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A review has been conducted (including by the rapporteur of TS 23.040 “Technical realization of the Short Message Service (SMS)”) of TS 23.204 “Support of SMS and MMS over generic IP access” that is being presented to SA for approval. As a result of this review it has been found that there are a number of items in the above document that should be corrected in order that TS 23.204 can be approved
The items fall into the following categories.

1. Inclusion of Requirements in a stage 2 (Clause 4) which should be in a 22 series specification

2. Inclusion of inter working between SMS and IMS Messaging

3. Inclusion of MMS

4. Inconsistency in terminology in TS 23.204 

5. Inconsistency in terminology in TS 23.204 and TS 23.040 

6. Error in sub clause 6.3

7. Architecture diagram query, S-CSCF and IM CORE
8. Delivery Report Procedure sub clause 6.5

9. General comment on lack of visibility of RP layer/TP layer in sub clauses 6.1 to 6.6

Attached is an edited version of the TS 23.204 V2.1.0 referred for discussion which contains proposed changes to address many of the items listed above. 
1. Inclusion of Requirements in a stage 2
Clause 4 contains Overall Requirements which belong in a stage 1 22 series TS not in a stage 2, 23 series TS. These requirements need to be removed from the TS and included in an appropriate stage 1 specification.
In addition these requirements need to be enhanced so that it is clearly required that all features and service aspects (mandatory or optional) shall be supported with no degradation in their functionality or performance.

An Editor’s Note is provided in the attachment for this issue
2. Inclusion of inter working between SMS and IMS Messaging

The TS contains text related to inter working SMS with IMS messaging and transporting SMS as plain text within an IMS Message. This functionality is not within the scope of the approved WID and should be removed. It needs to be studied what the requirements are for inter working of SMS with other messaging schemes and also it needs to be taken into account what work is currently taking place in other fora such as OMA before specifying any such inter working. 
A Siemens contribution (SP-060625) proposes to remove such text from the TS and needs to be agreed.
3. Inclusion of MMS 
The title of the TS leads one to believe that the TS contains information for the support of MMS to the same level as SMS.
That is not the case in the TS. The TS only makes reference to MMS notification being carried by SMS and states that anything else is outside the scope of the TS. Also MMS is now clearly within the scope of OMA and the solution being currently defined by OMA for SIP based PUSH notification is not based on SMS over IP at all. The inclusion of MMS within this TS is likely to lead to confusion as how MMS using SIP based mechanisms is realized.
Also the TR 23.808 included a number of flows related to MMS over IP but these are not included in the TS. Without such flows and other additional content TS 23.204 cannot be considered sufficiently complete to be approved as long as MMS is contained within the scope.

As the TS is primarily about support of SMS then any reference to MMS  should be removed as inherent in SMS is the ability to carry MMS notification as stated in TS 23.140. A general statement about SMS over generic IP access can be used to support applications and services that use SMS when a generic IP access is used, is sufficient to cover use of SMS over IP for MMS or any other application that utilizes SMS and the title should be changed to remove MMS.
A revision of the WID that removes MMS over IP from the scope of this work is also provided as a separate contribution to TSG SA#33 

4. Inconsistency in terminology in TS 23.204 
SMS-GMSC must be used throughout. There are some occurrences of just GMSC. 
Editor’s Notes are provided in the attachment for the figures for this issue.
5. Inconsistency in terminology in TS 23.204 and TS 23.040 
The term SC is used to abbreviate  the SMS Service Centre in TS 23.040 not SMSC. In TS 23.204 sometimes SM-SC is used and other times SMSC.
Whilst those who may be familiar with SMS will interpret them to be the same the fact is that TS 23.040 defines the abbreviation SC. For consistency the term in TS 23.204 must be changed to SC to avoid any possible confusion. This situation is made even worse by the fact that the TS in sub clause 3.3 currently contains no list of the abbreviations used.

Editor’s Notes are provided in the attachment for the figures for this issue
6. Error in sub clause 6.3. 
TS 23.040 makes a clear distinction in terms used for MT and MO SM’s
For the MO case the term used is SUBMIT

For the MT case the term used is DELIVER

It is essential that these terminologies in TS 23.204 align with TS 23.040 other wise confusion has and can arise.

The figure title in sub clause 6.3 is correct but the sub clause title must be changed. 
7. Architecture diagram query, S-CSCF and IM CORE

The S-CSCF element is shown in the figures in sub clauses 6.1 to 6.6 but not in the Architecture diagram in sub clause 5.1

Similarly, the IP CORE element is shown in the diagram in sub clause 5.1 but not in the figures in sub clauses 6.1 to 6.6

There needs to be consistent terminology/nodes between the architecture diagram and the protocol flow diagrams. It is proposed that Figure 5.1 is modified to expand the IMS core to include S-CSCF and any other relevant IMS elements. An editor’s Note is provided in the attachment for this. 
8. Delivery Report Procedure sub clause 6.5

There has been much confusion caused in various discussions by the use of incorrect terms. One classic issue is talking at cross purposes when one person means the SMS-STATUS-REPORT and the other means the SMS-DELIVER-REPORT.
This needs to be made clear in sub clause 6.5
Editor’s Notes are provided in the attachment for this issue
9. General comment on lack of visibility of RP layer/TP layer in sub clauses 6.1 to 6.6

It would be helpful if there was some clarification in the figures which of these protocol flows actually carry RP layer SMS or TP layer SMS protocol elements. The diagrams are confusing without some way of relating them to TS 23.040 – see TS 23.040 clause 9
An Editor’s Note is provided in the attachment for this issue
Proposal:

It is proposed that TSG SA agree that the nine issues above need to be addressed in TS 23.204 and that TSG SA either

a) Agree the attached proposed changes to TS 23.204 prior to approving TS 23.204

or

b) Send TS 23.204 back to SA2 with a request to SA2 to review and implement the attached proposed changes.
