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INTRODUCTION

Sections 7.1, 7.2 and 7.3 in TS 29.229 describe the way to handle new features added to the Cx and Sh Interface.  One of the ways to add features, avoiding backwards compatibility, is by using the Supported-Features AVP.  The use of this AVP follows these principles:

· A request application message shall always be compliant with the list of supported features indicated in the Supported-Features AVP within that message.   Additionally, if the features of the destination host are not known, then the complete list of supported features shall be included in the message.  Note that this leads to an unnecessary error case.  If some of the supported features of the sender are not supported by the receiver, then the answer will be UNSUPPORTED_FEATURE, even if it was not required to process the message.
· An answer shall be constructed with nothing that would require support of a feature in the other end, if that other end has not indicated support for that feature. 
· An answer application message shall always contain the complete set of features supported by the sender of the answer.

· The peer that sends the request may store the features supported by the other peer in order to avoid sending non supported messages.  Storage of the supported features in the peer that receives the request is not indicated. It doesn’t seem useful since for a given message pair, the peer that receives the request is always the same and it always receives the supported features in each request.
DISCUSSION

After a review of the text in TS 29.229 regarding features with these assumptions in mind, the following problems were found:

Problems in the current definition that may cause interoperability:

· It is not clear if this text: “The origin host may discover the supported features of the destination host with the dynamic discovery mechanism defined in 7.2 or via local O&M interfaces” leaves it open to send the Supported-Features AVP or not. Processing of a request will fail if a peer assumes that not indicating a feature implies that the feature is not used, so it must be clear if processing should work without this assumption or the Supported-Features AVP must be sent even if it is not used for negotiation.
Problems in the current definition that may cause a reduced performance:

· The first request when the features in the other end are not known, may fail unnecessarily since it must carry all features supported by the originator and not only those needed to process the message.  Apart from that, it does not seem useful, since the required features need to be sent in each message anyway.

Points in the definition that should be clarified:

· When the text in section 7.1 states “If possible, the new functionality shall be defined optional.”, it is not clear if this means “optional for implementation”, “optional for processing” or “optional in the message”.  
PROPOSAL

· Clarify that processing of a message should not fail if it requires the use of features that were not indicated in the message.

· The Supported Features AVP in a request shall contain all features that are needed for processing the request and only those features (including the first message).

· Change the text “If possible, the new functionality shall be defined optional.” to “If possible, the new functionality shall use optional information elements in the message.”.
