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1. Reason for Change
[bookmark: _GoBack]Detailed description, Impacts, Pros and Cons in the Solution#2 are missing and therefore need to be added. 
2. Proposal
It is proposed to agree the following changes to 3GPP TR 29.835 v0.1.0

* * * First Change * * * *
[bookmark: _Toc47446720][bookmark: _Toc49766801][bookmark: _Toc51230007]6.3	Solution#2: Allocating port numbers via OAM
[bookmark: _Toc47446721][bookmark: _Toc49766802][bookmark: _Toc51230008]6.3.1	General
[bookmark: _Toc47446722]Each operator becomes responsible for allocating a port number to each new 3GPP application from either the User Port number range [1024-49151] or from the Dynamic/Private Port range [49152 - 65535].
[bookmark: _Toc49766803][bookmark: _Toc51230009]6.3.2	Detailed description
Description of <S#2>
The proposed solution is based on the following assumptions:
1.	An operator determines which port numbers are not used as default ones in their network (either from the User Port number range [1024-49151] or from the Dynamic/Private Port range [49152 - 65535]).
2.	The operator selects certain unused port number as a default one for the new 3GPP interface application and configures all relevant network entities with OAM.
3.	Many existing interface applications are dynamically selecting port numbers from range [49152 - 65535] when populating source port field in UDP/TCP/SCTP header, e.g. for load balancing. In a request-response type of communication, the remote peer typically sends the response message to the port number, which is populating the source port field of the received request message. If the new port number is selected from the Dynamic/Private Port range [49152 - 65535], then the solution will be similar to the one, which is described in clause 6.2.2 for Solution#1.
4.	If the new port number is selected from the User Port number range [1024-49151], then the drawbacks described in the above bullet point 3 will be eliminated.
5	In either case (bullets 3 and 4) however, the operator will face challenge with multiple roaming interfaces. If the application serves also a roaming interfaces, then the foreign network may use a different default port number. In such case, the application will need to use different default port numbers on non-roaming and roaming interfaces. The problem gets worse, when the application handles multiple roaming interfaces.
[bookmark: _Toc49766804][bookmark: _Toc51230010][bookmark: _Toc47446723]6.3.3	Impacts
Description of the impacts
The solution will impact only newly defined (Rel-17 and onwards) interface applications, i.e. the solution will have no impact on legacy applications.
The solution will also impact roaming agreements, if the solution could be deemed viable at all.
[bookmark: _Toc49766805][bookmark: _Toc51230011]6.3.4	Pros and cons
Pros:
-	List of the prosGives full control and flexibility to operators when selecting default port numbers for new 3GPP interfaces.
Cons:
-	List of the cons The new application cannot have hard-coded default port number. That is, it will learn the default port number after successful configuration action. If the application serves also a roaming interfaces, then the foreign network may use a different default port number. In such case, the application will need to use different default port numbers on non-roaming and roaming interfaces. The problem gets worse, when the application handles multiple roaming interfaces.
-	Makes the default port setting logic more complex in a new application.

* * * End of Changes * * * *

