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I. Introduction

 During the last SA2 meeting #37, it was decided that the conclusion of the Push TR should be included in the TR during this meeting. The goal of this contribution is to highlight some new differences between the SMS based and NRPCA solutions. Note that those arguments should be added to all the other arguments already discussed in previous meetings. As a reminder, the main argument used against SMS concerns the delivery time that is unpredictable and can take quite a long time when the SM-SC gets congested. Designing an alternate mechanism for NRPCA would allow having a more efficient and faster way to activate a PDP context from the network.
II. Analysis
Here are some aspects of using SMS to initiate PDP context from the network that Orange thinks should be taken into account when trying to compare the two solutions:
1. Data-Only terminals and SMSs:
Today, SMSs are used only in the CS domain. Although SMS on the PS domain is a standardized mechanism, it is not widely deployed in operator's network. As such, Operators willing to use this mechanism for PS-only users will have to upgrade their SMS architecture to support delivery of SMSs on the PS domain.
2. Service Independence:

TS 22.174, section 5.1:
"NOTE: Operators should be able to choose which of these options they use to deliver Push services, and it should be possible to use these options independently from each other. E.g. delivery over the PS domain would allow operators who are not planning to introduce IMS and SMS to offer Push Services."

It is generally a bad idea to make services rely on each other. If NRPCA relied on SMS, then this would mean that every migration of the SMS architecture by an operator would have to take into account the existence of the associated NRPCA constraints, and that every enhancement of NRPCA would be limited by the existing SMS architecture.
For instance, it is very possible that an operator wishes to give up SMS once IMS is available, because enhanced instant messaging services will be available. Should such an operator keep his SMS infrastructure only to ensure Push services ? Or should this operator give up Push services once he gives up SMS ?
Hence we conclude that linking Push services with SMS is not a good idea (which is confirmed by the note from SA1 quoted above).
3.
Dimensioning issues:
One known problem with the SMS is that the SMS-SC can get overloaded if not dimensioned properly. The consequences are SMSs being delivered with a significant delay. Using the SMS to activate PDP context will generate many more SMS in the operator's network and hence will add many more dimensioning problems to the SMS architecture. This would be even more a problem, considering that SMS being sent to activate a PDP context are not supposed to be charged by the operator. It is not satisfying for an operator to have to dimension its SMS architecture to handle additional traffic that would not be charged. This could also be a problem when it comes to roaming partners that might not have dimensioned their system accordingly, and might not be willing to upgrade their network to support another operator's push services.
4. 
No notification messages:
The way SMS works today, there is no notification sent back to the sender of the SMS until it is delivered. The normal behaviour of the SMSC is to store the message and to send it when possible. The SMS-SC can only alert the sender when the SMS has been successfully delivered.
This would not be suitable for Push Initiators that would need to activate a PDP context immediately, and if not possible would rather drop the request than waiting for an undetermined amount of time before being able to send the Push message. Moreover, as there is no way to inform the Push Initiator that the SMS is stored in the SMS-C but not lost, the consequence is that the behaviour of the Push Initiator (which does not belong to the operator) becomes unpredictable; in particular, the Push Initiator's behaviour could be to re-initiate the request after a given delay, which might cause a significant amount of SMS to be sent in the network. Moreover, the UE would then receive many requests for PDP Context Activation and could also have an unpredictable behaviour (e.g. activate a PDP Context for each SMS received).

5.
Needs for an AR functionality:
The Address Resolver, introduced in the NRPCA solution, is an interesting feature that would also benefit to the SMS-Based solution. With the AR, the Push Initiator will be able to send the Push request to a generic identifier such as an NAI. There is no need for the Push Initiator to actually know the MSISDN or the IMSI of the user. The AR resolver also allows the Push Function to know if the user has already a PDP context activated or not. This functionality is interesting to have whatever the solution is (SMS, long-lived PDP, NRPCA).
As such, the AR should not be considered as a drawback for the NRPCA solution when being compared to SMS.


III. Conclusion
SMS may be a valid solution for short term usage of Push Services; however NRPCA shows valuable advantages and shall be standardized as an option.

We propose to reflect this in the conclusion of the Push TR.
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