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[bookmark: _Toc436738952]Proposal
The following change on TS.23.749 is proposed.
************* START OF CHANGE *************
7	Overall Evaluation
Editor's note:	This clause will provide evaluation of different solutions for each key issue.
7.x Key Issue #4: Local Number Translation and Routing
The following solutions have been captured in the TR for this key issue:
 -	Solution #2 Local Number Translation

-	Solution #8 Local Number translation on AS

-	Solution #9 AS retrieving user’s Geographical identifier from HSS in S8HR roaming architecture

-	Solution #10 P-CSCF retrieving user’s Geographical identifier from EPC in S8HR roaming architecture
Both Solution #2 and Solution #8 are similar: They are based on existing Netloc procedure to obtain and forward sufficient location information to an AS in the HPLMN and then having the VPLMN operator provide the appropriate local number translation information to the AS in the HPLMN. This solution is similar to how local number translation is done with LBO architecture, except that the location information and number translation is performed in VPLMN for LBO instead of HPLMN (for S8HR). 
As captured in the impacts section of the solutions, Solution #9 has the following key disadvantages
1.	Solution requires mapping of ECGI to Geographical Identifier in MME. This mapping is operator-specific, proprietary and typically stored in IMS domain and not the access-network.
2.	There is tight coupling between access-network identifiers (eg ECGI, TAI, LAI) and geographic identifiers. The table has to be updated when the access network is changed.
3.	There is significant load on HSS for obtaining the Geographical identifier from the MME.
As captured in the impacts section of the solution, Solution #10 has the following key disadvantages:
1.	Solution requires mapping of ECGI to Geographical Identifier in MME. This mapping is operator-specific, proprietary and typically stored in IMS domain and not the access-network.
2.	There is tight coupling between access-network identifiers (eg ECGI, TAI, LAI) and geographic identifiers. The table has to be updated when the access network is changed.
3.	Required P-CSCF for each and every SIP INVITE to check if the dialled number is in the short format or long form and obtain Geographical identifier from the PCRF.
The above disadvantages make both Solution #9 and Solution #10 not deployable in networks.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Local number translation is an optional feature offered by operators. This is an important feature that an operator offers to its subscribers. The offering of this feature to an operator’s own subscribers is not impacted by S8HR architecture. S8HR may impact if and how this feature is offered to roamed-in users from other PLMNs. If an operator wants to provide this services to roamed-in users from an HPLMN, the operator can use Solution #2 or #8 to provide this service. Based on the level of topology information (ECGI, TAI, etc) that the VPMN is willing to make available to an HPLMN and the access to local number translation capabilities to the AS in the HPLMN, the VPLMN can offer appropriate local-number translation to roamed-in users.

************* NEXT CHANGE *************
[bookmark: _Toc436738953]8	Conclusions
Editor's note:	This clause is intended to list conclusions that have been agreed during the course of the study.
For Key Issue #4: Local number translation and routing
-	Solution #2/#8 as captured in Section 6.2/6.8 is the selected solution.

************* END OF CHANGE *************
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