TSG-SA WG 1 (Services) meeting #17
S1-021236

Durango, USA, 12-16 August 2002
Agenda Item: 

Title:
Report of Messaging SWG meeting #4 bis

Source:
SWG Chair Michele Zarri

Document for:
Approval

___________________________________________________________________________

1
Executive Summary:

Good progress was made in expanding the contents of the TR 22.940. The aim is still to try to get a 50% complete document in time for SA#17. Several areas of the TR require further study and the most important issues that still need to be covered include:

· relation between IMS messaging and MMS

· refining of definitions of message types and introduction of other definitions

· definition of message filtering 

· clarification of message storage requirements at the sender and recipient sides

1.1
General

1.2
Future Meetings

	Meeting
	Date


	Venue
	Comment 

	SA1 SWG
	October
	China
	

	SA1#18
	
	
	


2
Detailed Report
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	S1-021222
	
	
	
	
	
	MMS Rel6 WID
	Comverse
	Noted


Discussion:

This document is based on the LS that T2 has sent to SA1 in order to update the work item description for MMS in line with the work which is feasible to carry out for the next release. Comverse together with AT&T Wireless and Teleca have reviewed the list of features proposed by T2 and classified them. There was not enough time in the meeting to have a detailed discussion on each individual item, however it was agreed that SA1 will propose to include in the MMS WID a subset of the list prepared by T2 in light of the inputs from the participants to SA1. It is important for T2 to have guidance from SA1 on which of the features are considered more urgent so that the work on this list of features can be prioritised. 

Conclusion:

Some further discussion on the items that SA1 considers important for inclusion in the MMS WID will be held in the Rome meeting. 

It was noted that a WID is independent of the release, so some delegates proposed to include ALL the features listed in this document in the new WID and possibly prioritise them in a workplan. The group didn’t feel the need for a joint meeting with T2 at this point in time. 
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	S1-021223
	
	
	
	
	
	Scope of 22.940
	Hutchison3G
	Noted


Discussion:

This document proposes some text for the scope of the TR. After some refinement of the wording, and most notably the introduction of the yet-to-be-defined term “IMS Messaging” the text was included in the latest version of the TR. 

It was agreed that, contrary to the text proposed by Hutchison 3G in S1-021223, it was decided to focus on IMS for the TR instead of the more general “3G wireless networks”.

Conclusion:

The text was agreed and included with some modifications in the TR 22.940.
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	S1-021224
	
	
	
	
	
	Essential Messaging Characteristics
	AT&T Wireless
	Noted


Discussion:

This document proposed an different classification of the message types and instigated a long debate on this critical issue. 

It was initially noted by the chairman that a messaging type does not qualify a messaging service, which can make use of different types as the situation requires. The aim of the messaging types definition is broadly categorise the messages, but more importantly to drive the technical implementation in the network of the necessary protocols, bearers, and so on that can meet the requirements associated with each type. The messaging types in other words define attributes of the message, not a service.

Mr Rami Neudorfer suggested to start the classification from the proposal of AT&T with two caveats: 

1. there is not such a thing as a guaranteed delivery message, the distinction between types should be based on what is immediately pushed to the recipient and what is instead delivered at a later time (the term “deferred” was proposed and agreed for the time being for this second class).

2. the concept of group messaging (such as message types used in a internet chat application) is missing

Nokia’s proposal is instead based on the user experience in particular distinguishing between the sender experience and the recipient experience: the sender needs a message which is delivered as quickly as possible, as reliably as possible or both, the recipient considers immediate a message which appears on the terminal without requiring user intervention.

On the second point (i.e. an immediate message is such that it is pushed to the recipient as soon as possible) there was a broad agreement in the meeting.

Siemens seek a clarification on the definition of real-time message and in particular it was asked if we can consider real time a message which is discarded if not delivered immediately. 

It was agreed that it is not wise at this point in the development of the IMS messaging report to try to come up with perfectly orthogonal message types and that as the requirements are generated and the TR is completed, a review of the message types may become necessary.

Conclusion:

It was agreed to scrap the previously agreed definitions and replace them with the following message types:

· Immediate messaging: The sender expects immediate message delivery in (near) real time fashion. 

· Deferred delivery messaging: The sender expects the network to deliver the message as soon as the recipient becomes available. 

· Session based messaging: The sender(s) and the receiver(s) have to join to a messaging session e.g. chat room, before message exchange can take place.

Some explanatory notes have also been added after each definition. This was done to simplify as much as possible the description of a message type and may require further refinements.
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	S1-021225
	
	
	
	
	
	VF position on IMS Messaging
	Vodafone
	Noted


Discussion:

This discussion document raised some important points regarding the MMS evolution and the relation with the IMS messaging work. Vodafone recommends to review and expand the WID for MMS so that the work needed in Rel-6 will become clearer. This can be done by having a joint meeting with T2 even if (see document 1222) this doesn’t seem necessary at this stage. Vodafone also recommended to evolve the MMS and IMS messaging in parallel avoiding a blind “cut&paste” from the TS 22.140 into the new TR and duplication of functionality within the 3GPP system. 

Conclusion:

The document was noted.
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	S1-021226
	
	
	
	
	
	H3G Model 22-940
	Hutchison3G
	Noted


Discussion:

The model for IMS messaging is depicted in a diagram which stresses the importance of the development of a standardised interface that allows the exchange of messages not only between IMS networks but also between IMS-enabled 3G networks and internet service providers. 

As a result of the discussion some modifications were made to the diagram and to the bullet points that follow it. The comments have been captured in a new document that will be presented in Rome (S1-01234) which proposes a full redrafting of chapter 4 of the TR. In particular it was observed that:

· the interface between the 2G network and the internet is outside the scope of the TR

· the interface that the report will characterise is between generic servers. This is due to the fact that in the current IMS specifications there is no messaging server.

Conclusion:

Document S1-021234 contains an update of this document and will be presented in Rome, however no discussion is expected on the latter since the principles have already been agreed. 
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	S1-021227
	
	
	
	
	
	Wireless Messaging Requirements Internet Draft
	Dynamicsoft
	Noted


Discussion:

Mr Andrew Allen from Dynamicsoft presented this document for information and invited the interested companies to contribute to the drafting of a new IETF Internet draft aiming to introduce the requirements for IMS messaging in IETF so that such requirements can be taken into account by this organisation when developing the SIP and SIP related protocols. 

There was some concerns regarding the fact that it may be too early to introduce the IMS messaging requirements since at this stage those are not captured in any of the agreed 3GPP technical specifications. However due to the fact that IETF only meet 4 times every year Dynamicsoft considers urgent to propose at least an initial draft that can be then refined as the work in 3GPP progresses. A similar approach was followed for the presence work with successful results. 

Two further observations were made:

· The TR should contain some information on SIMPLE which seems to be the prime candidate as the protocol to be used for IMS messaging. Even if normally SA1 documents do not contain detailed information on protocols, this inclusion was felt important for the completeness of the technical report. 

· Another area where IETF should work is the support of session based messages such as the ones commonly used in chat services.

Conclusion:

The proposed Internet Draft will be discussed on the S1 email reflector until the end of week 25 (deadline for submission of contributions for the July meeting of IETF).
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	S1-021228
	
	
	
	
	
	IMS messaging – Requirements
	Nokia
	Noted


Discussion:

This document proposes some high level requirements for section 6 of the TR. A thorough analysis of these requirements was performed in the meeting resulting in an agreed set that have been then incorporated in sections 6.2 and 6.3 of the TR in its version 0.3.0. 

For the immediate messaging it was agreed to include only points a) and b) while for what concerns point c) it was recognised as an important requirement, but it should be included in a different section of the report. 

For the session based message types 

The text for point a) was enhanced; point c) was modified in such a way that g) became redundant and it was then removed. 

It was noted that in some instances it is not required to be invited in order to join a session and requirements regarding the joining of a session are missing at present in the TR as well as a definition of session.

The initial requirement for the deferred message session in 6.4 was considered acceptable, however there were concerns regarding the applicability of ALL the MMS requirements to IMS messaging. It will be necessary to analyse in detail which of the MMS requirements are suitable for the IMS messaging and which others should be instead be left out.

The relation and interworking between IMS messaging and MMS is still not completely clear and will require some additional work. Several companies (Hutchison 3G, Lucent,…) agreed that the aim of the TR in preparation is to analyse what IMS messaging will bring to the 3GPP system which is not already provided by the existing messaging services (SMS, EMS, MMS) instead of simply concentrating on the requirements. 

The requirements proposed in 6.5 have simply been moved from a different part of the TR and they have been agreed.

Conclusion:

With the modifications agreed during the meeting, the requirements contained in this document have been included in the latest version of the TR which will be presented in Rome as a baseline document. 
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	S1-021229
	
	
	
	
	
	IMS messaging - Delivery and privacy requirements
	Nokia
	Noted


Discussion:

The document contains some requirements for the message delivery requirement and privacy sections of the TR. 

Concerning the delivery requirements it was agreed to move the blocking requirements to a different chapter of the TR. On point a) it was agreed that in principle an immediate and group message should be delivered immediately to the intended recipient(s), however in some instances there will be the need to have some filtering in order to avoid some of the problems that were already been identified when developing the MMS specifications. In order to move forward it was then decided to refer in this paragraph to a generic filtering mechanism that will be clarified possibly in a separate paragraph of the TR. In particular issues that need to be resolved include who sets up the filtering parameters, how they are checked and so on. The intention is to have the capability to push a message without notification protecting at the same time the recipient. 

Regarding point b) it was observed that the capability for the sender to store the immediate and the group messages is not covered, however, since the paragraph in question deals with the delivery requirements this omission was intentional. 

Point c) states that a capability needs to be provided to acknowledge the success or failure of the delivery of a submitted message. Again, the requirement was left intentionally vague to allow to some implementation freedom. It was for example noted that in some of the existing chat services the successful delivery notification is implicit in fact that the submitted message appears in the chat window. 

Regarding the privacy requirements it was agreed to leverage on the already existing text in TS 22.228 and to use extensively the terms “public ID” as well as refer to the address hiding requirements defined there. 

There was some discussion on the possibility to send anonymous messages and the need to provide the capability to reply to such messages: this capability was removed. 

Conclusion:

With the modifications described in the previous paragraph it was agreed to introduce the requirements contained in this document in the TR. 
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	S1-021230
	
	
	
	
	
	IMS messaging management requirements
	Nokia
	Noted


Discussion:

The intention of this document was to move some of the requirements to a different section as agreed in Victoria, it was then agreed.

Conclusion:

The requirements have been included in the latest version of the TR.

	Tdoc
	Type
	Spec

No
	CR

No
	Rev
	Rel
	Title
	Source
	Result

	S1-021231
	
	
	
	
	
	IMS messaging addressing
	Nokia
	Noted


Discussion:

For the addressing in IMS messaging the capabilities provided by the IMS and described in TS 22.228 were used as a starting point. For this reason the contribution proposed to mandate only SIP URL and MSISDN as addressing mechanisms. 

The absence of email as a mandatory addressing scheme was cause of concern for some of the companies in particular in light of the possible backwards compatibility problems with MMS and user experience. It was then suggested to expand this section of the report describing the various issues related to the use of different addressing schemes and to draw a clear distinction between the address used by the user of IMS messaging and the address(es) used for the transport of the messages between networks. 

Conclusion:

With the addition of two editor’s note endorsing the need of further analysis in this area the text proposed in this contribution was included in the latest version of the TR. 
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	S1-021232
	
	
	
	
	
	IMS messaging interworking
	Nokia
	Noted


Discussion:

This document proposes some text for the chapter 9 of the TR. Several comments were received in particular pointing out the fact that SIMPLE is not a service but rather a protocol. 

Mr. Tim Ambrose from Hutchison 3G pointed out that in order to interwork with services external to the 3GPP system it should be required that those services adopt the interface standardized by 3GPP which will be secure and will allow advanced charging paradigms. This concept is similar to what has been done for presence. 

Conclusion:

The text proposed, with some modifications was agreed to be included in the TR. 
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	S1-021233
	
	
	
	
	
	Inclusion of MMS in TR 22.940
	Siemens
	Noted


Discussion:

This document attempts to transfer some of the concepts developed for MMS in the IMS messaging TR at the same time updating the terminology and introducing IMS-specific concepts such as public ID. 

Due to the difficulties in understanding the relation between the IMS messaging and MMS it was decided not to include this text in the TR for the time being and to discuss the issue again in the Rome meeting. It was agreed that many of the requirements for MMS are still valid and applicable to IMS messaging and there is no harm in duplicating them, however it is important to understand if a duplication of the same functionality provided through different technical solutions is beneficial or should instead be avoided.

Conclusion:
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	S1-020907
	
	
	
	
	
	TR22.940 Section 6.2 proposed enhancements
	Openwave Systems
	Withdrawn

	S1-020908
	
	
	
	
	
	TR22.940 Section 6.3 proposed enhancements
	Openwave Systems
	Withdrawn

	S1-020909
	
	
	
	
	
	TR22.940 Section 6.4 proposed enhancements
	Openwave Systems
	Withdrawn

	S1-020910
	
	
	
	
	
	TR22.940 Section 6.5 proposed enhancements
	Openwave Systems
	Withdrawn

	S1-020911
	
	
	
	
	
	TR22.940 Section 6.8 proposed enhancements
	Openwave Systems
	Withdrawn

	S1-020912
	
	
	
	
	
	TR22.940 Section 7 proposed enhancements
	Openwave Systems
	Withdrawn

	S1-020913
	
	
	
	
	
	TR22.940 Section 8 proposed enhancements
	Openwave Systems
	Withdrawn

	S1-020914
	
	
	
	
	
	TR22.940 Section 9 proposed enhancements
	Openwave Systems
	Withdrawn

	S1-020939
	
	
	
	
	
	IMS messaging - Delivery and privacy requirements
	Nokia
	Withdrawn

	S1-021221
	
	
	
	
	
	Agenda for the SA1 Messaging SWG
	Chairman
	Approved
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	MMS Rel6 WID
	Comverse
	Noted

	S1-021223
	
	
	
	
	
	Scope of 22.940
	Hutchison3G
	Noted

	S1-021224
	
	
	
	
	
	Essential Messaging Characteristics
	AT&T Wireless
	Noted

	S1-021225
	
	
	
	
	
	VF position on IMS Messaging
	Vodafone
	Noted

	S1-021226
	
	
	
	
	
	H3G Model 22-940
	Hutchison3G
	Noted

	S1-021227
	
	
	
	
	
	Wireless Messaging Requirements Internet Draft
	Dynamicsoft
	Noted

	S1-021228
	
	
	
	
	
	IMS messaging – Requirements
	Nokia
	Noted

	S1-021229
	
	
	
	
	
	IMS messaging - Delivery and privacy requirements
	Nokia
	Noted

	S1-021230
	
	
	
	
	
	IMS messaging management requirements
	Nokia
	Noted

	S1-021231
	
	
	
	
	
	IMS messaging addressing
	Nokia
	Noted

	S1-021232
	
	
	
	
	
	IMS messaging interworking
	Nokia
	Noted

	S1-021233
	
	
	
	
	
	Inclusion of MMS in TR 22.940
	Siemens
	Noted

	S1-021236
	
	
	
	
	
	Report from the S1 MSG SWG meeting
	Chairman (T-Mobile)
	

	S1-021237
	
	
	
	
	
	TR 22.940 v0.3.0
	Editor (Nokia)
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