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Note: No health warnings are given because these are examples based on what is explicitly allowed

is needed.
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UPDATED DRAFT CHANGES:

| secTiON 3.4
...Two policy alternatives are compatible if each policy assertion in one alternative is compatible with a

policy assertion in the other and vice-versa. For jnstance in Examples 3.6 and 3.7, policy assertions (c1)

compatible, because assertions in these two alternatives are compatible.

Two policies are compatible if a policy alternative in one is compatible with a policy alternative in the

other. For example, Company-X’s policy alternative (a) is compatible with the client’s policy alternative.
| Company-X’s policy and the client’s policy are compatible because one of Company-X’s policy alternative , ,”

is compatible with the client’s policy alternative.

[add] Consider a similar scenario between Company X and the client where compatible nested policy
expressions exist in the policy alternatives. The nested policy expressions are evaluated in the context of

Company X Nested compatible/incompatible policy example

Company X
(P001) <wsp:Policy wsu:ld="wss10 up_cert_policy" >
(P002) <wsp:ExactlyOne>

Client
(P001) <wsp:Policy xmlns:wsp="..." xmlns:sp=""...">
(P002) <sp:SupportingTokens>
(P003) <wsp:Policy> [nested policy cl]
(P0O04) <sp:UsernameToken> [parent policy assertion]
(P005) <wsp:Policy> [nested policy c2]
(P006) <sp:RequireExplicitDerivedKeys/>
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(P003) <wsp:All>

(P004) <sp:AsymmetricBinding>

(P0O05) <wsp:Policy> [nested policy bl]

(P006) <sp:InitiatorToken>

(P0O07) <wsp:Policy> [nested policy b2]

(PO08) , <sp:X509Token> [parent policy assertion]

(P009) <wsp:Policy> [nested policy b3]
(PO10) <sp:RequireExplicitDerivedKeys/>

(P0O11) </wsp:Policy>

(P012) </sp:X509Token>

(P0O13) </wsp:Policy>

(PO14) </sp:InitiatorToken>

(P0O15) ...

(PO16) </sp:AsymmetricBinding>

(PO17) ... </wsp:All>

(P018) </wsp:ExactlyOne>,

(PO19) </wsp:Policy>,

Example 3.9 Client Nested compatible/incompatible policy example,
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N
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<xx:Assertion B> <I--

I, Nested alternative -->1

<xx:Assertion C>{

i/ </wsp:ExactlyOne>f

i </wsp:Policy>

! <xx:Assertion E>{
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(POO7) </wsp:Policy>

(P008) </sp:UsernameToken>
(P009) </wsp:Policy>

(P010) </sp:SupportingTokens>
(PO11) </wsp:Policy>

<'—— Note: ThIS example illustrates incompatibility onIv >,

with the nested policy expression RequireExplicitDerivedKeys assertion [in c2] in the nested policy
expression, in the UserNameToken, parent pollcy assertlon of the Supportquokens assertlon JAn Example B
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Page 1: [1] Deleted Martin
<wsp:Policy>
<wsp:ExactlyOne>
<xx:Assertion A>
<wsp:Policy> <!-- Nested policy 1 -->
<wsp:ExactlyOne>
<xx:Assertion B> <I-- Nested alternative -->
<xx:Assertion C>
</wsp:ExactlyOne>
</wsp:Policy>
<xx:Assertion E>
<wsp:Policy> <!-- Nested policy 2 -->
<wsp:ExactlyOne>
<xx:Assertion B> <!I-- Nested alternative -->
<xx:Assertion C>
<wsp:ExactlyOne>
</wsp:Policy>
</wsp:ExactlyOne>
</wsp:Policy>
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