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GUIDELINES for Change Requests:
Provide an informative introduction containing the problem(s) being solved, and a summary list of proposals.
Each CR should contain changes related to only one particular issue/problem.
If this is  a correction, and the change applies to previous releases, a separate “mirror CR” should be posted at the same time as this CR
Mirror CR: applies only when the text, including clause numbering are exactly the same.
Companion CR: applies when the change means the same but the baselines differ in some way (e.g. clause number).
Follow the principle of completeness, where all changes related to the issue or problem within a deliverable are simultaneously proposed to be made e.g. a change impacting 5 tables should not only include a proposal to change only 3 tables. Include any changes to references, definitions, and abbreviations in the same deliverable.
Follow the drafting rules.
All pictures must be editable.
Check spelling and grammar.
Use change bars for modifications.
The change should include the current and surrounding clauses to clearly show where a change is located and to provide technical context of the proposed change. Additions of complete clauses need not show surrounding clauses as long as the proposed clause number clearly shows where the proposed new clause is located.
Multiple changes in a single CR shall be clearly separated by horizontal lines with embedded text such as, start of change 1, end of change 1, start of new clause, end of new clause.
When subsequent changes are made to the content of a CR, then the accepted version should not show changes over changes. The accepted version of the CR should only show changes relative to the baseline approved text. 
Introduction
During recent deployment of a CSE we found out that an nginx proxy server, in its default configuration sends receie http 1.1 messages out as http 1.0 messages.
During resolution of this issue, I determined that this binding does not use 1.1 features and propose that we specify that 1.0 or 1.1 can be received.  Responses will remain as 1.1

R01 – Feedback from Peter
We reference RFC 7230.   Section 2.6 of that RFC doesn't explicitly say that an HTTP 1.1 server must be able to accept HTTP 1.0 requests, but that's certainly the implication.  Here are some excerpts from it 
The minor version advertises the sender's
  communication capabilities even when the sender is only using a
  backwards-compatible subset of the protocol, thereby letting the
  recipient know that more advanced features can be used in response
  (by servers) or in future requests (by clients).

When an HTTP/1.1 message is sent to an HTTP/1.0 recipient [RFC1945]
  or a recipient whose version is unknown, the HTTP/1.1 message is
  constructed such that it can be interpreted as a valid HTTP/1.0
  message if all of the newer features are ignored.  This specification
  places recipient-version requirements on some new features so that a
  conformant sender will only use compatible features until it has
  determined, through configuration or the receipt of a message, that
  the recipient supports HTTP/1.1.

... 
A client SHOULD send a request version equal to the highest version
  to which the client is conformant and whose major version is no
  higher than the highest version supported by the server, if this is
  known.  A client MUST NOT send a version to which it is not
  conformant.
...

A server SHOULD send a response version equal to the highest version
  to which the server is conformant that has a major version less than
  or equal to the one received in the request. 
  {PN note, this doesn't place a constraint on the minor version so if the request is 1.x the server responds with the highest 1.y that it supports even if y > x}
...

A server MAY send an HTTP/1.0 response to a request if it is known or
  suspected that the client incorrectly implements the HTTP
  specification and is incapable of correctly processing later version
  responses, such as when a client fails to parse the version number
  correctly or when an intermediary is known to blindly forward the
  HTTP-version even when it doesn't conform to the given minor version
  of the protocol.  Such protocol downgrades SHOULD NOT be performed
  unless triggered by specific client attributes, such as when one or
  more of the request header fields (e.g., User-Agent) uniquely match
  the values sent by a client known to be in error.

What this nets out to is that if you conform to this RFC 
· HTTP 1.1 Request should cause a 1.1 Response 
· HTTP 1.0 Request should cause a Response that's compatible with 1.0 
· The Response should say that it is 1.1 in both cases - with the exception that's noted in that last paragraph.
Our current text seems to narrow this by saying "The HTTP version field in HTTP request messages shall be set to “HTTP/1.1”."    If you are concerned about clients that support 1.0, all you really need to do is to delete that sentence.   I would still just say that we support 1.1 as defined in the RFC.  You might want to add an explanatory non-normative note that says that the RFC provides support for 1.0 clients.
Changing proposed text to:
This specification defines binding compliant with HTTP 1.1 [1]. 
NOTE: [RFC 7230] describes how a HTTP/1.0 request is handled.

-----------------------Start of change 1-------------------------------------------
[bookmark: _Toc457223586][bookmark: _Toc515391738]6.2.3	HTTP-Version
This specification defines binding compliant with HTTP 1.1 [1]. The HTTP version field in HTTP request messages shall be set to “HTTP/1.1”.
[bookmark: _GoBack]NOTE: The HTTP version in a request can be HTTP/1.0 or HTTP/1.1. [RFC 7230] describes how a HTTP/1.0 request is handled.

-----------------------End of change 1---------------------------------------------
-----------------------Start of change 2-------------------------------------------
-----------------------End of change 2---------------------------------------------
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CHECK LIST
· Does this Change Request include an informative introduction containing the problem(s) being solved, and a summary list of proposals.?
· Does this CR contain changes related to only one particular issue/problem?
· Have any mirror CRs been posted?
· Does this Change Request  make all the changes necessary to address the issue or problem?  E.g. A change impacting 5 tables should not include a proposal to change only 3 tables?Does this Change Request follow the drafting rules?
· Are all pictures editable?
· Have you checked the spelling and grammar?
· Have you used change bars for all modifications?
· Does the change include the current and surrounding clauses to clearly show where a change is located and to provide technical context of the proposed change? (Additions of complete clauses need not show surrounding clauses as long as the proposed clause number clearly shows where the new clause is proposed to be located.)
· Are multiple changes in this CR clearly separated by horizontal lines with embedded text such as, start of change 1, end of change 1, start of new clause, end of new clause.?
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