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[bookmark: _Toc462478989]Abstract of the contribution: This contribution takes up 2 fundamental questions regarding a centralized service framework
1 Discussion
Almost all solutions in regarding KI #3 proposes some type of central service framework, where the service framework does at least selection. Solution #5 proposes that using a centralized service framework should be a deployment option. There may be advantages with not having a centralized service framework deployed. For example having direct communication between consumer and producer is more efficient (less processing needed, lower latency), number of network entities increases which may not be so attractive in small network.
Proposal 1: It shall be a deployment choice if a centralized service framework shall be used or not.
In Rel-15 binding between NFs are stored in respective NF. For example, AMF keeps the information in which SMFs handle different sessions. UDM stores which AMF has the mobility context etc. If a centralized service framework is deployed, one can ask where these bindings will be stored. If proposal 1 is accepted, then at least when a centralized service framework is not deployed the bindings needs to be stored by the NFs (internally or externally). In case of a centralized service framework is deployed it seems unnecessary to move this knowledge from the NFs to the centralized service framework, since in practice it does not give any extra value. Also, services will anyway need to store context information, then just as well they can store the bindings.
Proposal 2: Bindings between NFs (or other constructs such as service set) shall not be stored by the centralized service framework.
2 Changes
******************** Start change ********************
[bookmark: _Toc520098773]8	Conclusions
Editor's note:	This clause will capture conclusions from the study.
8.x	Interim conclusions for the service framework
Principles related to a centralized service framework:
· It is an operator choice if a centralized service framework is deployed or not. Specifications need to allow for options
· A centralized service framework does not keep track of bindings between NF/NF services

********************  End  change  ********************
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