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Unified Properties in a Nutshell
● The goal of the revision -05:

○ To address the remaining issues discussed during IETF 102
○ Make the document complete
○ Clarify the terminologies and definitions
○ To address the problems reported by WG in the mailing list

● Two technical issues are reported in -04:
○ Issue 1: Address block filtering cannot be handled correctly based on the previous protocol 

specification
○ Issue 2: The interpretation of resource dependencies in "uses" are not clear for the client

● Section is missing in previous revisions:
○ The format and process of the ALTO Entity Property Type Registry is not specified
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Overview of Updates
● Updates from -04 to -05:

○ Wording and terms updates:
■ "entity-domain-types" -> "entity-domains", 
■ "prop-types" -> "properties"
■ Make definitions of terms more convincing

○ Changed the response semantics of Filtered Property Map to address the remaining issue 1
○ Changed the definition of "Property Name" and the specification of "Uses" attribute of Property 

Map to address the remaining issue 2
○ Added a specification in the "Section 9.3 ALTO Entity Property Type Registry" 

○ as a starting point (To be discussed in WG)
○ Added a new column "Mapping to ALTO Address Type" in ALTO Entity Domain Registry 

○ to indicate the correlation explicitly
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Update: Attributes Names
● Rename attributes in "capabilities":

○ "entity-domain-types" -> "entity-domains"
○ "prop-types" -> "properties"

● Reason: Both "entity-domains" and "properties" already imply the meaning of 
"types". So we remove the redundancy to make the format simple.

● Changes applied to Capabilities of both property map and filtered property 
map. (Sec 4.4 and Sec 5.4)
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Update: Address Block Filtering
Basic principle: The client SHOULD be able to get or derive correct properties for 
each address in the requested address block.

Goal: The filtered property map response MUST include all inherited property 
values for the requested entities and all the entities which are able to inherit
property values from them. (Only the requested entities should be included in the 
previous revision.)

Solution: Three rules to enforce this goal. (Already discussed at IETF 102)

Updated Sections: Sec 4.6, Sec 5.6 and Sec 6.3
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Update: Dependent Resources Interpretation
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● Basic principle: The client SHOULD be able to interpret the property map 
correctly.

○ Means interpreting both entities and the properties of entities correctly.
○ To guarantee this, the server SHOULD provide a pointer to the necessary (required) 

dependent resources in the corresponding property map.
● Example:

"uses": ["default-network-map"],
"capabilities": {

"entity-domains": ["ipv4", "ipv6"],
"properties": ["pid"]

}

● If no "uses" specified, the client cannot understand and 
use the "pid" property values.

● But how does the client know a provided dependent 
resource will be in the "application/alto-networkmap+json" 
type?

● There is no specification making the client and the server 
agree on this.



Update: Dependent Resources Interpretation
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● Key observation: The types of dependent resources should be already 
implied by the semantics of the entities and its properties.

● Example:
○ Agreement between the server and the client: If a property map provides the "pid" property of 

the "ipv4" or "ipv6" entities, a dependent resource in "application/alto-networkmap+json" type 
MUST be provided for it. Otherwise, this property map is invalid.

"uses": ["default-network-map"],
"capabilities": {

"entity-domains": ["ipv4", "ipv6"],
"properties": ["pid"]

}

● How to specify such agreements?
Domain-independent design is not helpful. Change to domain-specific design.



Update: ALTO Entity Property Type Registry
We initialize the process of the ALTO Entity Property Type Registry to provide the 
following guarantees:

● Consistency: If an entity domain maps to an endpoint address type, all of 
their properties should have consistent semantics.

● Domain-specific: An entity property MUST be registered for some entity 
domains explicitly.

● Dependencies: An entity property MAY depend on a sequence of resources. 
The registry MUST specify how the client uses them in order.
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Identifier Property
Name

Applied Entity
Domain

Intended
Semantics

Dependencies
and Interpretation

Mapping to Endpoint
Property Type

ipv4:pid pid ipv4 See Sec
3.1

application/alto-
networkmap+json,

See Sec 3.1

Yes



Update: ALTO Entity Domain Registry
Kai's comment: only using the same identifier in Entity Domain Registry and 
Endpoint Address Type Registry cannot enforce the claimed consistency.

Introduce a new column to enforce the consistent semantics explicitly.
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Next Steps
● Waiting for feedbacks and reviews from WG
● Finish all the proposed updates
● Request WGLC
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Backup Slides
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Update: Terms
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Revision of the terms based on Richard's and Kai's comments

Skip this slide to 
save time?



Update: Dependent Resources Interpretation
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Domain-independent design is not helpful. Change to domain-specific design.



Update: ALTO Entity Property Type Registry
The initial write-up of the ALTO Entity Property Type Registry. 
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Hard so see. Skip this slide and 
expand the former with

examples instead


