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Introduction

At the last SA1 meeting, a liaison statement (S1-010856) was drafted to SA2 containing the draft stage 1 requirements for push services and asking if there were any areas where clarification of the requirements was needed. SA2 has responded (S2-012422) highlighting such areas. This contribution addresses (some of) those areas, with proposals for revisions to the draft stage 1 to provide the necessary clarifications.

Clarifications

The following sections itemise the questions raised by SA2 and include proposed changes to the draft stage 1.

4.1. General (Bearer technologies & access networks) 

SA2 question: 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.

Comment: Push services should be capable of being provided independently of the radio access technology; that is, they shall be available over GSM and UMTS, as well as over future access technologies such as wireless LAN. Push service delivery is required for users with subscriptions to packet based access technologies (e.g. GPRS) and there is no requirement for delivery to users with subscriptions only to circuits switched accesses.

The technology for delivery of push information should be transparent to the push initiator, that is, the push initiator need not know what access technology the client is using. The push initiator may, however, require certain grade of service for delivery, e.g. speed of delivery or delivery acknowledgement.
Proposed change to stage 1 (text as above)

4.2. Addressing and routing requirements

SA2 question: 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.

Comment:

It shall be possible to address push recipients either by E.164 (MSISDN) or by SIP URL. SA1 should give further consideration to the implications of addressing directly by IP address, given that it is anticipated that most terminals will employ dynamic addressing. There is no requirement to address push recipients by IMEI or to push to terminal devices without a SIM/USIM.

Proposed change to stage 1

“It shall be possible to address push recipients either by E.164 (MSISDN) or by SIP URL. There is no requirement to address push recipients by IMEI or to push to terminal devices without a SIM/USIM.”

4.3. Service Activation and Invocation

SA2 question: SA1 are asked to clarify the relationships between the push services and QoS requirements and to clarify what level of interaction is expected from the user. 

Comment: This text is unclear in the draft stage 1 and should clarify requirements of both the push initiator and the push recipient. Interaction with the user profile work should be considered.
4.3.1 Abnormal behaviour

SA2 question: SA2 do not consider it abnormal behaviour if the user declines the service, however SA2 agrees that performance in this case needs to be defined.

Comment: The sentiment expressed here is relevant to Section 4.3, “Service Activation and Invocation”

Proposed change to stage 1: 

Move text from 4.3.1 to 4.3

4.4. Service Provisioning and Characteristics

SA2 question: 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.

Comment:  This section is confusing, e.g. specification of both delivery class and delivery priority. The following parameters should be specified by the push originator for each push message (as examples):

· delivery class (or priority)

· immediate (< 5 seconds)

· medium (< 1 minute)

· low (as available)

· time to live

· content type (e.g. MIME)

· streaming / non-streaming

· minimum bit rate

· guaranteed / non-guaranteed

· acknowledged / un-acknowledged

· control information (replace, delete, client capability query, client update capability)

4.4. Service Provisioning and Characteristics

SA2 question: SA1 are asked to provide a more detailed set of requirements for push-related control information

See above

5. Security

SA2 question: SA2 are not in a position to comment on security requirements and would suggest that these be forwarded to SA3 for their consideration

No comment

6. Privacy

SA2 question: SA2 would welcome further information on the requirements when SA1 have finalised their discussions.

Comment: Section 6 should reflect the privacy requirements for Generic User Profile (GUP) and Presence to be consistent.

7. Charging

SA2 question: SA2 have no comments on charging requirements but would suggest that these be forwarded to SA5 for their consideration.

No comment

8. Roaming

SA2 question: SA2 asks for expansion of the roaming requirements, for example, should a roaming user be able to receive push content from both his home network and the visited network

Comment: This refers to the fact that push service delivery shall independent of bearer type and access type, to enable global availability of push services when roaming onto other networks.

9. Interworking

SA2 question: SA2 asks for expansion of the interworking requirements.

Other issues:

SA2 question: SA2 also asks SA1 if there are any specific requirements for push services to machine type terminals (e.g. vending machines, automobiles, toll collection equipment, utility meters) since these are not mentioned in the draft stage 1 document.

Comment:  This issue is important. Since high volumes of terminals are expected, addressing may need to be considered. Issues to consider include low data rates, occasional usage, and efficiency of network resource use.

Proposal

It is requested that the text included in the proposed changes above is included in the draft stage 1.
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