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1. Overall Description:

SA2 thanks SA3 for the LS S2-185486/S3-181956.

SA2 have discussed the proposal from SA3 and would like to provide the following feedback.

1. The solution option "Using local SEPP FQDN in request URL" request NF service consumers to explicitly know the URI of one local SEPP, and this local SEPP is required to interact with all roaming partners. This will require the NFs to be aware of deployed SEPPs and its topology. From an architectural perspective, it is appreciated that NFs are not required to be aware of on path SEPPs and their topology and the URI of local SEPP be transparent to NF service consumer and NF service provider.
2. This solution requires NF Service Consumer and NF Service Producer to support the different handling for roaming and non-roaming transfer. From a stage 2 architecture perspective irrespective of non-roaming or roaming scenario, an NF service consumer always interact with the NF service producer to which it needs to send the request. An NF service consumer shall not be required to be aware of an on path SEPP. SEPPs are assumed to be "inserted" into the communication path (see clause 6.2.17 of 3GPP TS 23.501). A SEPP acts as a service relay. This does not mean that an NF service consumer need to explicitly insert the URI of a SEPP in the request message. Insertion of a SEPP and routing a message through a SEPP are considered as lower layer constructs (protocol level) and/or topological concerns. 
3. A SEPP as defined it acts as a service relay. This solution requires to invent an application level message routing mechanism outside of standard HTTP routing as specified in IETF RFC 7230(refer to C4-184612). 

Given this the solution option "Using local SEPP FQDN in request URL" does not fit with SA2's architectural assumptions.
2. Actions:

To SA3 group.

ACTION: 
SA2 kindly requests SA3 to take the above information into account
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