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1. Overall Description:

CN4 has discussed the T2 request for guidance on the selection of the most appropriate MAP operation for MSISDN Address resolution for Multimedia Messaging Service (MMS) for Release 5 (TS 23.140).

CN4 has focused on the two operations that, as indicated by T2, do indeed provide MSISDN to IMSI address resolution, MAP-SEND-IMSI and MAP-SEND-ROUTING-INFO-FOR-SM. As already pointed out by T2 neither of the two operations provide a perfect fit.

SEND-IMSI seems in its simplicity to accomplish exactly what is required, but on the other hand it:

· was originally introduced in MAP in order to allow customer care in visited networks, giving a means for Operators' personnel to derive the IMSI for visiting subscriber from their MSISDN

· cannot be assumed to be widely deployed in existing mobile networks because of the very reason it was originally developed

SEND-ROUTING-INFO-FOR-SM on the other hand is widely deployed in existing mobile networks but it:

· is a quite complex operation requiring elaborated handling in the HLR

· triggers a number of checks related to SMS user subscription and SMS network support. This can be a serious drawback if MMS subscription and network support are configured independently from SMS subscription and support, i.e. if a user would have subscription to MMS but not to SMS, or a VLR would support MMS but not SMS.
On the other hand this could turn into an advantage if the MMS subscription and network support are indeed lined up to the SMS ones.

Given the serious drawback of SEND-IMSI in terms of availability in existing mobile networks and the need highlighted by T2 for a quickly available bridge solution until ENUM solutions will be available, CN4 understanding is that SEND-ROUTING-INFO-FOR-SM is the "least undesirable" of the two options.

CN4 would also like to highlight that it considers it undesirable to bring modifications to SEND-ROUTING-INFO-FOR-SM in order to provide for possible further support of MMS which might have implications on the existing handling of SMS. Thus if need should arise for additional functionality, then CN4 would suggest T2 to ask for a new MAP operation best based on SEND-ROUTING-INFO-FOR-SM.

