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1. Introduction
-
2. Reason for Change
Provide an evaluation of solutions proposed for KI #3 ("Mechanism to select the target PLMN based on GPSI when using SBI") in 3GPP TR 29.829.
3. Conclusions
-
4. Proposal
It is proposed to agree the following changes to 3GPP TR 29.829 v0.4.0.

[bookmark: _Hlk61529092]* * * First Change * * * *
[bookmark: _Toc63665366][bookmark: _Toc57303936][bookmark: _Toc56500577][bookmark: _Toc39050173]7.3	Evaluation and Conclusions of Solutions for Key Issue#3
7.3.1	Evaluation 
There are multiple solutions proposed for KI#3. The Table 7.3.1-1 below lists down the various pros and cons identified for each solution.
Table 7.3.1-1: Pros and Cons of solutions for KI#3
	[bookmark: _Hlk510519236]Solution Id
	Pros
	Cons

	Solution#3
	1.	All the processing logic of determining target PLMN ID and whether to use SBI or legacy protocol for SMS termination resides at a central NF i.e. in the NRF. It reduces the impact on SMS-GMSC as it does not have to determine the target PLMN ID or number portability information.
2.	The proposal leverages already defined and widely used services and procedures, such as the discovery procedure using NRF and the existing DNS/ENUM and Number Portability services.

	1.	The NRF must support legacy protocols e.g. ENUM for identifying the target PLMN ID.
21.	The NRF must support ENUM application logic which is beyond the functional scope of the NRF as defined by stage 2. Also, it is not the responsibility of the NRF to determine the recipient's subscription PLMN ID.
32.	NRF will have to process request for every UE when the SBI message needs to be routed on GPSI i.e. for every MT SMS delivery procedure. This will significantly increase the number of requests to be processed by the NRF.
NOTE: A discovery request for every UE is already required for discovery requests based on GPSI in the HPLMN when segmentation based on GPSI ranges is not used.
3.	If the interface is not determined by local configuration in the NRF and SBI is to be used, it is required configuration or provisioning of the MSISDN (individual or number series) in DNS/ENUM to obtain the target NRF URI or NP information for the NRF to determine the target PLMN.

	Solution#12
	1.	The introduction of a new MNP NF in 5GS is aligned with a general strategy of network architecture evolution to SBA. The NP service evolution to SBA can be adopted in other use cases and procedures (e.g. in IMS).
	1.	The responsibility to discover the target PLMN is left to the service consumer (e.g. the SMS-GMSC in the context of SMS). Every service consumer that needs to discover the target PLMN based on the MSISDN must support the new MNP functionality.
2.	The definition of a new MNP NF and service in SBA potentially implies higher normative work than Solution #3.
3.	The local configuration in the service consumer to determine the target PLMN might become complex (e.g. for international SMS termination). The local configuration must map the MSISDN (e.g. CC+NDC) to target PLMN ID for every PLMN (number range holder network) and country. This configurarion must be applied and kept updated in all the service consumers. 

	Solution#x
	
	



* * * Next Change * * * *
7.X	Evaluation and Conclusions of Solutions for Key Issue#5
7.X.1	Evaluation 
There are multiple solutions proposed for KI#5. The Table 7.X.1-1 below lists down the various pros and cons identified for each solution.
Table 7.X.1-1: Pros and Cons of solutions for KI#5
	Solution Id
	Pros
	Cons

	Solution#3
	1.	The solution allows an NF service consumer to get information about both the target PLMN and the interface to be used (SBI or legacy interface) through a single interaction with NRF, based on the information received in the discovery response, as it is done in other cases (e.g. PCF discovery for Rx/SBI interface).
2.	It would be possible to differentiate MSISDNs for which SBI or legacy interface can be used (e.g. deployments with 5G-only devices for IoT and devices that can use any access) via provisioning or configuration in ENUM.
3.	The decision on the interface for interconnection (SBI or non-SBI) is proposed to be determined always by the local NRF, rather than relying on interconnection agreements between other PLMNs (e.g. between transit and target PLMNs).
	

	Solution#14
	
	

	Solution#15
	
	



Editor's Note:	Evaluation of Solutions #3, #14 and #15 still needs to be completed.

* * * End of Changes * * * *

