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1 - Summary

TS 33.127 defines LI_X1 (Management) as a set of interfaces for auditing triggered POIs, and indicates that it should be used for audit and monitoring but not provisioning. However TS 33.128 does not give details about how the interface should be realised or what information is required to be sent across it. 

This contribution asks the meeting to consider the following questions:

· Should TS 33.128 provide stage 3 details for LI_X1 (Management)

If so

· What information is required to be sent across the interface?

· What extra details (if any) are required to meet the stage 2 requirement of being a subset of LI_X1?

2 - Context

TS 33.127 first defines the LI_X1 (Management) as being between the LIPF and a Triggered POI in Figure 5.4-1:
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This makes it clear that the interface connects triggered POIs to the LIPF. Apart from this diagram, TS 33.127 has only the following to say about the interface:

The LI_X1 interface between the LIPF (in the ADMF) and a Triggered POI shall be used only for audit and management purposes, and not for provisioning purposes.

TS 33.127 clause 5.4.4.2

This reflects the agreement in SA3-LI#70. However, TS 33.127 gives no further details of how this restriction is achieved, nor what classes of information should be carried over the interface.
TS 33.128 is equally terse:

For the purposes of realising LI_X1 between the LIPF and a triggered POI, the LIPF plays the role of the “ADMF” as defined in ETSI TS 103 221-1 [7] reference model (clause 4.2) , and the triggered POI plays the role of the “NE”.

TS 33.127 clause 5.2.3
This text is identical to that in clause 5.2.2, which covers the regular LI_X1 interface. This reflects the intent of TS 33.127 insofar that the interface is an independent realisation of LI_X1, but TS 33.128 does not appear to provide any additional information for the implementer.

If we intend to leave the realisation of this interface as an implementation matter, then no further information is required. If, however, we wish this to be properly standardised and interoperable, more details are probably needed.
Should TS 33.128 provide stage 3 details for LI_X1 (Management)?
If not, then the rest of this contribution can be noted. The remaining sections of this contribution assume that there is agreement that stage 3 details should be provided.
3 – Information required over LI_X1 (Management)

If stage 3 details for LI_X1 (Management) are required, we need to establish what information needs to be carried over it. An initial proposal is:
1. A full copy of the current Tasks and Destinations currently provisioned at the triggered POI (i.e. as would be returned as part of an X1 GetAllDetails response message). We assume that the information elements required are therefore already covered by the Task object definition for LI_X1.

2. A log of any changes (activation, modification and deletion) to Tasks and Destinations in a particular time frame. There is no current definition of the list of information elements required for this – can the meeting agree one?

4 – Additional stage 3 details required

We may wish to consider the following questions:

1. TS 33.127 states that LI_X1 (Management) shall not be used for provisioning. Should the stage 3 details in TS 33.128 specifically disallow the use of the relevant commands (i.e. ActivateTask, DeleteTask etc.)?

2. Audit operations such as enumerating all Tasks may be lengthy. Does TS 33.128 need to provide any additional guidance on how implementations should deal with things happening over the regular LI_X1 interface while the audit response is being generated? One obvious proposal is that the audit response should reflect the truth at the instant the request was received, but other interpretations may be possible.
3. If a log of actions is required (item 2 in the above section), should this be returned as part of a GetAllDetails X1 message, or should a separate mechanism be created either in TS 33.128 or TS 103 221-1?
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