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SA2 asked SA1 to clarify Push Service requirements (Tdoc-S1-010931). This contribution addresses with proposed LS back to SA2 and change to the draft stage 1 to provide the necessary clarifications based on operator requirements.   
· 4.1. General (Bearer technologies & access networks) – SA1 are asked over which bearer technologies and access technologies they would like to see push services implemented. Specifically, SA2 would like clarification of the meaning of “without mandating specific implementation options” and of the editor’s note as to which sets of features can be used as the basis for the provision of push services. It is SA2’s understanding that the actual options used for supporting push services over a particular bearer or access technology are an architectural issue.
Discussion:

From an operator’s point of view, if the push service depends on another service, it would mean that it would no longer be a service in its own right and is not convenient for operators who do not provide other service.  
Proposed change to stage1:
“It shall be possible to deploy Push Services independently of other services (eg SMS)”
(See Tdoc-010905 section 4.1 from GSM-A SerG)

*****The following operators have reached a consensus on this issue****

(MTN, SBC Communications, AT&T Wireless Services, BT wireless, Vodafone, NTT DoCoMo, Rogers Wireless, Radiolinja, Cingular Wireless, Connect, T-Mobile, Telefonica Moviles, Mobilkom Austria, Belgacom Mobile, SFR, Telia)
· 4.2. Addressing and routeing requirements – SA1 are asked to clarify whether multiple address types should be supported for addressing push service recipients, e.g. E.164 number, SIP URL, IP address or whether a single address type should be used. Additionally, if IP addressing is to be used, SA1 are asked if both IPv4 and IPv6 addresses should be supported or whether this should be restricted to IPv6. SA2 note that while flexibility in address specification may be desirable, it may have an impact on interoperability and there may need to be a trade-off between addressing and interoperability requirements.
Discussion: 

It is envisioned that lots of machine terminals such as drink, food, magazine, and video vending machines etc will make use of push services.  To enable efficient use of MSISDN, a variety of identifiers shall be used externally to address the mobile terminal.  Internally the solution shall use the IMSI, so machine terminals can be reached without unnecessarily using E.164 numbers.  

Proposal change to stage1:  

A variety of identifiers can be used externally to address entities. For example, data only terminals (eg vending machine) can be reached without necessarily using E.164 numbers.
(See Tdoc-S1-010905 section 4.2 from GSM-A SerG)

***** The following operators have reached a consensus on this issue.*****

(MTN, SBC Communications, AT&T Wireless Services, BT wireless, Vodafone, NTT DoCoMo, Rogers Wireless, Radiolinja, Cingular Wireless, Connect, T-Mobile, Telefonica Moviles, Mobilkom Austria, Belgacom Mobile, SFR, Telia)

Discussion: 

SA1 has already agreed and sent LS (S1-010259) to SA2 where the push service shall support IPv4 with dynamic addressing.    

Proposed change to stage1:

“It shall be possible to assign IP addresses (Both IPv4 and IPv6) dynamically.”  

· 4.4. Service Provisioning and Characteristics – SA1 are asked to clarify the timing requirements for delivery classes, i.e. what is the precise timing required for immediate delivery (10 seconds is provided as an example not an explicit requirement) and how accurately are time sensitive services required to be delivered.
Discussion: 

Push services shall be invoked as fast as possible.  For instance, some users are currently utilising ‘pushed’ mail services for “Chat” in Japan.  

Proposed change to stage1: 

“The delay in invoking push services shall be minimized as far as possible for user convenience.”  
