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Introduction
The present contribution proposes some modifications in the draft conclusion section of TR 22 988 V1_2_0 as modified in the SA1 #56 MTC SWG meeting.
----------- START OF DRAFT TEXT -----------
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Conclusion


This Technical Report (TR) on Study on Alternative to E.164 for Machine type communication identified different alternative solutions  that can be used in combination for today or future to meet M2M needs.. Which solution(s) and migration scenario(s) to adapt is dependent on operator policies and/or regulatory requirements. Depending on these operator policies and numbering plan regulatory requirements solution sets 1, 2 and 3 may co-exist.

Solution Set 1 – No change to existing MSISDN numbering plan
The current solution is to use the numbering formats (defined in E.164) that exist for interpersonal services (e.g. mobile services) also for M2M communication.
Solution Set 2 – Expansion or minimal change to MSISDN numbering plan
One solution for number shortage is to define M2M dedicated ranges that are spare today (e.g. 
with the maximum length up to 15 digits permitted by Recommendation E.164.
This solution does not need any action from Standards (3GPP, TISPAN)
An alternative solution for number shortage is to use a different Numbering Plan Indicator as already supported by MAP. This will require little or no change to the standards but is a change of use so it may affect equipment in the field. This will also require either changes to the current management policies both within operators and between them or the creation of a new MTC specific numbering plan. 

Solution Set 3 – New Identifiers
Another solution is to use PS mobile IP network for Machine Type Communications (MTC). The requirement becomes how to identify a specific device for MTC in PS mobile IP network. The identifier used in mobile IP network and in current Internet is in the form of URI that is than mapped into IP address to perform the effective routing of the communication.

SIP URIs are identifiers used by the Session Initiation Protocol (SIP) created by the IETF. There is (virtually) no limit to the number of SIP URIs that can be created. This solution requires mobile IP network 

TEL URIs are also identifiers used by the Session Initiation Protocol (SIP). Same as SIP URI, it is created by IETF for the purpose of human behaviour backward compatibility.   TEL URI can be translated to IP address by using ENUM. However, TEL URI has dependency to MSISDN and using a TEL URI would therefore be in terms of number of MTC identifiers available the same as using solution 2.  

Both Generic URI, SIP URI and TEL URI as MTC identifier may require actions in 3GPP to update respective standards. 
The  NAI, FQDN and some non-SIP URIs can be used  as the long term solution for devices that only receive mobile-terminated services from their MTC servers.  When the IMSI is still used, those identifiers can be mapped to their associated IMSI.
The detailed technical vetting required to make a long term solution choice is beyond the scope of this report.
          ----------- END OF PROPOSED TEXT -----------



�Reason for change: solution 1 and 2 will largely depend on national NRA policy (for example, solution 1 may simply not be possible in some countries)


�Reason for change: this is a mistake or confusion regarding what a shared E.164 CC is: solution 2, ie the use of an extended number range (which is the way currently pursued by a number of countries) has nothing to do with a shared E.164 CC. a) countries that would adopt solution 2 have geographic CCs not a shared CC. b) shared CCs like +882, +883 wouldn’t be part of solution 2 since extension wouldn’t apply to them per se: there’s no predefined length for such codes and use 15 digits by default. 


�Reason for change: a new indicator will mean managing the numbering resources radically differently (ie have dedicated MTC policies) or risk overlap with traditional E.164 numbering resources. 


�Reason for change: using a TEL would indeed use a different syntax to convey an MSISDN, so that dependency would not address the issue of depletion. Using a local number wouldn’t address the problem either since the scope of uniqueness would be by definition limited as defined in RFC 3966. 
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