3GPP TSG CT4 Meeting #66bis
C4-141928
Sophia Antipolis, France; 20th – 24th October 2014
Source:
Alcatel-Lucent
Title:
 M-bit setting of Supported-Features AVP
Agenda item:
7.3.4
Document for:
DISCUSSION
Introduction
This discussion paper analyses the setting of M-bit in the Supported-Features AVP and its consequences in order de to avaoud 
Analysis

1)  Regarding features advertised in the Supported Features AVP in a request command, some features require to be supported by the receiver to process the request, but some others although present are not required to process the command, but the sender is prepared to receive answers constructed with the feature 
Regarding the use of supported features, CT4 specifications refer to TS 29.229 subclause 7.2.1 of which some extracts are given hereafter:
· Regarding the behaviour of the sender of the request:
When sending a request application message to a destination host whose supported features the sender does not know, the request application message shall include the Supported-Features AVP containing the set of features required to process the request and generate the answer.
The Supported-Features AVP within a request application message shall always have the ‘M’ bit set and within an answer application message the AVP shall never have the ‘M’ bit set. An exception to this is where the origin host does not use any supported feature to construct the request application message but is prepared to accept an answer application message which is constructed by making use of supported features. For this exception it is optional for the origin host to set the ‘M’ bit of the Supported-Features AVP within the request application message.

............

If an answer application message is received with the Experimental-Result-Code AVP set to DIAMETER_ERROR_FEATURE_UNSUPPORTED .........., the sender of the request application message may, based on the information in the received Supported-Features AVP ......, re-send the Diameter message containing only the common supported features. 
· Regarding the behaviour of the receiver of the request $:
If it supports all features indicated in the Supported-Features AVPs within the request message, ...... . The Experimental-Result-Code AVP shall not be set to DIAMETER_ERROR_FEATURE_UNSUPPORTED.
If it does not support all the features indicated in the Supported-Features AVPs with the ‘M’ bit set, it shall return the answer application message with the Experimental-Result-Code AVP set to DIAMETER_ERROR_FEATURE_UNSUPPORTED.
. 
2) The GSMA LS (C4-141789) on the need for DIAMETER supported-features negotiation clarifications relates the case of ULRs with the M-bit set where the HSS which does not support all the features rejects the command requiring the sender to re-send the command with the same content but without advertising the features not supported by the HSS. This creates a useless signalling duplication.

We can observe that the above behaviour is nevertheless compliant to TS 29.229 subclause 7.2.1 2nd paragrpah as the ULR enters the mentioned exception, but as it is optional for the sender to set the M-bit of Supported Features, this possibility was used, resulting in the useless signalling duplication.

3) For the ULR case of S6a, according to the above, the optional choice to set the M-bit shall not be allowed, so to avoid the rejection of the ULR. For other S6a request commands (IDR, DSR, PUR), the features which are present require the receiver to support the feature(s) to be able to correctly process the request. So the M-bit of the supported features AVP is set and the request rejected if the feature(s) are not all supported, so this is compliant to TS 29.229 subclause 7.2.1.
To answer the LS, a CR (A) to 29.272 indicating that,

· that for ULR, the M-bit of the Supported Features shall be set to 0 is sufficient.

·  A NOTE may explain that the ULR enters the exception case described in TS 29.229 subclause 7.2.1 but the option to set the M-bit to 1 does not apply for ULR.
This shows that TS 29.229 subclause 7.2.1 remains applicable for S6a features, only the option to set the M-bit to 1 when the requests enters the exception case is not retained.
4) CR proposal in C4-141505 (B) gives more clarity in Tables 7.3.10/1 and /2:
· by adding  a column  “M-bit setting of Supported-Features”  in tables indicating for a given feature if the M-bit shall be set for or  not for each command where it can be present.

· plus a rule that ”when several feature flags are set by the sender in a certain request command, if at least one of the features in this table indicates "M-bit = 1", then the Supported-Features AVP shall have the M-bit set in that command; otherwise, the M-bit shall be set to 0”;

These modifications give a clearer way to express the CR proposal (A) but has no difference in the result.  This additional clarity defining the M-bit value per feature and request command may avoid misinterpretation and is preferred.

An update to Table 7.3.1/2 “Reuse AVPs” in the column M-bit for the Supported-Features AVP should be done to refer to the Tables 7.3.10/1 and /2, as TS 29.229 does not fully apply for ULR.

5) It is then worthwhile to consider if the above CR can be applicable to other CT4 interfaces specifications by avoiding the rejection of requests:

S6a is a particular case where for a command (ULR) no feature is required to process the request so all with M-bit = 0 in the table and for other commands  (IDR, DSR, PUR), supported features in the request are always required to be supported to process the command so all with M-bit =1 in the table.
For other interfaces, there may be “mixed cases” with requests where some features require to be supported (M-bit =1) and some other features not (M-bit =0):
· An example is for the Sh UDR command: Notif-Eff feature will be with M-bit=1 and the A-MSISDN feature with Mbit=0
In a mixed case, with the current specification, the M-bit of the Supported-Features is set in the request and if features with M-bit are supported and one of the features for which M-bit=0 is not supported, then the command is rejected although it should be processed.
To address the mixed case, the following sentence (C) can be added to (B) for other interface specifications:

If the receiver of a request with the M-bit set in the Supported-Features AVP supports all the features with a M-bit= 1, but not all with a M-bit=0, the receiver should not send DIAMETER_ERROR_FEATURE_UNSUPPORTED.
A “should” is indicated to maintain a backward compatibility with existing receivers.

For the CR (B) to TS 29.272, this sentence (C) is currently not needed as there is no mixed case over S6a.
In addition, an update in TS 29.229 subclause 7.2.1 will maintain the consistency with (B) + (C) additions

Proposal 

It is proposed:
· a CR (C4-141929) to TS 29.272 for this meeting, based on the CR in the postponed C4-141505;
· To update other specs, if required, to align with (B) or (B)+(C) proposal;.

· To update TS 29.229 subclause 7.2.1 to maintain the consistency with (B) + (C) additions.
