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Abstract of the contribution: This discussion document is a commenting contribution on S3i190210 S3i190220, highlighting some potential concerns with the approach being taken in CT4 to address LI at the UPF. It proposes a set of actions and that an LS is sent to CT4.

Nokia’s contribution proposes an N4-based triggering as solution to some of the issues raised in S3i190210. As discussed in our commenting contribution S3i190232, we are not convinced that this is necessary to solve the stated problems. However, if an in-band triggering interface is easier to implement reliably and securely, then we have no objection to a standardised alternative being proposed. However, in our view, any such proposal for a standardised alternative must address the following concerns:
· The protocol must be be described properly and completely, such that an SMF CC-TF from one vendor and a UPF CC-POI from another interoperate properly and securely.
· The protocol must meet the requirements given in TS 33.126, particularly the security requirements. The UPF (and those who administer it) must not be able to deduce which sessions are subject to LI.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]The protocol needs to explain how LI events that occur outside of the N4 session lifecycle are handled. For example, how would in-band triggering terminate LI for an otherwise ongoing session? 
· We must recognise that a UPF CC-POI is required to implement the LI_X1 (Management) interface for audit purposes regardless of how LI_T3 is implemented.
· LI matters should be determined by SA3-LI. 
These are not proposed as objections, but as criteria that we should assess proposals by. 
Nokia’s proposed CR in S3i190210 simply states that LI_T3 can be implemented by following TS 29.244 using the “Protected LI Parameters”, and relies on the implementation of C4-191050 to create a set of LI-specific extensions to N4. 
The basic approach appears to be sound, and the CT4 contribution appears to supply the required level of detail to allow proper evaluation. The Nokia proposal also amends text in clause 5.7.3 (introduced at the previous CT4 meeting in C4-190427) which currently describe a mechanism that does not appear to meet the requirements of TS 33.126.
However, concerns remain. 
The proposed approach essentially places many LI-specific definitions in TS 29.244 under the control and maintenance of CT-4. These details are not being reviewed by SA3-LI, and are being proposed in CT4 before the need for in-band triggering has been agreed in SA3-LI.
The proposed extensions are essentially translations of existing LI_T3 capabilities and definitions. Given that SA3-LI are responsible for these, it can be argued that evaluation and ongoing maintenance of these extensions should be done by SA3-LI, not CT4.
In order for LI concerns to be properly evaluated, we propose the following:
· TS 29.244 should be modified to include the “Protected LI Parameters” field but refer the definition of the field and the condition for its use to TS 33.128.
· SA3-LI should conclude its discussion on whether N4-based triggering is in fact necessary.
· If it is, then SA3-LI should then evaluate the proposed definitions against TS 33.126 – paying particular attention to assessing completeness against the existing defined X1-based protocol, and whether the proposed mechanism meets the security requirements.
· SA3-LI should send an LS to CT4 requesting that they adopt the following approach
CT4#90 is being held in Xi’an CN during the same week as SA3#73-LI.
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