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Introduction

In 2007, the WS-I board asked the Basic Profile WG and Reliable Secure Profile WG to develop a new test methodology that provided a XML based, programming language-independent, way of testing Web service instances for conformance with the profile. This was a new approach and paradigm shift from previous testing.

Previously, a sample application and associated test tools (written in C# or Java) allowed testing conformance of Web service instances with the WS-I profiles. The test tools were written using specific programming languages (C# or Java and hence was not geared for general purpose use in XML based environments).

The new test methodology [Test Methodology] uses a set of interoperation test scenarios that exercise the various requirements in the profile. The message exchanges from the test scenarios are captured using an interceptor method (or tool). The captured messages are later analyzed by a XSLT-based test analyzer. The test analyzer uses a set of test assertions written in XPath 2.0 to analyze the message captures against the various profile requirements and produces a test report in XML. The output is then converted to HTML. The report provides an indication of conformance of a Web service instance to the profile.

Herein, this Test Plan supports profile testing efforts or events as defined by that Test Methodology description for Basic Profile 1.2 and 2.0 (hereafter, Basic Profile). The test plan outlines key aspects of initiating and execution a test event for Basic Profile. This Test Plan is an outline for a test plan targeted to each actual test event for Basic Profile 1.2 and 2.0 over the last 12 months.
1.1 How to use this document

This document is a checklist to execute a test event for Basic Profile.
Test Plan Outline
A test plan includes key components to execute a successful interoperability event for Basic Profile. Ordering of key components and their inclusion are dependent on the scope of such a test event for the profile(s) under test.
1. Test goals: Measurable goals for a remote, physical or asynchronous testing event

2. Participants: Entities participating in an event (company)

3. Artifacts under test: Message exchanges, and service descriptions and instances under test

4. Mechanisms used to support the test event: Defined in the Test Methodology. These include mechanisms to capture messages exchanged, analyze inputs, and provide results evaluated against Basic Profile requirements and test assertions.

5. Issues, constraints and/or assumptions: Open issues under consideration, operational limitations (i.e. public endpoints, availability of test resources, etc).
6. Logistics: Type of event, time and date if coordinated, contact information
7. Reporting: Mechanisms to provide standard test reports that evidence test results from artifact inputs.
Specific high-level test plans are used for remote or face-to-face test events. A sample plan is found in the final section of this document.

2 Test Outcomes

Three vendors with four web services instances proved successful interoperation during iterative remote testing during October 2008 and November 2009. After two F2F events (one preparatory and another actual F2F test event), testing was performed remotely on a continuous basis (eight remote test events and iterative testing sessions with targeted sessions). 
Clients ran against the various Web service endpoints. The testing sessions were conducted and coordinated amongst the various test participants via instant messenger, an IRC channel, telephone calls, and emails. During that time, the new test methodology was exercised, and improvements were made, based on the lessons learnt during the test phase. The successful completion of testing proves:

· Interoperability was achieved by exercising more than 150 scenarios, and resolving almost 100 issues for Basic Profile 1.2 and 2.0. IBM, Microsoft (two web services instances) and Sun Microsystems participated in interoperability testing.

· The new test methodology works and the results provide an indication of conformance, while also validating the veracity of the various profile requirements.

3 Test Plan Example

On the following pages, a sample test plan is provided that was used in Basic Profile remote testing event in March 2009 for Basic Profile 1.2 and 2.0. Some efforts are coordinated with other Profile groups.

These plans typically concentrated on a defined scope of testing, goals and outcomes, and were revised to accommodate test participants and to achieve interoperability success. 
Test plan checklists are designed to be used across any profile. Test plans are used to:

1. Implement test methodology

2. Identify interoperability issues and improve profiles through feedback from events and testing efforts (by execution experience)

3. Enable a practical structure for testing using known mechanisms, artifacts, etc.

4. Ensureconsistent information is acquired from test events, and used to report interoperability outcomes and successes to defined goals.

5. Allow new entrants to participate in interoperability testing.

 [start of test plan SAMPLE]

Remote Testing Plan for 2-6 March 2009 Interoperability Event
Timeline and activities

1. Updated endpoints: 

· Basic Profile: 

· Microsoft endpoints available - http://131.107.153.201/endpoints/
· IBM endpoints available - http://ws2.withoutawire.com/
· Sun to deliver endpoints prior to event.

Note: Add new entrants as needed. For example, a new entrant tested in this cycle, Windows Web Services API (WWSAPI). They were added shortly thereafter.
· RSP endpoints: 

· Microsoft endpoints available - http://131.107.153.201/endpoints/
· IBM endpoints available - http://ws2.withoutawire.com/ 

2. Initiation: Start 3/2.

3. Sync conference calls: 

· During testing

· Combine single testing sync calls for RSP and Basic Profile each day during testing weeks (and prep days as required). Sync calls 12 noon-1 p.m. daily [NUMBER REMOVED].

· I’ll have the conference bridge open briefly at the start of each day (at 9 a.m. PT).

4. Remote testing schedule: Target 1 week per month (5 days maximum for testing). This target is 2-6 March 2009. 

1. All

· Configuration prep for all: 3/2 morning

2. RSP: IBM to MS

· IBM to MS: 3/2 afternoon, all day 3/3 and morning 3/4.

3. Basic Profile:

· IBM and MS:  3/4 afternoon.

· IBM to Sun and Sun to MS: Tentative 3/5

· Additional test window: 3/6 or for additional RSP or BP testing.

5. Second interoperability event only if needed
Bug or issue fixes

Microsoft: All issues fixed.  

IBM bug status: 2 bugs done; 2 in work [1]

· IN WORK: IBM BDT bug: For doc-literal, IBM service returns an incorrect response when receiving a RetQName with an empty string for a namespace (MS or Sun client).

· IN WORK: IBM tool limitation: IBM is unable to complete imports for the WS-Addressing signature files only as the tools fail to generate clients from the WSDL. It is believed this is exclusively an isolated tooling issue and the clients can be generated outside of the tools. This may explain why they don’t yet have signature tests ready.

Sun bug status:

· IN WORK: Addressing Test 1107 issue: The one-way message with Reply with additional metadata. Sun doesn’t appear to be adhering to the test. ReplyTo is anonymous rather than none.

· IN WORK: BP 2 Test 1297: Sun service Reply action is other than what is expected by WSDL (the wsam:Action on the portType/Operation/Output element).

End-to-End remote testing process

1. Conduct message exchange using test scenario package: Capture message traffic using updated Apache HTTP server.

2. Send message exchange captures to appropriate WG contact unless the participants handle transformation and reporting.  

· Basic Profile: momartin@microsoft.com
· RSP: To be determined by that WG. 

3. If item 2 doesn’t apply, run transformer so message logs are in an appropriate format for Test Analyzer.

4. Feed output into the Test Analyzer using Profile with Test Assertions.

5. Produce raw and converted message logs with test report with any highlights to the appropriate WG contact.

· For BP WG, provide raw message logs to momartin@microsoft.com.

· For RSP WG: To be determined by that WG.

Test artifacts [with links]

· Basic Profile for BP 2: see links at [2]

· RSP: http://mp.ws-i.org/apps/org/workgroup/rspwg/documents.php?folder_id=227#folder_227 

Open discussion points

1. Video teleconferencing support: Microsoft will provide if needed.

2. On Monitor for RSP, mechanism to drop messages is open.

3. On Monitor, open items for HTTP server as a proxy for Basic Profile:

· Use to HTTP server with Python module. Status: Rob Chumbley anticipates an update by Thursday COB 2/26. 
· Handle MTOM messages. Status: In work (predicated on bullet above)
Contacts
IBM: 

Charles Levay: cd@us.ibm.com 

Doug Davis dug@us.ibm.com 

Rob Chumbley Chumbley@us.ibm.com 

Microsoft:

Ram Jeyaraman ramjay@microsoft.com 

Mark Cowlishaw mark.cowlishaw@microsoft.com 

Monica J. Martin momartin@microsoft.com 

Sun:

Rama Pulavarathi: rama.pulavarthi@sun.com 

Jitu Kotamraju: jitendra.kotamraju@sun.com 

[1] Status as of 2/24/2009
	Test report PASS (green)All test reporting complete and PASS

	Scenario PASS (yellow)

	Scenario FAIL (red)

	New testing progress (bolded lines around box) since Nov 2008 event


	IBM BP 1.2 TEST
	SCENARIO INTEROP STATUS
	RESPONSIBLE PARTY

	BP12.BaseDataTypes.DocLit
	PASS except for Base64Binary update and RetQName
	IBM
….

	BP12.BaseDataTypes.DocLitUtf16
	PASS
	

	BP12.ComplexDataTypes.DocLit
	PASS
	

	BP12.BaseDataTyes.RpcLit 
	PASS
	

	BP12.ComplexDataTypes.RpcLit
	PASS
	

	BP12.W3C.WSAddressing 
	See results below.
	

	110x, 114x
	PASS
	

	113x, 115x
	IBM returns incorrect action in response message.
	IBM

	1191
	PASS
	

	1193
	Issue with returned fault (VersionMismatch possible)
	Investigate


	1194
	Doesn’t return fault as expected
	IBM

	1192, 1197 and 1198
	Not implemented
	IBM
Is working on Signature tests.

…..

	
	
	


	IBM BP 2.0 TEST
	SCENARIO INTEROP STATUS
	RESPONSIBLE PARTY
	

	BP20.BaseDataTypes.DocLit
	PASS except for Base64Binary update and RetQName
	IBM
….
	

	BP20.BaseDataTypes.DocLitUtf16
	PASS
	
	

	BP20.ComplexDataTpes.DocLit
	PASS
	
	

	BP20.BaseDataTyes.RpcLit 
	PASS
	
	

	BP20.ComplexDataTypes.RpcLit
	PASS
	
	

	BP20.W3C.WSAddressing 
	Updated needed
	IBM Corrections are in work
…..
	

	R2900
	PASS
	
	

	1291, 1293
	PASS
	
	

	1294
	FAIL
Doesn’t return fault as expected
	IBM
	

	1292, 1297 and 1298
	Not implemented
	IBM 
Is working on Signature tests.

…..
	

	MTOM UTF-8
	PASS
Message form was correct.
	IBM has updated endpoints ready for MTOM.
…..
	

	MTOM UTF-16
	FAIL
	IBM has MTOM UTF-16 issues they are troubleshooting.
	

	
	
	
	


[end of test plan SAMPLE]
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