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1. Introduction
TR 24.890 provides two alternatives for transport of payload transparently through the AMF, denoted Alternative 1 (subclause 8.5.1.1.2) and Alternative 2 (subclause 8.5.1.1.3). This contribution provides an evaluation of the two alternatives and proposes to select one of them as the way forward. 
2. Reason for Change
As the TR 24.890 comes to a close, there is a need to evaluate the two alternatives and select one of them as the way forward.
3. Proposal

It is proposed to agree the following changes to 3GPP TR 24.890.
* * * First Change * * * *

8.5.1.1.x
Criteria for evaluation of alternatives for NAS transport

The following criteria are considered:

-
message size
-
scalability

-
specification and implementation impact

-
extensibility (future proof)

The criteria are not prioritized.

8.5.1.1.y
Evaluation of the alternatives for NAS transport

8.5.1.1.y.1
Message size
Alternative 2 requires to indicate the type of payload/container type carried inside the NAS transport message. This could be a separate IE, which would take up two octets, or it could be a field in the payload information IE, which would take up one octet. Alternative 1 does not require an indication of the payload/container type in the SM transport message. The additional code points for the SM transport message type for Alternative 1 do not have impact on the coded message size. 
All other information, such as payload routing information etc., needs to be present in the messages for both alternatives.

In conclusion, for transport of SM messages through the AMF, Alternative 1 allows to save one or two of octets in the coded messages, depending on the coding.
8.5.1.1.y.2
Scalability

Alternative 1 assumes that the transport of SM messages through the AMF needs special consideration and therefore merits a separate procedure. 
Alternative 2 uses a single procedure for all types of payload passed transparently through the AMF. 
In the future, the "special consideration" argument may be brought forward for creating separate procedures for transporting other types of payload transparently through the AMF, such as EAP messages etc. This may lead to a proliferation of the NAS transport procedures. This scenario resembles the NAS transport in EPS, where the generic NAS transport procedure is used only for SMS, which is exactly what CT1 set out to avoid in 5GS.

8.5.1.1.y.3
Implementation and specification impact
Alternative 1 requires a separate SM transport procedure for the transport of SM payload vs. non-SM transport procedure for the transport of other kind of payload. If the NAS transport becomes an initial procedure, then Alternative 1 would create two initial procedures. Alternative 1 also requires maintaining separate subclauses for SM transport procedure vs. non-SM transport procedure. Separate procedure failure handling would need to be maintained as well. 

Alternative 2 requires a single procedure. If the NAS transport becomes an initial procedure, then Alternative 2 would create one initial procedure. 

Each additional procedure entails development and testing effort. 
8.5.1.1.y.4
Extensibility
In Alternative 1, the UE-initiated non-SM message transport procedure and the Network-initiated non-SM message transport procedure can be extended to carry the new payload.
In Alternaitve 1, UL and DL NAS Transport procedure can be extended to carry new payload.
8.5.1.1.z
Selection of the NAS transport mechanism

Based on the evaluation of the two alternatives in the subsequent subclauses, both alternatives fulfil the objective of transporting the payload transparently through the AMF. Both alternatives are extensible to carry new payload types transparently thorugh the AMF as needed.
Advantages of the Alternative 1 inlcude:

- smaller message size for SM message transport by one to two octets. (the message size for non-SM message transport is the same for both alternatives)

Advantages of Alternative 2 include:
-
better scalability; and

-
lower implementation and specification complexity.

Alternative 2 is selected as the way forward in the normative phase.
* * * Next Change * * * *

