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1. Overall Description:

CT4 would like to inform SA2 about the progress that has been made in the area under the work item of SMSviaH:

CT4 have agreed to make use of a mechanism that is referred to as “SCCP-relaying”. This mechanism allows MAP-Send-Routing-Info-For-Short-Message messages to be relayed to an SMS Router rather than to an HLR. It should be noted that in this case the decision whether or not to relay the message to the SMS Router is based on information which can be found within the message rather than within the HLR’s record of the subscriber in question. This allows the SCCP-relaying mechanism to be implemented in an STP which may be separate from the HLR. 

CT4 have noticed that it is under discussion in SA2 whether to re-use the SCCP-relaying mechanism in their TS 23.204 for the purpose of short message delivery via the IP-SM-GW. It should be noted that the decision whether or not to relay the message to the IP-SM-GW is based not only on information which can be found within the message but also on information stored in the HLR/HSS’s record of the subscriber in question i.e. the dynamic registration information for the subscriber in IMS. The reliance upon subscriber information in the HLR/HSS prohibits the SCCP relaying mechanism to be implemented in an STP separated from the HLR/HSS. Furthermore, strong concerns have been raised in CT4 regarding the feasibility of standardizing and implementing the SCCP-relaying mechanism in HLR/HSSs based on subscriber specific information.

As a way forward CT4 proposes the following two variants to be considered by SA2:

Variant A:

This variant does not make use of SCCP-relaying.
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Variant B:

This variant does make use of SCCP-relaying and therefore adds SMS Router functionality to the IP-SM-GW. In this variant a registration/deregistration of the IP-SM-GW is not necessary since the decision in the HLR/HSS (or STP) to relay the MAP-SRI-SM message is not based on data stored in the HLR/HSS.
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In variant B the IP-SM-GW is co-located with an SMS Router whereas in variant A no SMS Router functionality is used.

When comparing the two variants SA2 are asked to note that 

-both variants do not place any additional functionality to the SMS-GMSC.

-variant B does not place any additional functionality to the HLR/HSS (provided that SCCP-relaying is performed by an STP) whereas variant A does.

-in variant B all MAP-SRI-SM messages are relayed to the IP-SM-GW even when the destination subscriber has no IMS subscription or is not registered, or is not reachable via the IP-SM-GW.

- since in variant B the HLR/HSS is not impacted, status reports received from the SMS-GMSC may result in wrong MWD settings in the HLR unless the IP-SM-GW attempts delivery via MSC or SGSN after a failed delivery via IMS. However, it should be noted that this retry method runs the risk of timeout of the timer supervising the receipt of MAP-MT-Forward-SM-Ack at the SMS-GMSC and therefore either adds the additional requirement to the SMS-GMSC to increase the timer value, or adds the additional requirement that the IP-SM-GW has less time to deliver the message. The latter therefore increases the probability of unsuccessful delivery by the IP-SM-GW.

Since both variants seem to have their advantages and disadvantages SA2 may want to consider standardizing both options.

2. Actions:

To SA2 group.

ACTION: 
CT4 asks SA2 group to consider the information given when completing TS 23.204.
3. Date of Next CT4 Meetings:

CT4#34bis
10th – 13th April 2007

Frankfurt, GERMANY

CT4#35
7th – 11th May 2007

Beijing, CHINA
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