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1. Overall Description:

SA1 has reviewed and discussed incoming LS S1-091319 on “LS on VAS4SMS requirements”.  Below are SA1 responses to the questions in the LS:
1) TS 22.142  Section 4.3.2 on forwarding in case delivery to the forwarded address fails?  CT4 assumes that the originating SMSC is unaware of the forwarding in the terminating network and that retries will be done towards the original recipient address. The terminating network would substitute the forwarding address for any retry and will report success or failure of this delivery as if the delivery attempt was done towards the original recipient. Is this assumption in line with requirements?
(Please note related questions regarding  independence of originating and terminating services below). 

[SA1 Answer]:  Yes, this assumption is in line with the requirements.
2) TS 22.142  Section 4.3.2 on forwarding requires that infinite forwarding loops need to be prevented. CT4 would like to clarify whether there are additional requirements on limiting the maximum number of forwards to be applied such as they exist for forwarding in ISUP/BICC. 

[SA1 Answer]: Suggest to add the requirement of limiting maximum number of forwarding.

3) TS 22.142  Section 5 on service priority. CT4 would like to clarify whether or not service priority will make VAS services mutual exclusive. For example when a recipient has forwarding enabled and the recipient is also part of "multiple destinations" (group) should both group and forwarding services be applied?  Is forwarding applicable when adding recipients to a group?
(Please note related questions regarding  independence of originating and terminating services below). 
[SA1 Answer]: Yes, service priority makes VAS services mutual exclusive. As to the mentioned example, forwarding and multiple destinations are not conflicting services and the group should not be applied forwarding. 

4) TS 22.142 Section 4.2.8 on multiple destinations requests that a single message can be sent to multiple recipients. I.e. a user should be able to establish and address a group. CT4 noted that in case of forwarding the recipient should explicitly acknowledge being target of forwarding but that no such requirements exist for being added to a group of multiple recipients. CT4 would like to confirm whether or not requirements exists that a recipient should confirm whether he should be part of a group of multiple destinations.

[SA1 Answer]:  To identify the forwarded SM is to avoid forwarding loops and it is unnecessary to add such requirement to multiple recipients. 
5) TS 22.142 Section 4.2.8 on multiple destinations (groups). CT4 would like to clarify whether or not groups should be established within the domain of one operator or whether the group service has to be used across multiple operators.
(Please note related questions regarding  independence of originating and terminating services below).

[SA1 Answer]:  It shall be possible to set up groups across multiple operators according to policies of operators involved.
6) TS 22.142 Section 4.2.9 on establishing a VPN. CT4 would like to clarify whether or not such a VPN should be established within the domain of one operator or whether the VPN has to be used across multiple operators.
(Please note related questions regarding  independence of originating and terminating services below).

[SA1 Answer]: It is assumed VPN service is limited within a single operator.
7) TS 22.142 Section 4.2.10 on auto reply. CT4 would like to clarify requirements in the following scenario: Both parties involved in the exchange of a SM have configured auto reply messages. Delivery of one SM will trigger an auto reply from recipient to originator. Without further measures delivery of this auto reply will trigger another auto reply from originator back to the recipient. The requirement to only reply once in a certain period of time will probably prevent infinite loops but CT4 would like to clarify whether an auto reply to an auto reply should be prevented.
[SA1 Answer]: It is suggested to add the requirement of “auto reply to auto reply loop should be prevented”. 
8) TS 22.142 Section 4.2.6 on receipt. CT4 would like to clarify requirements in the following scenario: Both parties involved in the exchange of a SM have configured additional receipt messages. Delivery of one SM will trigger a receipt message from recipient to originator. Without further measures delivery of this receipt will trigger another receipt from originator back to the recipient and thus resulting in an infinite loop of generated receipts. CT4 would like to clarify requirements regarding prevention of such loops.
[SA1 Answer]: The receipt message is originated from the network (e.g., the third party’s platform) and it will not trigger another receipt message to the originator/recipient.  Thus, the infinite loop of receipts will no occur. 
9) CT4 identified the following additional requirements:
1) It is undesirable that operators have to disclose VAS4SMS subscription information to other operators. 

[SA1 Answer]: Whether to disclose the VAS4SMS subscription information between operators is determined by the policies of operators involved.
2) It is undesirable that implementation of VAS4SMS by one operator is depended on support by other operators i.e. implementation of originating or terminating VAS services should be possible independently.
[A]: We agree with this requirement. 
An analysis of stage 1 requirements in 3GPP TS 22.142  against these additional requirements shows that most VAS4SMS requirements can be implemented self contained in either the originators home network or in the recipients home network. However a number of requirements need to be discussed in this regard:

10) TS 22.142  Section 4.3.2 on forwarding requires that " Ideally a recipient should be capable of stopping the delivery of such SM to its own address. As a minimum the recipient’s operator should be capable of identifying forwarded SM and stop delivery." This requirement seems in conflict with the desire not to disclose VAS4SMS subscription information to another operator as the C party (the destination of forwarding) may be in another network. Also the operator of the C party may not be supporting VAS4SMS services while the requirement would potentially require changes to 23.040 as the address of the B party is not conveyed to C. C will only "see" the A party. The A party may be different for every forwarded message.

Given that another requirement in the same section 4.3.2. requests explicit acknowledgement from the C-party  " It shall be possible to Notify a recipient upon activation of the service and only upon his approval activate the service for the user"  the C party would already be protected from undesired forwarding. CT4 would like to ask SA1 to consider whether the requirement that operator C needs to be aware of the forwarding by B needs to be maintained.

[SA1 Answer]:  It is unnecessary for operator C to be aware of B’s action.  
11) TS 22.142  Section 4.3.2 on SM to multiple destinations has various requirements to convey multiple addresses to the recipients which may be used in reply messages. Currently the SMS protocols define no distinct fields to carry these addresses and section 4.1 requires that " The VAS-SMS shall be implemented without depending on the terminal’s capability "  i.e. without changes to SMS protocols. CT4 therefore has as working assumption that such information should be carried in regular SM content. CT4 would like SA1 to confirm that this working assumption adequately addresses SA1 requirements.
[SA1 Answer]: Yes.

12) TS 22.142  Section 5 on service priority requires that " VAS-SMS priority and interaction are provided by operator " and " Caller SMS receipt has higher priority than Callee SMS Receipt service ". CT4 has a working assumption that priority of services is defined independently for originating services in the home network of the originator and for terminating services in the home network of the recipient. Services for the originator are naturally applied before any services for the recipient. CT4 would like SA1 to confirm whether this working assumption is correct.

[SA1 Answer]: Yes.

13) TS 22.142  Section 6 on quality of service requires that for VAS4SMS " end to end data delay [shall be kept consistent with basic SMS]". VAS4SMS services may be subject to online charging which may lead to additional delays in processing of SMs. CT4 would like to confirm that the requirement in this section does not disallow additional delays as such - provided that overall delays are within the limits allowed for SMS.
[SA1 Answer]: Yes.

2. Actions:

To CT4 group.

ACTION:  Please take the information above into consideration.
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