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Abstract of the contribution: Address the CT4 LS in (C4-120932/S2-121946) and propose a way forward for the interface to SMSC.
1. Background
LS from CT4 in C4-120932/S2-121946 propose that the reference point ‘E’ in the “SMS in MME” architecture should be renamed to “S6e” due to the following reasons:
· A Diameter based reference point between the MME and the SMS central functions (SMS-IWMSC, SMS-GMSC, SMS Router). CT4 considers the E interface name used in 3GPP TS 23.272 as not appropriate, as it is used to generally identify interfaces between MSCs in the 2G/3G architecture (e.g. Inter-MSC handover), which is not applicable with MME.

2. Analysis

The need for DIAMETER based interface to SMSC was mainly triggered by operators who do not have 3gpp CS infrastructure deployed in their network. Furthermore, they do not want to deploy MAP in their network to enable an “all IP” solution for providing SMS services.
One of the benefits for re-using an E interface (i.e. MSC to SMSC) for “SMS in MME” architecture was that it allows either the MME or MSC (SMS only) to support the DIAMETER based interface to the SMSC. Furthermore, when operators move towards DIAMETER based interfaces in the future and upgrade their SMSC(s) to support only DIAMETER, then it is beneficial to allow DIAMETER based interfaces for “SMS submit and delivery functionality” to also other nodes e.g. MSC configured for SMS only. Otherwise, SMSC has to either support dual stack MAP + DIAMETER or an interworking function needs to be deployed between upgraded SMSC and MSC to convert MAP to DIAMETER and vice versa.
However, as pointed out in CT4 LS, E interface is used to identify inter MSC handover procedures that is not applicable for the MME. In order to clearly differentiate this new DIAMETER interface specified only for SMS submit and delivery functionality, it is better to specify a new name e.g. S6e or SMe.
To allow for future evolution and allow flexibility in the deployment for operators, the new messages specified for this DIAMETER interface to SMSC should be applicable for nodes supporting SMS submit and delivery functionality (e.g. MSC) and not limited to just MME. Furthermore, we do not expect the SMSC will have to behave differently (functionally) irrespective of the end point i.e. Diameter based vs. MAP based.
Here are the reasons why it is beneficial to specify “DIAMETER based interface for SMS submit and delivery functionality” both to the MME and MSC:
· When a network supports “SMS in MME”, operators may also need to support “SMS over SGs” from HPLMN networks that do not support SMS subscription over S6a (reference TS 23.272). If operators decide to do this, in order for the network to remain “all IP” network, it is beneficial to evolve the MSC to SMSC interface to be based on DIAMETER.
· Operators with no UTRAN / GERAN CS who like to deploy “SMS over NAS” can consider both options i.e. consider upgrading their MME to support SMS in MME or deploy an MSC that already supports SMS functionality & is configured for “SMS only”, but needs update only to the protocol i.e. from MAP to DIAMETER towards SMSC and fulfil the goal of “all IP network”.

· Allows for future evolution towards all IP network when an SMSC supports DIAMETER only if the MSC configured for “SMS only” can also support DIAMETER.

· MME will be supporting similar functionalities as MSC-VLR for SMS (e.g. registration to the HSS/HLR, MNRF flag for store and forward functionality) in order to keep the other nodes (e.g. HSS/HLR, SMSC) in the network agnostic to whether it is interacting with an MME or MSC. When DIAMETER messages are specified for the MME to SMSC to support SMS submit and delivery functions, it makes logical sense to also allow DIAMETER messages for the interface from MSC to SMSC so MME and MSC can continue to keep themselves transparent to other nodes for SMS..
It can also be inferred that there is no impact to the UE, MME as it reuses SMS over SGs architecture. Diameter at the SMSC is needed and the impact is limited to MSC configured for “SMS only”.

3. Conclusion and way forward

According to our analysis it is beneficial to specify DIAMETER based interface to MME configured to support “SMS in MME” and to MSC configured to support “SMS only”. Hence it is proposed to discuss and agree the related CR S2-12xxxx that implements the relevant changes needed in TS 23.272.
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