To adopt or not to adopt RESTful AMT-ENT Web Services?

REST stands for Representational State Transfer. At high level, an URL can be viewed as a representation of a resource.
If a web service follows REST principles, it is a RESTful web service. Traditional web services are not RESTful.  However, many REST principles have been followed such as unique URL and a uniform interface for client server interactions. At the low technical level, whether or not a web service is RESTful is pretty much based on SOAP protocol being used or not.

Therefore the key difference between RESTful web service and traditional web service is the SOAP usage. RESTful web services do not use SOAP hence it is light weight and easy to understand (less complex). On the other hand, traditional web services use SOAP for binding and due to the maturity of the protocol, such web services are typically easy to consume but are more complex. Here are two messages for the comparison:

	SOAP message
	REST message

	<soapenv:Envelope xmlns:soapenv="http://schemas.xmlsoap.org/soap/envelope/">

   <soapenv:Header>

       … … 

   </soapenv:Header>

   <soapenv:Body>
      <typeIn:CreatedMeterReadingElement>

         <common:MessageHeader>

            <common:ID></common:ID>

            <common:referenceID></common:referenceID>

            <common:creationDateTime>2009-06-03T17:16:37.187Z</common:creationDateTime>

            <common:sender></common:sender>

            <common:receiver></common:receiver>

            <common:application></common:application>

            <common:reconciliationIndicator></common:reconciliationIndicator>

            <common:testDataIndicator></common:testDataIndicator>

            <common:verb></common:verb>

            <common:noun></common:noun>

            <common:revision></common:revision>

            <common:timeDate>2009-06-03T17:16:37.187Z</common:timeDate>

         </common:MessageHeader>

      </typeIn:CreatedMeterReadingElement>

   </soapenv:Body>

</soapenv:Envelope>
	      <typeIn:CreatedMeterReadingElement>

         <common:MessageHeader>

            <common:ID></common:ID>

            <common:referenceID></common:referenceID>

            <common:creationDateTime>2009-06-03T17:16:37.187Z</common:creationDateTime>

            <common:sender></common:sender>

            <common:receiver></common:receiver>

            <common:application></common:application>

            <common:reconciliationIndicator></common:reconciliationIndicator>

            <common:testDataIndicator></common:testDataIndicator>

            <common:verb></common:verb>

            <common:noun></common:noun>

            <common:revision></common:revision>

            <common:timeDate>2009-06-03T17:16:37.187Z</common:timeDate>

         </common:MessageHeader>

      </typeIn:CreatedMeterReadingElement>




Obviously a SOAP message has a bit more overhead than a REST message. 
One of the main challenges to REST adoption is support for WESDL standards.  WSDL v1.1 does not support REST but WSDL v2.0 does. So, why not using WSDL2.0? The answer is that WSDL1.1 has been widely adopted and almost all web services toolkits are capable of handling WSDL1.1, but not all toolkits WSDL2.0. In addition, AMI-ENT follows not only the WSDL specs from W3C, but also WS-I Basic Profile (BP). The BP has not been fully testable for WSDL 2.0 compliance yet.

Based on an overarching goal to have AMI ENT deliverables accepted in the utility industry as widely as possible, SOAP web services following WSDL1.1 are the best fit at this stage.
When there is wider industry adoption of WSDL2.0 and if WS-I Basic Profile is updated, then it would make sense to revisit how artifacts are created.
