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Decision/action requested

Consider this material during discussion on SOA and related Web Services Solution Set
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3
Rationale

Based on the email discussion on SOA supporting Solution Set that has been initiated ‎[2] this contribution gives a recommendation for the SOA supporting Solution Set choice with reasoning included in the details.
4
Details

Answers to questions raised in the email discussion (S5eOAM0200):

· Question 1:  WSDL

· What are mandatory requirements for the IRP SS that can be fulfilled only by WSDL 2.0 and not WSDL 1.1?
( No mandatory requirements for WSDL 2.0 where pointed out in the discussion

· Do potential benefits of WSDL 2.0 justify interoperability and backward compatibility issues with WSDL 1.1? 

· Priority of benefits base on IRP relevance, e.g. improvements of structure, message exchange patterns, interfaces, bindings, annotations/semantics   
( WSDL 2.0 incorporates some of the above mentioned benefits, however relevance seems to be low with respect to what needs to be accomplished and can be offered by WSDL 1.1. Further those benefits would be diminished due to lack of tools and existing deployments in the industry

· WS-I compliancy considerations, impact on legacy enterprise systems integration, tool sets and testing
( WSDL 2.0 is not considered in any of the WS-I Basic Profile specifications and lack of tools and non-compatibility with WSDL 1.1 would lead to high risk of interoperability issues. Following the finalized WS-I Basic Profile 1.1 would reduce this risk. As soon as WSDL 2.0 has been included into a WS-I profile, SA5 should discuss potential adoption.

· Question 2: SOAP

· Are there mandatory requirements for IRP SS that can be fulfilled only by SOAP 1.2 and not SOAP 1.1?
( No mandatory requirements for SOAP 1.2 where pointed out in the discussion

· Should the IRP SS follow WS-I Basic Profile 2.0 to leverage improvements of SOAP 1.2 [5] ?

· Interoperability issues with SOAP 1.2 – SOAP 1.1 probably less critical. 

· WS-I Basic Profile 2.0 [3] is working draft for board approval, but rather stable. Should it be followed?

( As no mandatory requirements for SOAP 1.2 have been pointed out in the discussion and WS-I Basic Profile 2.0 is not finalized it is recommended to use SOAP 1.1


· Question 3: Security

· Should the IRP SS follow WS-I Security Profile [4] for security considerations?

· Question 4: Policies

· Should the IRP SS support policy integration, i.e. integration with WS-Policy Framework [6]?
( With relation to Question 3 and 4 no specific requirements for support of above mentioned frameworks have been raised in the discussion. A SOAP solution set would however enable better integration and support for massage based security and policies at a later point in time.

Considerations on REST

A benefit of using REST is the simplicity of architectural style. However REST is not a “de jure” standard and was designed for a specific purpose. Some of the design principals include 

· Point-to-point communication

· Does not work well with intermediaries

· Resource centric

· Originally designed to request resource representations like HTML documents identified via URL. 
In case of more complex operations, that include multiple parameters, message or RPC style of communication is more suitable

· Parameters of the operation are URL encoded

· To be interoperable a URL pattern needs to be specified

· All data types are string encoded and can not be validated against a schema

· Incorporates HTTP operations

· This may or may not be a limitation depending on the use case

Further REST does not well integrate in a model driven development environment.
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Recommendation

SA5 is requested to approve WSDL 1.1 and SOAP 1.1 following WS-I Basic Profile 1.1 as the SOA supporting Web Services based Solution Set.

