MINUTES 28th Feb 
(AFTER LUNCH 2-3:30 P.M)
Scribe: Mala Mehrotra

Paula: Paula’s work on list of requirements – Her work on consolidation of requirements 
was presented.
On the wiki list all requirements  & duplicate elimination exists

Paula lists all the rqmts. etc. on the Wiki that she put up with the classifications.

Sandro: Hadn’t seen the page – needs time with it
Csma: Should start from a blank Design Goals and Rqmts page and add to it. Easier for 
people to compare and add rather than other way.

Chris: approves
Paul: Makes sense for us to start from the list of languages that are source and targets – 
gives a context or framework that concerns us.

Sandro: Process is not clear for doing this. Cannot completely interchange ever – some 

intersection will be there in RIF which we will have to accept
Chris: A list of rule languages on wiki is there
Csma: Choose a pair of real-world rule language that can interchange through RIF. Has 

to be an implemented language
Frank: For web services page we had a methodology


Use the methodology – identify critical success criteria for goals

Allen: Target set of languages in RIF – any well-formed rules in the language should 
have an equivalent representation in RIF – should be the starting point.

Chris: Wiki page lists 20 systems 8 of which are commercial.

Paul: Don’t list RL – prioritize the rqmts. Particular class to class


From one PR to another. Straightforward case.

Allen: Target language to RIF and from RIF to target 

Frank: Precision of semantics – should be extremely clear what has been translated

Sandro: Formal semantics – it must be clear what ground facts are entailed by the 
translation

Paul: Performance of exchange – real-time requirements

Csma: Cannot put requirement on the network

Paul: Design of RIF is simple enough to support high-speed processing – pragmatic 
requirement

CSMA: form of consistency- syntactically and semantic validity

Paula: support for different kinds of rules

Mala: Support for meta-data that could facilitate interchange

Deepa: Tagging the family of rule languages

Gary: Support for XML facts typed by an XML Schema – XML document or notes is a 
collection of facts – 

Paul: Content of document – as a business object model. Customer info maintained in an 
XML document becomes a collection of facts. 
Peter: raises objection; Data vs facts as XML documents

Allen: Codification of the procedural requirements should be in the RIF. Facts about this. 

Paul: Tag the rule-set 

Allen: Tagging for humans – 

Paul: Container for the rules
CSMA: Rule-set should be the base unit for RIF

Hassan: Encode rules or rule-sets?

Chris: What’s an example?

Allen: PR – one is more specialized. Rule prioritization

Hassan: Two closed systems Priorities, disambiguation of rules

Paul: Rtee vs procedural execution, exclusive rules. Sequential

Francois: conflict resolution packages can be specified. One is machine-processable. 
Forward backward chaining, name the specificity of the procedural semantics – 
design a way of implementing it – last one is design of programming language – out of scope.

Jos de Roo: Predicates should adhere to No unique names assumption. Open world assumption
Allen: Two rule sets can be merged into the target ruleset.
Frank: Maintenance of provenance of the rule

Ability to work with multiple rulesets with distinct owners – scoping of rules?


Separately maintaining traceabilty of the rulesets

Andreas: provenance wrt rule-sets


Referencing the provenance while execution

Chris: Container – circumscribing a set of rules. 

Frank: Not provenance. Scope is needed. 

Mala: Context

Frank: identified set


Relationship between sets

Chris: Needs to be clarified further

Allen: Translation should be Sound and complete. 

CSma: One pair of language?

Allen: Only input into the RIF semantics should be same

Csma; Equivalent rule from and to translation process.


Ruleset-A -> RIF -> Ruleset B

Hassan: Same as semantics of the rules should be maintained.

Frank: Soundness preserving and completeness preserving.

Csma: Language is sound – 

Peter and Sandro: Soundness is not a property of languages

Harold: Interoperation??

Hassan: Agrees with soundness not comp.

Harold: Explains it. Change source to target

Christina: Language which allows an existential in the head of rules.

Donald: Adopting a back-based editor to build the rules according to rule structures.

Chris: XMLSchema?

Donald: We build rules on top of a fact base – and interchange upon a fact model. 

Harold: External data base?

Donald: Concepts and facts in RIF? If they are part of RIF ok. If they are not

Frank: Can’t stop it

Paula: Priorities and preferences

Chris: Duplication

Igor: Is this the fourth page on requirements list? What’s the point?

CSMA: This is an opportunity to discuss them alive

Chris: Important ones surface up.

Harold: RIF should allow both ends of dimensions: Don’t know vs. don’t care  - non-
determined. Discard can go on during execution. Production rules should have 
these semantic attributes.

Sandro: When you translate a rule set in and back out of RIF – if the systems support 
similar semantics then you will get them – square in a round holes. 

Sandro: Can have same syntax for production rule - ? 

Alex: Define a core and have a set of features that rules set can support. What is the 
semantic of the interoperation makes most sense.  

Csma: You should know what your translator does. 

Jos de Bruin: Features compatibiloity

Allen: garbage in garbage out

Csma: graceful failure? If RIF translator is not compliant then it shouldn’t just fail. 
Describe behavior.

Chris: RIF should represent the mapping accurately.
Frank: Inverse rule translations – get back same ruleset. Round-trip preserving.

Michael: It is your job.

Allen: Agrees.

Micheal: Make sense of this list of reqmt.

Gary: Procedural attachments can be defined using arithmetic such as, older than for eg. 
Should be able to translated in RIF

Chrtis: A programming language for RIF.

Gary: A language where functions can be expressed. Esp. Boolean operators. Use the 
function in the rule – and the translation could move this along during the

translations.

Chris: Want functions.

Donald: Logic should be there

Chris, Gary : Naming a rule.

Harold: Can ask the age of the first born; Is greater than some other function.

Paul: Business logic cannot be expressed as a rule. Support rules. Condition and action 
rules. Rule with no head. 

Harold: Business meaning is preserved in the interchange. 

Peter: Telepathy

Chris: If the fact base on which you are building the rules – the semantics should be 
preserved. No comments are needed.

Allen: RIF has to input statements in OWL and RIF can maintain it as OWL. OWL 
syntax has to be a subset of RIF.

Frank: Preserve procedural attachments.

Deepa: preserve meta-data in procedural attachments
Michae;l: What are we going to do with this now.

Donald: Two deontic operators

Csma: RIF must be extensible

Donald: Metadata – Real things like a table or column distinction – from processing the 
data. 

CSMA: Rules for machine consumption.

Sandro: Requirements are being imposed on the format of RIF and for the processor for 
RIF.
Harold: This distinction should be at the top level of the taxonomy.

THE END!!!

