MS 1.09 Conformance Clause (Option 1: “all or nothing”)

Conformance Clause

In order to entirely conform to the MS specification 1.09, an MSH instance must satisfy the following conditions:

· Condition 1: Implement all the normative material in a strongly conforming way, in the sense given in the Definitions section.

An MSH instance that does not satisfy the above condition cannot be said conformant to the ebXML MS specification 1.09.

Interoperability caveat: this conformance level does not guarantee interoperability, which would require the following additional conditions:

· (Critical): The transport protocols must be same or compatible in communicating MSHs (an alternative in Section 1.1.1). When claiming conformance, an implementation must also mention the protocol used, e.g. “conforming over HTTP”.

· (Critical for secure interoperability): Using the recommended (and mandatory for conformance) security signature method (ds:SignatureMethod) will guarantee secure exchanges between MSHs at this conformance level (an alternative in Section 4.1). If an additional signature method is used, it must also be supported by the other party.

· (Critical to reliable interoperability): reliability method must be identical, or at least compatible in communicating MSHs (an alternative in Section 7.2)

· [Others?]

Rationale

· Pros: a very strong clause covering all specified messaging functions, and guaranteeing the same playing field for all deployed MSHs. With a single level of conformance, we will not have the problems and ambiguities about the ability to fulfill the contract MSH-MSH, when communicating MSHs conform at different levels. No matter which party you interact with, you know what to expect from its MSH. As the MSH is to become a commodity component, portable and interchangeable, part of an infrastructure, it makes sense to require as much uniformity as possible in its capability.

· Cons: a high entry barrier (for implementors and users), that some users may feel unnecessary when deploying internally and progressively in "trial" phases, and want to test intermediate conformance steps (and use reference test suites for this level) where several advanced features may not be required. Such a strong level requirement may delay deployment. Also, even so there is a single level of required functionality, this may not in fact help interoperability as there are several features with alternative modes of operation (security, transport, reliability method…). With this conformance option, interoperability between conformant MSHs is in fact more under CPA control, as MSH configuration is more complex.

