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1. Reason for Change
This P-CR provides clarifications on the use of the Vendor-Specific-Application in IETF RFC 6733.
2. Proposal

It is proposed to agree the following changes to 3GPP TR 29.819.
* * * First Change * * * *

5.2.x
Use of the Vendor-Specific-Application-ID
5.2.x.1
Description of the change
The Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP (AVP Code 260) is primarily defined by IETF RFC 3588 [xx] as an AVP of type Grouped used to advertise support of a vendor-specific Diameter Application. It is also stated that this AVP MUST also be present in all experimental commands defined in the vendor-specific application. As a consequence, most of the 3GPP command CCF descriptions include the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP as required AVP, noted {AVP}.

In the RFC 6733 [xx], it is clarified that the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP is not required in new commands defined for vendor-specific application as the application identifier contained in the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP is already present in the command header.
5.2.x.2
Backward compatibility with IETF RFC 3588
[TBC]
5.2.x.3
Impacts on 3GPP specifications
For existing applications, defined with commands explicitly including the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP as required AVP in the command CCF description, there is no need to modify the command's CCF specification to remove (or make optional) this AVP in the command. It was and it will remain useless information but this is not an issue. Any command received  with the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP will not cause an error in a node based on IETF RFC 6733 [xx]. Moreover, it is anyway not possible to modify the set of required AVP in a command's CCF specification without defining a new command. It is therefore recommended not to modify the existing commands.

For existing applications, defined with commands including the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP as optional AVP, it is possible to either modify the command's CCF specification to remove it from the list of optional AVP to include or to add an information note to indicate that its presence in the CCF specification is due to historical reason but it is not used in this release and onward. Even with the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP set as required in the command's CCF specifications, existing applications are compliant with the IETF RFC 6733. the presence of this AVP in the command is not incorrect but only useless.
For existing application for which nothing has been specified regarding the presence of the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP, it assumed that implementations rely on the Diameter base protocol and therefore on the IETF RFC 3588 [xx] for the time being. Therefore, it is assumed that the requirement on the mandatory presence of the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP applies. For those applications, the same conclusions given for existing applications defined with commands explicitly including the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP apply. In addition, if it is decided to move to the IETF RFC 6733 [xx], it will be required to add a note in the specification to indicate the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP should be including in the command in order to remain backward compatible with earlier implementations based on IETF RFC 3588. This note is required as these specifications do not explicitly include the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP as required AVP in the command CCF description. Another option would be to modify the command CCF description to include the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP as required AVP.
For new application, it is recommended not to include at the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP in the command's CCF specification.

It is often asked what will be the behaviour of a proxy in the Diameter signalling path if the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP is not present in the command. A proxy is not supposed to validate the content of a received command, except if the proxy is application-aware. And this validation would be done anyway per application. So as long as the command received by the proxy is compliant with the command's CCF specification defined in the application specification, there is no issue. The same proxy could receive command including the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP (e.g. Cx command) and command without (e.g. new application). The only issue would come if the command's CCF specification would change between two releases, that is not recommended, or if the proxy would arbitrarily check the presence of the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP in any vendor-specific command, that is not expected/defined. In the latter case, even if unlikely, such proxy would have to be anyway upgraded to comply with any new application (defined by 3GPP or not) in which the commands would be defined without the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP. Moreover, if the proxy enforces a (too) strict validity check of the presence of the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP in vendor-specific commands claiming to be only compliant with the Diameter base protocol, the solution is simple: because the IETF RFC 6733 [xx] obsoletes the IETF RFC 3588 [xx], those proxies will have to be anyway upgraded to remain compliant with the Diameter base protocol.
5.2.x.4
Conclusion

The deprecation of the use of the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP in commands defined for vendor-specific application has no impact on existing applications or new application defined by 3GPP.

Existing applications based on the IETF RFC 3588 [xx] already defined with the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP set as required in the command's CCF specification have not to be modified to become compliant with the IETF RFC 6733.

Existing applications based on the IETF RFC 3588 [xx] with the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP defined as optional in the command's CCF specification can be seamlessly could be seamlessly removed from a Diameter base protocol point of view. However, it could be safer to keep the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP defined as optional in the command to overcome potential interoperability issues with non-compliant Diameter nodes. This change is therefore not required to remain compliant with the IETF RFC 6733 [xx].
Existing applications based on the IETF RFC 3588 [xx] not explicitly including the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP as required AVP in the command CCF description will have to be updated to either add a note clarifying the assumption about the presence of the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP in the commands or modify the command CCF description to include Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP.
Any new command defined by 3GPP should be defined without the Vendor-Specific-Application-Id AVP defined as required in the command's CCF specification.
* * * End of Changes * * * *

