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The purpose of this meeting was to continue discussions surrounding proposed XML changes. 
Steve Koch reviewed the updates made by iconectiv to the presentation included below. 


Delegate/Grantor SPIDs (Slide 10) – 
· Recommendation to add a limitation of 5 Delegate SPIDs for a single Grantor SPID. Participant asked why the limitation is being proposed, the more Delegate SPIDs per Grantor SPID increases the number of notifications. 
· This could be made configurable such that if the number needed to be raised/lowered it could be done without an NPAC release. 
ACTION ITEM - Team members to consider what the appropriate limit is for this setting.
 

Suppression Functionality & Delegation (Slide 15) – 
· Recommendation is to Sunset ability for service providers SPIDs to delegates of one another. 
ACTION ITEM – Team to review updated slide and consider if they support the sunset of this functionality. 
ACTION ITEM – Cheryl Fullerton w/Inteliquent will create one or more hypothetical use cases for why this should continue being supported.

Flow Control Tunables – (Slide 2-5)
· Recommendation is for XML to move the existing flow control tunables from system level to SPID level. Would this be one per SPID (CMIP/XML)? This would be one tunable for SOAs and one tunable for LSMS’ at the SPID level. Multiple vendors indicated their support for moving these tunables to the SPID level. This will continue being discussed at the APT. 
ACTION ITEM - iconectiv will provide additional details for review at next NPIF meeting.

Next Meeting is being scheduled for September 16th, at 2 p.m. eastern time. The agenda will include:
· Continued discussion of PIM 130 / Proposed XML Interface Changes
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Move Flow Control Tunables from 
System Level to SPID Level

2

Currently there are two system tunables that determine flow control processing.

Out-Bound Flow Control Upper Threshold, which determines the number of non-responsive messages sent to a SOA/LSMS before Out-Bound Flow Control is invoked.

Out-Bound Flow Control Lower Threshold, which determines the number of non-responsive messages sent to a SOA/LSMS that is in a Flow Control state before normal processing is resumed, on a per association basis.

These tunables existed prior to the introduction of the XML interface.  









Move Flow Control Tunables from 
System Level to SPID Level

3

Having the flexibility to use different flow controls settings for SOA versus LSMS will allow the different traffic patterns of each system type to be considered. 

For XML LSMSs, 99.99998% of all Mid-Atlantic region traffic in June was downloads/notifications/queries from the NPAC SMS to the LSMS. 

Only 0.00002% was request traffic from the LSMS to the NPAC SMS.  

As such, the vast majority of all NPAC/LSMS traffic is subject to outbound flow control processing.

For XML SOAs, 82.5% of all Mid-Atlantic region traffic in June was downloads/notifications from the NPAC SMS to the SOA.  

17.5% was request traffic from the SOA to the NPAC SMS.  

While the majority of NPAC/SOA  traffic is subject to outbound flow control, it does vary considerably from the LSMS traffic mix.  











Move Flow Control Tunables from 
System Level to SPID Level
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Having the tunables at the SPID level allow for different values for systems that use the XML interface versus the CMIP interface.

In the XML interface, up to 100 messages (requests/replies) can be batched into a single XML document.    

Given the LSMS traffic mix consists almost entirely of the NPAC sending request messages to the LSMSs, a single XML document could put the XML interface into the flow control state.

The CMIP interface does not support batching, and all requests are sent in a serial fashion. 









Move Flow Control Tunables from 
System Level to SPID Level

5

Proposed change:  move existing system tunables for flow control thresholds from the system level to the SPID level.  









Change Flow Control Algorithm
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Under investigation









Limit Quantity of Delegate SPIDs
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This proposed change would limit the number of delegate SPIDs that may be configured for a single grantor SPID.

Currently, there is no limit – either procedural or enforced by the NPAC SMS system – to the number of delegate SPIDs that may be configured for a single grantor SPID.

The quantity of delegate SPIDs configured for grantor SPIDs as of April 21, 2021, is below.

4 grantor SPIDs have 3 delegates configured (all 7 regions)

5 grantor SPIDs have 2 delegates configured (all 7 regions)

7 to 23 grantor SPIDs have 1 delegate configured (varies by region)

The quantity of delegate SPIDs configured for grantor SPIDs as of July 19, 2021, is below

9 grantor SPIDs have 2 delegates configured (all 7 regions)

12 to 28 grantor SPIDs have 1 delegate configured (varies by region)













NPAC

Delegate / Grantor SOA SPIDs
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Grantor SPID

Delegate SPID

Current:  A Grantor SPID has from 1 to n Delegate SPIDs

1..n





Grantor SPID

Delegate SPID

Proposed:  A Grantor SPID has from 1 to 5 Delegate SPIDs

1..5









NPAC

Delegate / Grantor SOA SPIDs
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Grantor SPID

Delegate SPID

Current and Proposed:  A Delegate SPID has from 1 to n Grantor SPIDs

1..n









Limit Quantity of Delegate SPIDs
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Proposed change: modify the procedures for delegate SPID configurations to prohibit more than 5 delegate SPIDs for a single grantor SPID.









“Sunset” Complex Suppression Configurations
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Notification Suppression functionality, introduced by NANC 458, allows for a SPID – grantor or delegate – to have the NPAC SMS suppress (i.e., not generate/send) a notification for the SPID.  

When a request is made, the SPID submitting the request – whether a delegate acting on behalf of another SPID or a SPID making a request for itself – indicates what notification suppression is to be performed (for self, for “own” provider and/or delegates, for “other” provider and/or delegates)

Via configurations, a SPID must authorize the other SPID(s) that can suppress notifications for it; NPAC SMS silently ignores any suppression requested that is not authorized by the configurations.

A SPID can always suppress notifications to itself

The New Service Provider and Old Service Provider on an SV may be delegates of one another and may request different suppression settings; this results in complexities when determining which notifications are generated and which are suppressed.









Suppression Examples
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SPID A (NewSP)

SPID W

SPID X

A is a Grantor of X

X is a Delegate of A

A is a Grantor of W

W is a Delegate of A

A Authorizes W to Suppress

X is NOT Authorized by A or W to Suppress

This is an example of a SPID (SPID A) with two delegates (SPIDs W and X).  SPID W is authorized to suppress notifications for both SPID A when it makes a request on behalf of SPID A.

This type of configuration exists in production today.  









Suppression Examples
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This is an example of two Service Provider SPIDs where one SPID has authorized the other to suppress notifications to it as the “other SPID” in an inter-provider port request

This type of configuration exists in production today.  

SPID A (NewSP)

SPID B (OldSP)

A Authorizes B to Suppress

B IS NOT a delegate of A

A IS NOT a delegate of B









Suppression Examples
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This is an example of two service provider SPIDs where both are delegates of each other and both have authorized suppression for the other. 

This type of configuration does not exist in production today, as no service provider SPID is a delegate of another service provider SPID.

SPID A (NewSP)

SPID B (OldSP)

A Authorizes B to Suppress

B is a Grantor and a Delegate of A

B Authorizes A to Suppress

A is a Grantor and a Delegate of B









“Sunset” Complex Suppression Configurations

15

Proposed change:  Remove the ability for Service Provider SPIDs (based on Service Provider Type value) to be delegates of one another to reduce complexity.
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