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In the past meetings of CT4 progress has been made under the work item of SMS via Home PLMN (SMSviaH) which aims for MT-SMS routing via the HPLMN of the destination subscriber. The solution for SMSviaH makes use of a protocol mechanism that is referred to as “SCCP-relaying”.
CT4 have noticed that SA2 are trying to re-use “SCCP-relaying” in their work on SMS over IP although the preconditions for SMS over IP are quite different from those for SMSviaH. 
For this reason CT4 have sent an LS to SA2 (C4-070232). CT4 have indicated that a combination of:
1) SMS-Router functionality (i.e. SCCP message relaying especially in STPs) and

2) Dynamic registration of IP-SM-GW on a per subscriber basis

is not feasible, and proposed two variants to be standardized:

A) Dynamic registration without SMS-Router functionality
B) SMS-Router functionality without dynamic registration

However SA2 seem still to follow the approach which combines dynamic registration with SMS-Router functionality. While it may be acceptable that SA2 do not want to standardize two solutions, it is not acceptable that SA2 still keep the not-feasible approach of combining SMS-router functionality with dynamic registration. (see C4-070170, C4-070232).
Therefore it is proposed to ask SA2 to accept CT4’s advise not to standardize the combination of SMS router functionality with dynamic registration.

It must be noted though, that the two solutions proposed by CT4 (variant A and variant B) are not really two incompatible alternatives, but could be seen as variant A being the basic solution and  variant B being a combination of the basic solution with the SMS-Router concept as defined by CT4 in TR 23.840 (and specified in TS 29.002 and TS 23.040). 
Therefore it is proposed to ask SA2 to reconsider allowing both solutions.

1) All MT-SMS traffic is routed via the IP-SM-GW even if the destination subscriber has no IMS subscription or is currently not registered to the IMS. This impacts the existing functionality limiting the operators choices in configuring his network unnecessarily

It requires the IP-SM-GW to cope with the entire SMS traffic load i.e. also the SMS traffic going from CS to CS, to be routed via the IP-SM-GW from the beginning. This may result in IP-SM-GW overload and, moreover, potential instability of the traditional SMS traffic.

2) If more than one IP-SM-GW is deployed, load cannot be dynamically distributed and SCCP routing tables in STPs need to be aligned with subscriber data information in HSSs. This is believed to be an unnecessary impact on network configuration consistency. 

Therefore it is proposed to ask SA2 to at least standardize variant A.
Furthermore, SA2 are moving in a direction to add in TS 23.204 more and more functionality to the IP-SM-GW although this is neither covered by their TR 23.804 nor by the WID and as a result TS 23.204 is quite significantly deviating from 23.804.

These additional functionalities are

· SMS-Router functionality (as a mandatory requirement)

· Domain selection

· Subscription check and service authorization

· Retry after unsuccessful delivery

We believe that this approach modifies too much the current
(SMS-)architecture where these functionalities are already covered by SMS-Router, SMS-GMSC, HLR/HSS, MSC/SGSN/S-CSCF. 

Therefore it is proposed to ask SA2 to reconsider re-using these functions in their original nodes.

1) Example of MT-SMS via HPLMN (according to 23.840, 29.002, 23.040) (agreed by CT last week):
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Note that the STP may relay the message MAP-SRI-SM to any SMS Router in the PLMN (e.g. based on load or time).
2) CT4 Proposed Basic Solution (aka Variant A):
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Note that the HLR returns the IP-SM-GW address to the SMS-GMSC since the IP-SM-GW has registered its address with MAP-ATM at the HLR.

3) Combination of 1) and 2) where IP-SM-GW and SMS router are separated:
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Note that the STP may relay the message MAP-SRI-SM to any SMS Router in the PLMN (e.g. based on load or time);

Note that the HLR returns the IP-SM-GW address to the SMS-Router because the IP-SM-GW has either registered its address with MAP-ATM at the HLR (dynamic) or because the IP-SM-GW is statically configured in the HLR on a per subscriber basis (in which case MAP-ATM/ MAP-ATM-Ack is not needed).

4) Combination of 1) and 2) where IP-SM-GW and SMS router are co-located (aka Variant B)
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Note that the STP must relay the message MAP-SRI-SM to the same node that serves the destination subscriber as IP-SM-GW. A dynamic registration is not possible, therefore MAP-ATM is not needed.
Note that the HLR returns the MSC/SGSN addresses to the SMS-Router since the IP-SM-GW has not registered its address with MAP-ATM at the HLR.
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