
NFPSLASOC Workshop - Dublin, 12 November 2008 1

Flexible Service Offering 
with Semantic Policies

Marco Comerio 1, Flavio De Paoli 1, Matteo Palmonari 1, Ioan Toma 2

1 ITIS lab - Innovative Technologies for Information & Services Laboratory

Universit y of Milano -Bicocca

{comerio,depaoli,palmonari}@disco.unimib.it

2 STI Innsbruck ïUniversity of Innsbruck
ioan.toma@sti2.at



Contents

× Motivations & Objectives

× Representation of NFPs

× Representation of NFP clusters

× Conclusions and Future Works



Contents

× Motivations & Objectives

× Representation of NFPs

× Representation of NFP clusters

× Conclusions and Future Works



Scenario

FP Constraint

    Req. FP = A

NFP Constraints

    Req. NFP1 = X 

    Req. NFP2 = Y

    Req. NFP3 = Z       

P2-S1

FP offers

    FP = A

    FP = C

NFP offers

    NFP1 = X 

    NFP2 = K     

P2-S2

FP offer

    FP = C

NFP offers

    NFP1 = X 

    NFP2 = K 

    NFP3 = Z    

P1-S1

FP offer

    FP = B

NFP offers

    NFP1 = X 

    NFP2 = Y 

    NFP3 = Z    

P1-S2

FP offer

    FP = A

NFP offers

    NFP1 = X 

    NFP2 = Y   

P1-S3

FP offers

    FP1 = A

    FP2 = B

NFP offers

    NFP1 = X 

    NFP2 = Y 

    NFP3 = Z    

USER

PROVIDER 1

PROVIDER 2

Sorted List



Motivations

× Providers and clients use different perspectives: 

V providers need to define and publish descriptions of 

NFPs associated with candidate services; 

V clients need to specify the criteria for service selection.

× Support for mediation is needed.
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Motivations

× The definition of a shared model of all the possible 

NFPs is unfeasible. 
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Ontology A Ontology B

× Providers and clients should be made able to  describe 

NFPs by adopting existing ontologies or even defining 

a set of new ones.

Shared model



NFP Description Approaches

× Non -semantic Approaches :

V low precision due to only syntactic descriptions.

V a shared model is needed (e.g., WS -Policy 

assertions).

× Semantic Approaches : 

V current standards (WSMO, OWL -S) cover only 

marginally the specification of NFPs.

ïSome proposals [Toma et al. 2007] [Kritikos et al. 
2006] [Giallonardo et al. 2007] to fill the gap by 
complementing these standards with models for NFP 
descriptions. 



The Web Service Modeling Ontology 
(WSMO) v.1.2

× Points of Strength: 

V WSMO explicitly takes into account provider and client 

perspectives.

V Availability of tools providing support for: editing of 

WSML-based Web service descriptions, interface with 

reasoners, execution of Web services, etc.

× Weakness:

V NFPs are specified by means of attribute -value clauses.

ïAttributes are usually labels that are defined by textual 
descriptions in natural language; 

ï Interdependencies among quality dimensions cannot be 
expressed;

ïProperties cannot be easily clustered to form a joint offer.


