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1. Introduction
In our Phoenix meeting CT4#41 we identified that it is undesirable that operators have to disclose VAS4SMS subscrition information to other operators. It is also undesirable that implementation of  VAS4SMS by one operator is dependend on support by other operators.

An analysis of stage 1 requirements shows that most requirements can be implemented self contained in either the originators home network or in the recipients home network. A number of requirments need to be clarified in this respect. For this an LS to SA1 is proposed.
2. Reason for Change proposed LS
Analysis of stage 1 requirements  in 3GPP TS 22.142 to identify whether these services can be implemented self contained in either MO or MT network or whether there is a need to exchange information between MO and MT home network (or even C party network).

	3GPP TS 22.142 Requirements section
	MO service selfcontained?
	MT service selfcontained?
	Comments



	4.1 High Level Requirements
	na
	na
	Note: Changes to 23.040 are restricted by "VAS4SMS shall be implemented without depending on terminals capability"

	4.2.1.1 
	na
	na
	

	4.2.1.2
	na
	na
	

	4.2.1.3
	na
	na
	Note: "Management of VAS4SMS service is out of scope of 3GPP specification"

	4.2.2.
	Y
	Y
	

	4.2.3
	na
	Needs discussion
	Requirement: SM from A to B forwarded by B to C by mistake needs to be identified and stopped by operator of C. 
C will see A as originator (and A may well be different for every message forwarded to C).  B is not disclosed to C or operator C. So selective blocking by operator C of messages originating from forwarding by B is currently not possible.  Disclosure of Bs subscription to operator C is undesirable. Operator C may not be interested in VAS4SMS support.

Suggestion: We also have requirement to notify C and request confirmation by C for this service. 
Clarify with SA1 if blocking requirement is necessary if we make notification and confirmation by C mandatory?


	4.2.4
	na
	Y
	

	4.2.5
	na
	Y
	

	4.2.6
	na
	Y
	

	4.2.7
	Y
	Y
	

	4.2.8
	Y(*)
	Y
	(*) It is assumed that "other recipient information" is placed in message content as 4.1 disallows reliance on specific terminal capabilities.

	4.2.9
	Y
	na
	

	4.2.10
	na
	Y
	

	4.2.11
	Y
	na
	

	4.2.12
	Y
	na
	

	4.2.13
	Y
	Y
	

	4.2.14
	Y
	na
	

	5
	Needs discussion
	Needs discussion
	Our working assumption needsto be confirmed that priorities of MO services are defined independend of priorities of MT services. MO services will have an implicit priority.

	6
	Y
	Needs discussion
	It needs to be clarified that potentially prepaid charging for MT services will introduce extra delay's. It needs to be confirmed that this is acceptable provided total delay is within specification.

	7
	Y
	Y
	

	8
	Y
	Y
	

	9
	Y
	Y
	

	10
	Y
	Y
	


3. Conclusions

Some stage 1 requirements need clarification and agreement on the way to proceed.
4. Proposal

Send LS to SA1 for clarification of requirements and agreement
