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It is proposed by Vodafone to agree the following modifications to the conclusion section:
· Summary of the new architectures
· Recommendation on which architectures to define in 3GPP
· Way forward with regards to how to go about defining the architectures in 3GPP TSs
Changes to the TR are thus:

7
Conclusion and recommendations


7.X
Summary
There are advantages and disadvantages with both Transparent Mode and Non‑Transparent Mode. The following table summarises these (more specific detail can be found in clause 6):
	Capability
	Existing MT SMS mechanism
	Transparent Mode
	Non‑Transparent Mode

	Ability to hide the actual location of the receiving MS (enhanced user privacy)
	No
	Yes
	Yes

	Ability to correlate MAP_SRI_For_SM with subsequent  MAP_MT_Forward_SM messages
	No
	Yes
	Yes

	Ability to collocate MMSC and SMSC/SMS Router on same platform
	No
	Yes
	Yes

	Ability to determine when an MT SM has been delivered to the receiving MS
	Yes (but possibly "No" when delivering to a non‑GSM subscriber)
	Yes (but possibly "No" when delivering to a non‑GSM subscriber)
	No (but able to determine when SM is delivered to HPLMN of the receiving MS, which commonly will also mean delivery to the receiving MS)

	Ability to hide when an MT SM is delivered to the receiving MS
	No
	No
	Yes

	Ability to charge pre‑pay subscribers for received MT SMs when roaming outside of the HPLMN, without relying on support of CAMEL Phase 4 in the VPLMN
	No
	Yes
	Yes

	Support for local regulatory LI requirements for all MT SMs, including those received by an MS when it is roaming
	No (visibility of querying networtk only i.e. no visibility of the actual message)
	Yes
	Yes


7.Y
Recommendation
Due to the advantages and disadvantages of both architectures described above, it is proposed to define both architectures in 3GPP Technical Specifications. It should therefore be an operator choice when to use which architecture. It is not proposed to mandate in 3GPP when an operator shall use which, but some example factors that an operator should consider are (but not necessarily limited to):

-
The HPLMN of the sending MS (commercial roaming agreements may prohibit a certain mode).
-
The service for which the SM is being used.
-
Whether the SM contains a UDH (and is therefore a concatenated SM).
-
The LI requirements set by the local regulatory authority of the HPLMN of the receiving MS.
-
The current SMS load in the HPLMN of the receiving MS (i.e. use different mode during peak times).
7.Z
Way forward
It is recommended to 3GPP that the enhancements to the MT SMS functionality are specified in existing specifications, as opposed to creating a new TS. Creating a new TS specifically for the enhanced MT SMS functionality runs the risk of harming inter‑working with the existing SMS functionality, of which shall be avoided (according to the Scope of the present document).
The following table lists the existing 3GPP Technical Specifications that will be impacted by the solutions documented in clause 5:

	3GPP TS
	Responsible WG
	Brief summary of impacts

	3GPP TS 23.040 [4]
	CT1
	Architecture and procedural descriptions from clause 5.

	3GPP TS 29.002 [5]
	CT4
	Optional insertion of flags. Signal flow diagrams (not the SDLs) in clause 23 may need to be updated.

	3GPP TS 23.003 [8]
	CT4
	Addition of MT‑SMS Correlation ID.


Table 7.1: 3GPP TSs impacted by the solutions in clause 5 of the present document

