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Abstract of the contribution:
1	Decision/action requested
Discuss the possible ways and guidance on merging the heterogeneous APIs in Stage 3. Agree on the proposed way.
2	References
[1]	3GPP TS 29.122: "T8 reference point for northbound Application Programming Interfaces (APIs)".
[2]	3GPP TS 29.522: "5G System; Network Exposure Function Northbound APIs; Stage 3".
[3]	IETF RFC 9110: "HTTP Semantics".
3	Brief
Websocket Notification is mostly not included in Rel-18 introduced northbound APIs with some misalignment still exist in the 3GPP TS 29.122. This discussion paper tender to briefly summarize the observation, analysis of Websocket Notification usage and limitation, then conclude to propose that from Rel-18 introduced new APIs needn’t specify Websocket Notification in the northbound APIs technical specifications, it can be implementation dependent.
4	Discussion
4.1	Observation
In TS 29.522 Rel-18 newly introduced MBSGroupMsgDelivery API, DNAIMapping API, PdtqPolicyNegotiation API applied with Notification, while on in DNAIMapping API included Websocket Notification and related Test Notification in the data model, all the other new APIs only defined HTTP Notification, not defined Websocket Notification.
[bookmark: _Hlk163493118]4.2	Analysis Websocket Notification
TS 29.122 clause 5.2.5.1 defines that the SCEF and SCS/AS shall support the delivery of Notifications using a separate HTTP connection towards an address assigned by the SCS/AS, as described in clause 5.2.5.2.
An SCEF and SCS/AS may support testing a notification connection as described in clause 5.2.5.3. An SCEF and SCS/AS may support the delivery of Notification using Websocket (IETF RFC 6455 [32]) as described in clause 5.2.5.4.
· i.e., the Websocket Notification with the needed test notification procedure and duplex sequence management is more complicated and not effective comparing to the mandate requirement of HTTP Notification. 
TS 29.122 clause 5.2.5.4 defines uon the reception of the Websocket URI from the SCEF in the "websocketUri" attribute, as specified in clause 5.2.1.2.13-1, in the subscription creation or subscription update response, the SCS/AS or a separate entity that is intended to receive the notification shall establish an HTTP connection towards that URI and shall upgrade that connection to the Websocket protocol (IETF RFC 6455 [32]) using the HTTP upgrade mechanism defined in IETF RFC 9110 [17].
While IETF RFC 9110 clause 7.8 defines the "Upgrade" header field is intended to provide a simple mechanism for transitioning from HTTP/1.1 to some other protocol on the same connection
And TS 29.122 clause 5.2.2.1 defines for T8 APIs, support of HTTP/1.1 (IETF RFC 9112 [16], IETF RFC 9110 [17], IETF RFC 9111 [20]) over TLS is mandatory and support of HTTP/2 (IETF RFC 9113 [22]) over TLS is recommended.
· Upon HTTP/2 over TLS is recommended which support effective HTTP notification, the HTTP/1.1 upgrade method for Websocket notification is not applied.
5	Conclusion and Proposal
HTTP Notification using a separate HTTP connection is mandatory required and supported, HTTP/2 over TLS is recommend and support effective HTTP Notifications, while the complicated websocket notification with needed test notification and HTTP/1.1 upgrade not apply to HTTP/2, hence propose from Rel-18 there’s no needs to define websocket notification and test notification, and the misaligned resource description on Websocket Notification and the Websocket Notification and Test Notification definition DNAIMapping API can all be removed to keep the alignment with the majority of other new Rel-18 northbound APIs supporting notification.

