu, 1 Feb 2001 11:38:35 +0100

From: "Bernard Heuse" <Bernard.Heuse@Ulticom.com>

To: "Andy Bennett" <andybennett@lucent.com>, <garethcarroll@lucent.com>

CC: "Julian Richards" <richards@ulticomdal.com>

 Hello Andy, Gareth,

 I think it would be useful to clarify in the Parlay Framework

specification, the lifecycle of the connection between a client

and a service, and how these are notified of access termination.

 The connection becomes valid, when a client signs a service

agreement, and the service delivers a reference of the service

manager.

 When the connection becomes invalid, how are the client, service

and framework notified ? At the moment, the only call available,

as I've understood, is that the framework can notify the client

that its connection with a service is terminated. But how is the

service notified that its connection with a client is terminated ?

And how can a service or a client terminate its connection with

a client or service ?

 It this an issue, or just my misunderstanding ?

 Bernard.

Subject: Re: Parlay Framework Issue : Client / Service Conenction Lifecycle

Date: Thu, 1 Feb 2001 11:00:06 -0600

From: "Julian Richards" <richards@ulticomdal.com>

To: "Bernard Heuse" <Bernard.Heuse@Ulticom.com>,

     "Andy Bennett" <andybennett@lucent.com>

CC: "Carroll, Gareth" <garethcarroll@lucent.com>

Hi Guys:

A quick observation....

I recall some discussion of this issue in the "waning" days of the 2.1

definition.  One proposal was to add a method such as

"IpSvcFactory.releaseServiceManager{application : in TpDomainID ,

serviceManager : in IpServiceRef"}, which would permit the Framework to

notify a Service when it (or an enterprise entity) terminates use of the

Service.

This has a nice symmetry with the existing "getServiceManager" method.  It

is also selective.  Consider the case where a single application has

multiple concurrent agreements with the same service and decides to

terminate one of them: the release method can be used to selectively

terminate one access to the service without terminating all of its accesses.

Use of Ip(Fw/Svc)FaultManager methods is too heavy-handed IMHO and in any

case these interfaces are optional - these interfaces do not get setup

unless the Service explicitly requests them from the Framework (i.e. via

obtainInterfaceWithCallback{}).

Cheers

Julian

----- Original Message -----

From: "Andy Bennett" <andybennett@lucent.com>

To: "Bernard Heuse" <Bernard.Heuse@Ulticom.com>

Cc: <garethcarroll@lucent.com>; "Julian Richards" <richards@ulticomdal.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 01, 2001 9:56 AM

Subject: Re: Parlay Framework Issue : Client / Service Conenction Lifecycle

> Bernard,

>

> See comments below.

>

> Bernard Heuse wrote:

> >

> >  Hello Andy, Gareth,

> >

> >  I think it would be useful to clarify in the Parlay Framework

> > specification, the lifecycle of the connection between a client

> > and a service, and how these are notified of access termination.

> >

> >  The connection becomes valid, when a client signs a service

> > agreement, and the service delivers a reference of the service

> > manager.

> >

>

> >  When the connection becomes invalid, how are the client, service

> > and framework notified ? At the moment, the only call available,

> > as I've understood, is that the framework can notify the client

> > that its connection with a service is terminated. But how is the

> > service notified that its connection with a client is terminated ?

> > And how can a service or a client terminate its connection with

> > a client or service ?

> >

>

> The client can terminate its connection with the service by invoking

> terminateServiceAgreement() on the Framework. The Framework would then

have to

> inform the Service Manager.

>

> That seems a bit too final for all cases though. It should be possible for

the

> client to cease use of a service manager instance but then gain access to

it

> again at a later time (as long as it is within the contract).

>

> The IpFwFaultManager and IpSvcFaultManager have some methods that allow

the

> Framework and Service to communicate (svcRemovalInd and appRemovalInd).

But

> these seem insufficient.

>

> >  It this an issue, or just my misunderstanding ?

> >

> >  Bernard.

Subject: [parlaymbr_framework] Re: TSAS Issue 4071

Date: Thu, 01 Feb 2001 16:07:08 +0000

From: Andy Bennett <andybennett@lucent.com>

Organization: Lucent Technologies

To: Linda Strick <strick@fokus.gmd.de>

CC: parlaymbr_framework@mail.parlay.org

Linda Strick wrote:

>

> Andy,

>

> just 1 and 2 are considered.

>

> Linda

>

> Andy Bennett wrote:

>

> > http://cgi.omg.org/issues/tsas-ftf.html#Issue4071

> >

> > There are a number of separate issues raised in 4071 :-

> >

> > 1 The Service Discovery interface isn't symmetrical in Parlay - in other words

> > the Framework cannot do service discovery on a service supplier. I'm not sure

> > why this functionality would be required.

>

> The retailer can discover services at the service provider and "import"

> the services into the retailer domain. Or vice versa (sdepending on push

> or pull type).

> the middle of the

> world here is the retailer as a mediator of services (e-business) looking

> for new services to be offered to its customers (end-users) and beeing able

> to import/export services.

>

I guess this isn't a fundamental difference between the two specifications but

two different ways of looking at the same thing. For example there's no reason

why a Parlay Framework shouldn't be implemented such that it invokes

discoverService on other Parlay Frameworks when a client application invokes

discoverService on it.

> > 2 TSAS doesn't support Service Types. This seems to be an omission on TSAS's

> > part - maybe someone can provide a rationale?

>

> TSAS has an implicit type system using the trader type repository. TSAS

> doesn't prescribe any types, it might be hard to classify service types

> worldwide.

> This goes together with the missing mode parameter. the type repository

> already has that and you don't need to transfer them explicit.

>

Actually I just noticed reference to service types in TSAS in the service

template which seem to be similar to Parlay's concept.

> >

> >

> > 3 Although there is a statement that get_service_info has no close Parlay

> > equivalent it looks to me a lot like IpFwServiceRegistration.describeService,

> > but with additional filtering of results. A describeService method should

> > probably be added to IpServiceDiscovery.

> >

> > 4 The discover_services method in TSAS makes use of MatchProfiles and I think

> > these would be a useful addition to Parlay.

> >

> > 5 There is also a comment that discoverService in Parlay doesn't return a

> > service name attribute, which isn't the case.

> >

> > Andy.

> >

> > ---

> > You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as: strick@fokus.gmd.de

> > To unsubscribe send a blank email to leave-parlaymbr_framework-39648P@mail.parlay.org

>

> --

> GMD FOKUS

> Linda Strick    Tel.:+49 30 3463 7224

> Kaiserin-Augusta-Alle 31  Fax: +49 30 3463 8224

> D- 10589 Berlin    e-mail: strick@fokus.gmd.de

---

You are currently subscribed to parlaymbr_framework as: andybennett@lucent.com

To unsubscribe send a blank email to leave-parlaymbr_framework-39648P@mail.parlay.org



















