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12.1.1.5
Overall evaluation
Evaluation of the two architecture options is shown below:
Table 12.1.1.4.1.1: PWS Architecture Option Evaluation
	
	Option 1
(Direct SBI between AMF<->CBCF )
	Option 2 
(AMF<->CBC via SBc like interface)
	Option 3
(AMF<->CBC via IWF) 
(SBI between AMF<-> IWF/CBCF and SBc between IWF<->CBC)
	Comments

	Pros
	+ Supports 5GS CN Service based interface

+ Supports 5GS PWS evolution and enhancement.
	+ Supports existing CBC/PWS deployments, 
+ No impact to CBC
+ Reuses existing EPS interface, less implementation efforts
+ Less standardization efforts, SBc protocol already specified
+ Support future PWS enhancement.
	+ Supports existing CBC/PWS deployments
+ No impact to CBC 
+ Reuses existing EPS interface
+ Supports 5GS CN Service based interface 

+ Supports independent 5GS PWS evolution.

+ Allows flexible deployments of CBCF, IWF and CBC
+ Meets all operator requirements.
	Option 3 implies a single interface supporting both CBCF and CBC.
IWF can be implemented in a number of ways in networks and products, and allows practical deployments:

- if IWF is co-located with AMF, AMF connects CBC via SBc interface
- if IWF is co-located with CBC, CBC becomes CBCF, AMF connects CBC via SBI interface

	Cons
	- Does not support existing CBC/PWS deployments
- Requires upgrading all CBC to CBCF
- Additional standardization efforts

- Requires more efforts to implement new protocol stack and SBI interface on both AMF and CBCF
- Does not meet all operator requirements
	- Does not meet all operator requirements.
	- Additional network function introduced
	


CBC is a legacy network element that is already widely deployed. It may be already connected to BSCs/RNCs/MMEs as well as CBEs. Also NG-RAN can be either NR or E-UTRA based. NG-eNB can connect to 5GC via N2 interface. 
For operators that already deployed PWS services in their network, since SBc is already used as interface between CBC and MME in the EPC network for interfacing eNB, it would be desired that the same SBc interface can be used between CBC and AMF in the NG-CN for interfacing NG-RAN including NG-eNB. If the interface between AMF and CBC is defined to be service based, besides implementation efforts, it would also require CBC to maintain separate interfaces for same warning message delivery operations which is not desired. For operators that have not deployed PWS services in their network, above considerations due to existing deployment do not apply.
From the evaluation it can be seen that option 3 is the only option that allows both new deployments of a fully service based core network and inter-connection with existing non-service based CBC deployments. Therefore, option 3 is the most flexible alternative supporting legacy deployments, initial service based and smooth migration from legacy to service based. 
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