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Executive Summary:

General: 

After SWG3#9 and SWG3#10 there is two major open issues for MMS REL-5:

· finalisation of MM7, with

· finalisation of MM7 stage 2 – messaging part (including its impact on MM1)

· creation of MM7 stage 2 – framework part

· creation of MM7 stage 3; and

· finalisation of stage 2 description of persistent storage
On the stage 2 descriptions of persistent storage and MM7 stage 2 good progress was made during SWG3#9 and SWG3#10. A stable basis for REL-5 completion is now available. On MM7 stage 3, however, nothing is available yet and its likely that this topic can not be finalized on schedule.

The chairman suggested therefore that – if REL-5 can not be completely finalized in Sophia - the group should focus on completing all issues other than MM7 stage 3. So that if SWG3 asks for postponing REL-5 freeze of MMS by 3 months only a single work item be incomplete: MM7 stage 3.

MMS (MMS REL-4):
One CR to 23.140 Rel-4 which is a correction of the forwarding feature was agreed (with its corresponding REL-5 mirror CR).
MESS5-MMS (MMS REL-5):
MMS REL-5 bug fixes

Four corrections to REL-5 were agreed:

· T2M020095, Correction of MM1 Addressing

· T2M020096, correction of the forwarding feature

· T2M020098, CR 23.140 Rel-5: Submission Description Enhancement

· T2M020104, CR 23.140 REL-5 reply charging consistency
MM7: interworking with VAS applications

The following VASP impact on MM1 was identified for REL-5: 

· A multimedia content URL might be needed on MM1.

· A functionality to reply to VASP messages might be needed.

· Addressing of (e.g. VASP) recipients using short codes is needed.

· The “Original Recipient Address” needs to be discussed further.

The group agreed to put off the debate on “VASP Replace within the Handset functionality” until Release 6.
Network based mailbox model in MMSE (persistent storage)

Based on an Openwave contribution online drafting on a stage 2 description for persistent storage was created. T2M020089 is the finally endorsed CR which is the current working assumption for work on persistent storage for MMS REL-5.

Nokia raised reservations against some of the functionality, MM states and MM flags, which they want to check before finally agreeing on these.

USIM and USAT aspects of MMS

MMS service behaviour description with respect to USIM was presented by Gemplus. Needs to be finalized.

Header mapping
A header mapping CR from Ericsson was agreed. I.e. this topic is finalized except for alignments with new functionality due to e.g. persistent storage and MM7.

User prompt

The feature of user prompt was seen to be useful for MMS Rel-5 by many delegates. However, the feature’s realisation in 23.140 is not yet clear.

Outstanding CR on terminal capability negotiation
A CR (T2M020115) on terminal capability negotiation was agreed. I.e. this topic is finalized except for alignments with new functionality which might be needed.

Version handling

No input to this meeting.

Others

MMS Codecs:

Discussion about the split of responsibility between T2 and SA4 on MMS codecs/formats took place. Concerns were raised that SA4 defined new media types vector graphics and media synchronization and presentation language in 26.140 without consulting T2 first.

Streaming:

It was agreed in principle to create an informative annex to 23.140 showing how MMS uses PSS, e.g. with SDP. In addition a reply to S4 was created with suggestions for improving 26.233 in regard to the MMS usage.
AOB:

Due to lack of time the following documents were postponed: 

T2M020026, T2M020027, T2M020038, T2M020073, T2M020101, T2M020105, T2M020108, T2M020114
Future Meetings:

	Meeting
	Date


	Venue
	Comment 

	T2#16
	11-15 Feb 2002
	Sophia Antipolis
	

	T2#17
	13-17 May 2002
	tbd
	


If the freezing of MMS Release 5 will be postponed, a SWG3 ad hoc is needed after the T2 plenary. 

Output Change Requests:

Release 4:

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020094
	CR to 23.140 Rel-4 correction of the forwarding feature
	Siemens
	revised T2M020013


Release 5:

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020092
	Correction of Support for Addressing formats on the MM1 Interface 
	KPN
	revision of T2M020091

	T2M020095
	Correction of MM1 Addressing
	Nokia
	revised T2M020061

	T2M020096
	CR to 23.140 Rel-5 correction of the forwarding feature
	Siemens
	revised T2M020014

	T2M020097
	CR 23.140 REL-5 Reject Duplicates
	Logica
	

	T2M020098
	CR 23.140 Rel-5: Submission Description Enhancement
	Siemens
	revised T2M020030

	T2M020104
	CR 23.140 REL-5 reply charging consistency
	Gemplus
	revision of T2M020087

	T2M020106
	MM1-MM4 header mapping
	Ericsson
	revised T2M020023

	T2M020113
	CR 23.140 REL-5 adding reference to 32235
	Siemens
	

	T2M020115
	CR 23140-510 terminal capability negotiation
	Siemens
	revised T2M021029


Output Liaison Statements:

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020093
	Reply-LS to GSMA IREG & SERG on email/MSISDN addressing support (reply to T2M020020)
	KPN
	

	T2M020107
	reply-LS to SA4, cc SA1 on transfer of responsibility of MMS media formats and codecs
	Hutchison3G
	

	T2M020109
	LS to GUP on UICC exchange
	ATTWS
	


Action Item List

	Action Item
	Responsible Person
	Paris Status
	Completion needed for 23.140 REL-5
	Result / comment

	MMS option tables (T2M010140)  to become 2 CRs as informative annex for rel-4 and rel-5 – interdependencies between features to be identified
	Tim, Hutchison3G
	open
	no
	Outstanding item.

(Outstanding issue from SWG3#8)

	Clarify prepaid vs. status text in either option table in T2M010140, spec or both
	Petri, Nokia
	open
	no
	Waiting for the options tables.

(Outstanding issue from SWG3#8)

	T2M010142 (VAS use cases) to be maintained as living document
	Henrik, Telia
	open
	no
	Ongoing / Permanent.

	Via email: Discussion of T2-011017 – depends on feedback from LS to IREG
	Eskil
	open
	no
	Not done.Eskil is waiting for the feedback from IREG.

	Provide the CR on additional MNP solution
	Aram, CMG
	open
	no
	Not done.The CR has to be created if CMG decides to do so.

	Rel-4 MMS charging: consistency check. => Create LS to SA5
	Vasilis, Openwave
	open
	no
	Email discussion

	Lead creation of CR on basic framework part of MM7 (authentication, ...)
	Christian, Eskil.
	open
	yes
	Not done.Ericsson and Materna will work on it.To be ready by the next T2, i.e. T2#16.Christian will provide the CR for the next meeting.

	MM7 Encryption mechanism CR for Release 5.
	Vasilis (Openwave), Christian (Materma)
	open
	yes
	CR to be sent as an LS to SA3.

	CR resolving the following problem: when the recipient’s address is in an email format, the MMS Relay/Server can not distinguish between MMS Relay/Server and MTA.
	Soeren, Motorola
	open
	no
	Not done.

	CR to 22.140, section 5.4, on addressing.
	Kieran, Logica
	open
	no
	Updating the Distribution List was postponed for Release 6. Ask  SA1 to reflect the changes accordingly.

	Investigate the issues associated with the distribution of the MMs to multiple recipients (on MM1, MM3, MM4, MM7).
	Padraig (Logica),Rami (Comverse).
	open
	no
	Provide the input offline.

Email discussion.

	Discuss in the Release 6 restructuring of the specification. In relation to the T2M020052 CR  (E2E behaviour).
	Rami (Comverse)
	open
	no
	Future work.

	Logica to provide the suggestion for extendible principles for MM7 stage3.
	Kieran, Logica
	open
	yes
	Email discussion

	Logica to find out if there are any IPR issues related to MMAP [T2M020015]
	Logica
	open
	yes
	Offline

	Define MMS Relay/Server ID for MM7 deliver for authentication.
	Christian (Materna)
	open
	yes
	Not done.Part of Authentication

	Define whether the Sender Address is mandatory or not  in the MM7_delivery.REQ message
	Petri, Nokia
	open
	yes
	Email discussion

	Revise the MM7 CR : if notification is not sent then the cancellation will not work
	Rami, Comverse
	open
	yes
	Email discussion

	Add the use case of sending the MMs by VAS. Add all MM1 submit parameters to MM7 submit, etc.
	Rami, Comverse
	open
	yes
	Email discussion

	To lead an email discussion in order to agree on principles of the MM7 addressing document T2M020068.Christian (Materna) to collaborate on this.
	Petri (Nokia),Christian (Materna)
	open
	yes
	Email discussion

	new use cases for "VAS use cases" permanent document ? - to be checked
	Rami, Henrik
	open
	no
	

	discussion paper on problem with the size indication in the notification
	Ville, Nokia
	open
	no
	

	lead discussion on whether MMS notification/connectivity params/user preferences on USIM or terminal are of higher priority
	Ileana, ATTW
	open
	yes
	Email discussion

see also action#87

	UPDATE spec overview CR (T2M020033 / T2M020114) - CR 23.140 REL-5 on clarification of MMS specification interdependencies
	Josef, Vasilis
	open
	yes
	

	to be checked whether or not this is needed on MM1:

by creating a CR to reflect MM7-reply-ID (link-ID) on MM1 (RFC 2822 in-reply-to: ?)
	Josef
	open
	undicided
	

	MM7 impact on MM1: CR: For adding multimedia content, we suggest URL that will be part of the MMS from the UA which will be replaced by the VASP by a multimedia object which is pointed to by the URL (message/externalbody ?)
	Soeren, Motorola
	open
	yes
	

	MM7 email discussion: 7. “Original recipient” address !

1.recipient UA should see originator UA as Sender Address/”From”

1. additional X-MMS_send_MM_via_VASP_address: …” field in MM1_submit.REQ

2. “X-MMS_Original_recipient” address
	Rami, Comverse
	open
	no
	Email discussion

	MIME registration: initiate registration process
	Gwenael
	open
	no
	

	Rel-5 MMS charging: Update CDR Annex for REL-5
	Petri
	open
	yes
	

	CR to fix the notification service behaviour when memory capacity exceeded (on terminal/USIM/...)
	Magnus
	open
	yes
	

	Clarify streaming section in 23.140 - take into account the impact of 26.234 (Create informative annex to 23.140 with figure on use case of streaming in MMS)
	Miraj, Vasilis, Ileana
	open
	yes
	

	Lead email discussion on T2M020103 - CR 23.140 REL-5 Storage of MMS parameters on the (U)SIM
	Volahanta
	open
	yes
	see also action#73

	post SWG3#10 agreed LSs to T2 email approval
	Josef
	open
	yes
	

	revise T2M020110 (alignment 23.140 26.140)
	Randall
	open
	yes
	

	user prompt in MMS
	Magnus
	open
	no
	

	email discussion on CR to introduce MM8 (charging)
	Christian
	open
	yes
	

	MM7 stage 3:

missing => withdrawn: T2M020063 (CR on Stage 3 on MM7; planned source: Comverse, Ericsson) - outcome SWG3#9: Logica & Openwave will collaborate
	Logica Openwave will collaborate
	open
	yes
	

	Finalize T2M020101 - CR 23140 REL-5 Clarifications on responsibilities of MMS User Agent and MMS Relay/Server
	Josef
	open
	no
	

	Lead email discussion on T2M020105 - CR 23.140 REL-5 addressing by unqualified name on MM1
	Menno, KPN / Rami, Comverse ???
	open
	undicided
	

	clarify organisational for T2 in Sophia, e.g.:

* deadline Tue, 05.02., 12 PM Hawaii - NO late input allowed
	Josef
	open
	yes
	


Detailed Report:

Day 1 of SWG3#10

The meeting was opened by the chairman Josef Laumen. The chairman summarised the meeting procedure, documents’ numbers, and the meeting agenda.

Appointment of temporary secretaries

Alan Stebbens (Openwave) volunteered as a temporary secretary – except during the discussions on Persistent Storage. 

Kevin Jackson (TeleCommunication Systems) volunteered as a temporary secretary for Persistent Storage discussions.
Christian Steinweg (Materna) volunteered as a temporary secretary for the Friday sessions.
The meeting started from the discussion of the meeting agenda.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020002
	Draft agenda MMS#10
	SWG3 Acting chair
	


Discussion: 

Some discussion was made on whether or not previous discussions on stage 3 MM7 could continue into ad-hoc #10.  

Rami (Comverse) suggested that a previously deferred charging issue be discussed soon, if not immediately, because of its importance.

Ileana (ATTWS) says that the charging issues, of which she is an advocate, should not preempt terminal issues already planned for ad-hoc #10.  It should be discussed after the terminal issues.

Conclusion:

Outstanding issues will be listed and prioritized prior to reviewing them.
Revised agenda was approved.
Incoming LSs discussion
	Tdoc
	Title


	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020086
	Report from T2-T3 Joint Ad Hoc – MMS-USIM Aspects
	ATTWS
	Noted


Josef presented.

Discussion: The chairman asked for discussion and volunteers for the action items.

Rami (Comverse) suggested that persistent storage (on the USIM) be as seamless and transparent to the user as possible.

Vasilis (Openwave) will look into the issue of notifications of overly large MMs being sent to a terminal that cannot store the MM in the USIM.
Conclusion: 

Noted.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020003
	DRAFT-20020120-T2M020003 Draft Report of T2 SWG3#9.doc
	SWG3
	Noted


Rami (Comverse) presented the draft report of SWG3 ad-hoc #9

Discussion:

Rami suggested reviewing the action items.  Vasilis (Openwave) suggested that this was not necessary.  The document is a matter of record, and ad-hoc #10 has its own agenda already.

Josef reviewed the outstanding issues, to ensure assignments of the action points.
Conclusion:

Noted.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2-020015
	Reply to "Liaison Statement on Extended Streaming Service"
	TSG SA4
	Noted


Eskil (Ericsson) presented.

Discussion:

Rami (Comverse) since MMS Release 5 will not support streaming, then DRM issues are not actually relevant to this release.

Josef (Siemens) says that we agreed to not add features to streaming.  Rami says that this is not a new feature, but there is a basic architecture problem.

Vasilis asks Comverse to say if their input represents a bug fix.  If it is a bug fix, then it should be prioritized; if not, then let’s defer the discussion on it.

Conclusion:

Noted.

Rami and Vasilis received action points on the resolution of this issue.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2-020017
	LS providing information about SA4 activity on 2D vector graphics formats
	SA4
	Noted


Ville Warsta (Nokia) presented.

Discussion:

Ileana (ATTWS) suggests that everyone look through TS26.234, which has presentation language issues, as well as codecs.

Josef (Siemens) says yes, in principle, but no, in detail because TS26.234 is the PSS spec, while the MMS codecs are specified in TS26.140.

Vasilis (Openwave) asked the chairman for the history of why MMS presentation language is being worked on in SA4 as a “codec”.  This will be discussed later.

Henrik (Telia) SVG should be mandated for MMS.

Vasilis asks if this is a MIME object, registered with IANA.

Eskil (Ericsson) says that T2 should not make recommendations if the work has been transferred to SA4.

Josef says that T2 has the MMS expertise.

Ville (Nokia) agrees with Ericsson in that these format discussions should be left to SA4.

Rami says that SVG is the current working assumption of SA4.

Vasilis is uncomfortable leaving everything to SA4 – SA4 doesn’t operate in a vacuum, and needs requirements & suggestions from SWG3.

Vasilis agrees that SA4 specifies codecs, but reminds everyone that T2 specifies “how” and “which” codecs should be used by MMS.  It was very surprising to discover that SA4 is already working on the presentation issue, without input from T2 or SA1.  This is an important issue.

Rami says that there is a larger issue.  SA4 does not currently specify a mandatory format for each media type.  We should devote some high priority time reviewing the SA4 documents and issue an LS.

Josef asks if we can get back to the agenda.

Randy Grund (Motorola) agrees with Openwave that T2 should specify the use and application of codecs by MMS.

Josef says that perhaps it might be better if the interested companies attend SA4 meetings to sort these issues out and present their views.

Randy says that, according to the LS, SVG is a “candidate” for EMS.

Rami says that the LS is actually asking for a choice of “recommended” vs. “mandatory”.

Randy says that the spec uses “candidate” – which clearly means that the decision is not made yet.  Randy also supports Openwave’s question about SA4’s role in MMS issues.

Miraj (Nokia) says that this LS is addressed to the EMS subgroup; since we are not they, this should not be addressed.

Alan (Openwave) suggests that this document be noted, and that the contentious SA4 issues be deferred for discussion later this week.  There was general agreement.

Conclusion:

Noted

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2-020020
	LS to T2 on MMS addressing scheme
	SerG & IREG
	Noted


Presented by Rami (Comverse)

Discussion:

Menno will take an AP to reply to this LS, based on our resulting SWG3 position.
Miraj (Nokia) asks the reason for mandating both addresses.

Rami says that if the handset supports only an MSISDN and not an email address, the users will not be able to address users by email addresses. This limits the operators that wish to use email addresses as primary.

Conclusion:

Noted.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020047
	LS to SA2 on MMS Address Resolution
	Openwave
	Approved

	T2M020056
	LS to SA5 on Service Code
	AWS
	Approved

	T2M020062
	LS to SA2 on MMS OSA Functionality
	Comverse
	Approved

	T2M020084
	LS to SA5 on MMS VASP Connectivity
	Omnitel
	Approved

	T2M020085
	Liaison Statement on routing of MMS traffic via MM4
	T2 SWG3
	Approved. Petri sent to the SWG3 reflector.


Discussion: 
Conclusion:

These LS’es will be sent for “fast track” approval.

noted.

Break for lunch

Josef reviewed the Action list from ad-hoc #9.

Release 4 Bug Fixes

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020078
	Correction of support for addressing formats on the MM1 interface
	KPN
	Rejected


Presented by Menno (KPN)

Discussion:

Rami supports this CR but says that we formally cannot consider it since it is a new feature, and we cannot consider new features or even modified features for Release 4.

Nokia and Telia agree with Comverse.

Josef says that WAP MMS specs are frozen and changing Release 4 features would not be effective or appropriate.

Vasilis (Openwave) objects to the 3GPP T2 SWG3 Chairman speaking for WAP MMS status without a formal LS.

Openwave objects to the decision to not consider the CR for Release 4.

Rami (Comverse) says this is clearly not a “bug fix”.

Alan (Openwave) asks if interoperability issues are considered “bugs” or “features”.  Josef gave an analogy with codecs to illustrate why there are existing features that may not be interoperable with other handsets.

Ville (Nokia) wonders why this issue is arising now, and not discussed in detail before this relatively late date?

Soren (Motorola) says that the problem is not clearly stated in the CR.  Also, if the 3GPP specs say that both addressing styles are mandatory, then 3GPP compliance will require both, regardless of whether or not WAP Forum specs do so.

Ileana (ATTWS) says that interoperability issues also include failures of forwarding.

Josef asks how many companies think this is a Release 4 bugfix.  

Conclusion: 

The CR is rejected because three companies objected.
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020079
	Correction of support for addressing formats on the MM1 interface
	KPN
	Rejected; replaced by T2M020091

	T2M020091
	Correction of support for addressing formats on the MM1 interface
	KPN
	Rejected; replaced by T2M020092

	T2M020092
	Correction of support for addressing formats on the MM1 interface
	KPN
	Approved


Menno presented (same CR as previous, but this one is for Rel-5).

Discussion: 

Rami (Comverse) supports this.

Miraj (Nokia) wonders if this mandates MM3.

Alan (Openwave) says no, MM3 is orthogonal to the addressing issue.  Some operators wish to provide MMS users with an email address for their MMS service.

Ileana (ATTWS) says that number portability is made easier with domain-based email addresses.

Ville (Nokia) wonders if this CR requires that all handsets have an email address? 

Rami (Comverse) says that the GSMA has requested email address support only in the handset.

Ville, Menno, and Alan will discuss a satisfactory wording of the CR. [Done – new Tdoc # T2M020091]

Coffee break

Reviewed T2M020091 after break.  

Conclusion: Some small changes made, and document was approved as T2M020092.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020013
	Correction of the Forwarding Feature
	Siemens AG
	Pending


Presented by Josef
Discussion: 

Vasilis objected to making the time stamp mandatory.

Conclusion: 

Pending: Josef will review the history of the change, and discuss with Vasilis

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020031
	CR 23140 REL-4 Address hiding outside MMS
	Siemens AG
	rejected

	T2M020032
	CR 23140 REL-5 Address hiding outside MMS
	Siemens AG
	Mirror-CR to T2M020031

Rejected


Presented by Josef

Discussion: 

Openwave objects.

Some discussion occurred about the various interworking use cases with hidden addresses. The CR covers only MM4 but might harm e.g. MM3 implementations.

Conclusion: 

Rejected.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020060
	Correction of addressing on MM1_Submit.REQ
	Nokia
	rejected


Presented by Ville (Nokia)

Discussion: 

Trivial changes

Conclusion: 

Rejected

Release-5 Bug Fixes

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020014
	Correction of the Forwarding Feature
	Siemens AG
	rejected


Discussion: 

Conclusion: rejected

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020028
	Duplicate Messages Originating from the UA on the MM1 Interface
	Logica
	noted

	T2M020017
	Reject Duplicates
	Logica
	rejected


Presented by Padraig (Logica)

Discussion: 

Eskil (Ericsson) appreciates the intent of this CR, but thinks that this is a Stage 3 function – of keeping duplicates from occurring.

Padraig (Logica) agrees with Eskil, that this may be a Stage 3 function.

Josef suggests that perhaps an LS be sent to the WAPForum asking that they manage the duplicate MM issues.

Soren (Motorola) suggests that this is Stage 3 work, and should not be detailed here.

Alan (Openwave) suggested that this CR be rejected, and the most that SWG3 should consider be text stating a high level requirement to avoid duplicate messages.   If the WAPForum is responsible for a particular implementation, and if SWG3 is concerned with potential problems in that implementation, then an LS should be sent to the WAPF, which highlights the problem and asks for reassurance that the problem will not occur.

Conclusion: T#28: noted; T#17: rejected.

3GPP SWG3 will rely on the WAP Forum to produce an implementation that does not allow duplicate MMs to occur.
Padraig will update the CR. 
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020030
	Submission Description Enhancement
	Siemens
	Rejected; replaced by T2M020098

	T2M020098
	Submission Description Enhancement
	Siemens
	Approved


Presented by Josef

Discussion: 

Reworded by consensus

Conclusion: 

Approved with changes as T2M020098.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020061
	Correction of addressing on MM1_Submit.REQ
	Nokia
	Rejected

Revised in T2M020095

	T2M020095
	Correction of addressing on MM1_Submit.REQ
	Nokia
	Approved


Ville presented his corrected CR.

Discussion: 

Conclusion: 

Approved

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020099
	MM7 Protocol selection
	Nokia
	Rejected


Presented by Ville (Nokia)

Discussion: 

Companies generally support SOAP, but there should be a reference to the current SOAP specs included.

Conclusion: 

Need to update the CR with references to the SOAP specs.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020072
	Commentary on Persistent Network-Based Storage Functions
	Openwave
	Noted

revised in T2M020090

	T2M020090
	Commentary on Persistent Network-Based Storage Functions
	Openwave
	Noted

revised in T2M020112

	T2M020112
	Commentary on Persistent Network-Based Storage Functions
	Openwave
	Noted


Discussion: 

Kevin (TCS) volunteered to serve as temporary secretary for all persistent storage discussions.

Allen (Openwave) presented commentary document on persistent storage functions.  

(Comverse) suggested that comments be taken on the commentary before moving on to the related CRs.

Miraj (Nokia) asks if this is all based on the Stage 1 requirements or the agreement reached at the Dortmund Ad Hoc.

Rami (Comverse) stated that he previously submitted a CR that presented all of the persistent storage ideas that were agreed upon in Dortmund, but that Nokia had issues with the ‘Purge’ MM1 function.

Miraj (Nokia) stated that User Profile selections about MMBox settings should not go over MM1, but only via web access or the like.  Alan (Openwave) agreed, but stated that the corresponding UP requirements need to be defined.

Miraj (Nokia) stated that the complexity involved in creating configurable attributes on the User Agent is too great.  Ileana (ATTWS) and Alan (Openwave) disagreed, saying that having  them configurable is very important.  Alan agreed that there is complexity involved, but that if done via UAProf, the complexity is reduced for the User Agent.

Jerry (Comverse) asked why partial retrieval-related issues are being introduced now.  Alan  replied that sending component information adds value, but is not mandating individual component downloads – that component information may add to the user experience.

Padraig (Logica) asked if this means we are going to mandate the use of the User Profile.  Alan replied that he hadn’t thought of that, but wouldn’t object to it.

Miraj asked if the “MM States” at the end of paragraph 2 are mutually exclusive?  Alan said yes, they are, but that they are informational and do not control User Agent (and hence subscriber) behavior.  Alan said that the User Agent will know the most recent ‘state’.

Soeren (Motorola) asked how the requirements are derived from the Stage 1 requirements, pointing out that some are based on User Profile usage and others are not.  Alan said that regardless, these definitions of service features need to be covered.

Ileana (ATTWS) noted that the WAP commentary in 23.140 mentions using capability negotiation to control how MM are handled in MMS, and that therefore the commentary from Alan is not out of the scope of a Stage 2 document.

Randall (Motorola) doesn’t think that the fields included in the Notification convey the appropriate information.

Alan explained how the ‘attributes’ on the User Agent allow specific ‘View’ responses to be returned from the MMS Relay/Server.

Alan noted that ‘device profile’ is not defined yet, so is really commenting on something that we haven’t specified yet.  Ileana noted that UAProf is now specified in MexE 23.057.  

Miraj commented that in Dortmund, only 2 or 3 states were identified.

Alan re-submitted it with changes.

Conclusion: Noted.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020071
	Persistent Networked-Based Storage Functions
	Openwave
	revised by T2M020089

noted

	T2M020089
	Persistent Network-Based Storage Functions
	Openwave
	Endorsed


Discussion: 

Group agreed to proceed with a general overview of the CR, with detailed discussion to follow during tomorrow’s session.

Alan (Openwave) presented the CR.

Superficial comment from Eskil (Ericsson) that some parts of this CR seem to be appropriate for Stage 3 documentation.  Alan agreed.

Alan began discussion with a review of the definition of new terms.  Jerry (Comverse) commented that perhaps we should review the changes first, then review the definitions.

The definition of ‘message reference’ was debated.  ‘Message reference’ was deleted.  Alan said it is a ‘self-defining term’.

Miraj (Nokia) questioned the use of ‘addressable’ in the MMBox definition.

Randall (Motorola) questioned the definition of MM Flags.  Alan explained the use of the flags.

Soeren (Motorola) asked about the Dortmund agreement on the definition of MMBox folders for sent and received MM.  Alan responded that flags can accomplish the same function without literally requiring folder structures.

Ileana agreed that flags are a flexible and useful way to do ‘folders’.

Randall commented that the definitions should specify URI’s as the message identifier.  Josef commented that we should stick to the MMBox agreements reached in Dortmund.

Miraj asked if the MM States are going to be dynamic or static.  Alan responded that they would be static, but could be made configurable.

Vasilis (Openwave) commented that states could be expanded in the future if need be.

Eskil, Alan, Miraj, and Vasilis discussed the duplicate message handling problem for Read Reply Report messages.  The group agreed that the Relay can handle the duplicate issue.

Randall commented that the second part of the MMBox definition is vague.  Alan edited the definition.

Soeren (Motorola) asked if an MM can have multiple states. Alan said that they were mutually exclusive.  Text to this effect was added to the definition of ‘MM State’.

Alan (Openwave) moved the group forward to Section 4.4, MMBoxes.

Jerry (Comverse) asked where in Figure 2 does the MMBox reside.  Alan replied that he does not address that issue and made edits to that end.

Jerry commented that much of this section seems to be Stage 3.  Alan disagreed, noting the case where multiple MM1 implementations come along.

Tim (H3G) said that it looks like Stage 2 to him.  Eskil (Ericsson) agreed, but suggested some changes to make it better suited for Stage 2.  Changes were made to the names of the MM States.

Jerry asked if we should be referring to literal request and response PDU’s in this section.  They were deleted.

Kevin (TCS) asked about the use of the term “known states”.  Alan replied that he envisioned a set of default states that the R/S would recognize, but that the User Agent ideally could define its own states.

Miraj (Nokia) suggested that this entire section be placed in Service Behavior.  Soeren (Motorola) and Josef (Siemens) agreed.  Section 4.4 was split and moved to Sections 3 and 7.

Stephan (NEC) commented on the use of the Deleted state for MM marked for deletion that have nor actually been deleted yet.

Eskil (Ericsson) added comments on the complexity of the Deleted state.   The ‘Deleted’ state was removed, but Note that there was no consensus within the group on the appropriateness of the Deleted State for persistently stored MM within this spec.

Miraj (Nokia) questioned the use of flags to ‘perform selections on the MMBox’.  Alan clarified, but Miraj is concerned with the complexity of implementation.

Randall (Motorola) commented that these flags are of great value, and should not be limited to two cases.  Vasilis (Openwave) agreed, commenting that the flags are extensible to the benefit of the handset manufacturer and the Users.

Alan (Openwave) sought consensus on the usage of flags.  Miraj (Nokia) commented that flags may be out of our scope for right now, but may be left in for future clarification later.

Alan (Openwave) and Josef (Siemens) added clarifying language on the use of MM State and MM Flags by User Agents and Relay/Servers.  General editorial changes were suggested by the group.

Miraj (Nokia) wants to limit the defined states to insure that they will be static in any Stage 3 implementation. 

There was some discussion on the issue of Universal Access and compatibility if the User Agents are able to individually control the creation of flags.

Miraj commented that open-ended flag definitions do not lead to a simple and easily implementable solution for persistent storage, and that the language contained still seems to mandate the use of these methods.

Josef (Siemens) suggested that the section be modeled after the structure in the Reply-Charging section, and that language be added to further specify when the listed persistent storage behaviors are required.

Miraj commented that these sections may require further edits in the future, in the next meeting for example, and that Nokia has objections in principle to some of the content of the CR.
In Section 5.1.1, changes were made to the listing of the MMBox feature on the User Agent to clarify meaning.

Eskil (Ericsson) commented on the formatting of Section 5.2.1.

Brendan (Jinny) asked if this spec needs to cover how a subscriber can administer his MMBox.  Alan replied that this was out of the scope of this document.

In Section 7.1.1, edits were made to the bullets detailing MMBox behavior on the Relay/Server based on comments from Josef (Siemens), Alan (Openwave), Jerry (Comverse), and Ville (Nokia).

Section 7.1.2 was edited based on comments from Eskil (Ericsson), Alan, Ville, and Jerry.

Josef asked if a distinction is needed between general Relay/Server support for MMBoxes and a requirement to provide MMBoxes for each individual subscriber.

Ville (Nokia) asked if the language in these sections creates a ‘shall have’ dependency on UAProf user profiles.  Alan, Jerry, and Ville made changes to Section 7.1.2 answering this issue and correcting oversights.

In Section 7.1.3, changes and additions were made based on comments by Miraj (Nokia), and Jerry (Comverse).

Suggestions were made by Jerry (Comverse) and Miraj (Nokia) surrounding avoiding duplicates language in Section 7.1.10.

In Section 7.1.11, changes were made due to comments from Jerry (Comverse) and Josef (Siemens).

In Section 8.1, Eskil (Ericsson) mentioned that not all of the functions listed are mandatory.  Changes were made to distinguish the fuctions.  Miraj commented the ‘parts of MMs’ is introduced here, even though that has not been defined yet.   It was deleted.

Eskil said that he does not believe that the functions as listed reflect the agreements from Dortmund.

Miraj (Nokia) commented that the list of functions in 8.1 should not appear here in the transactions section.  Josef agreed, and suggested moving them to ‘Service Behavior’ section.

Ileana (ATTWS) commented that the persistent storage issue creates issues regarding DRM, since copies can be made of data in MMs. 

Josef (Siemens) suggested that we move on with the CR review, since Nokia already related it’s objection to the CR.

Eskil (Ericsson) also objects to some of the concepts in the CR, stating that much of it goes beyond the Dortmund agreements.  Alan (Openwave) disagrees, stating that much of the detail work is left for implementation.  Alan and Eskil had a discussion on the overall scope of the CR.  Jerry (Comverse) agreed with Eskil and has reservations about the CR.

Rami strongly advised the group to resolve this issue during Ad Hoc #10.

Miraj commented that some of these details need to be reflected in Stage 1 before we can properly address them.  Vasilis (Openwave) said that Stage 1 does introduce the basic ideas of MM Management and storage.

Soeren (Motorola) and Rami (Comverse) commented that the CR is moving in the right direction and should be worked out.

Ville (Nokia) suggested that a new chapter section be created due to the new additions in Section 8.1.  Alan agreed.

Jerry (Comverse) mentioned that verbage regarding validation and other non-related functions be removed from Section 8.1.1.1.  Alan agreed and the change was made.

The Group agreed to work until at least 8pm in the evening, with the goal of giving comments to Alan on his CR that can be enacted overnight and posted in the morning.

Ileana (ATTWS) commented on two additional cases of Abnormal Operation to add to Section 8.1.1.2.

Miraj (Nokia) asked if multiple flags are allowed for a single message.  Alan (Openwave) said ‘yes’.  Josef (Siemens) suggested that the language be changed to say ‘one or more flags’, but Alan commented that ‘zero’ is also an option.  The group added clarifications to the use of multiple flags and/or multiple States terminology throughout the CR.

Randall questioned the use of the phrase ‘in the absence’ in the definition of persistent storage.  Alan agreed.  Phrase deleted. Further editorial changes, mostly for consistency, made with input from the group.

In Section 8.1.3.1, comments from Miraj (Nokia) and Jerry (Comverse) led to persistent storage requests only being allowed to occur in the acknowledgment request, not the retrieve request.

Changes were made, with input from the group, on the MM1 Abstract messages to reflect the persistent storage fields.

While in the ‘View’ discussion, Section 8.1.7, Alan (Openwave) and Josef (Siemens) commented that the attribute list should remain in the control of this specification, not be left for UAProf.

Rami (Comverse) said that this feature (View) is the most worrisome within this CR.  Soeren (Motorola) disagreed, commenting that the basic attributes are already defined.

There was some debate on the definition and scope of the information to be returned in a View response, involving Ileana (ATTWS), Josef (Siemens), Randall (Motorola), and Alan.  Alan proposes what he has in the CR as a possible solution, a solution that has a pre-defined list of info to be associated with this abstract message, but acknowledges that there are other options.

Ville (Nokia) asked if we are concerned with having a consistent user experience across various User Agents with this function, and if so, how are we going to achieve it?  Alan (Openwave) responded that there will be a standard list that all MMS Relay/Servers would comply with.

There was some debate between Miraj and Alan as to where the responsibility for defining these attributes should rest; with the individual service providers and User Agents, or with this specification.

Alan (Openwave) and Josef (Siemens) propose that the CR be changed to reflect the future CR mandating the use of UAProf.  The group agreed.

A debate ensued as to the attributes that will be included by default.  Josef (Siemens) disagrees with the entire approach for defining these ‘View’ fields.  Alan respectfully disagreed, sticking to the idea that we should define a minimum, default set.

Eskil commented that ‘Sender’ alone should be the minimum included ‘View’ attribute.  Alan disagreed.

Alan (Openwave) and Josef (Siemens) made editorial changes to the Features of the ‘View’ function.

Christian (Materna) commented that Message ID should not be included as it would have minimal use to the User.  Alan disagreed, noting that it is the only way for the User to correlate the notification with the message.

Randall (Motorola)  commented that the message size should be included.  Alan (Openwave) agreed.  

Ville (Nokia) commented that there are Message Size issues that need to be solved in the overall spec.  The group agreed that this would have to be addressed separately.

Josef and Alan made editorial changes to the attributes of the ‘View’ abstract message with occasional input from the group.

Drafting finished at 8pm Tuesday; to be resumed later Wednesday afternoon.

Drafting continued, 5pm Wednesday afternoon.

General discussion ensued, first centering around the enhanced sequence diagram produced by Alan (Openwave) with comments from Jerry (Comverse) and Vasilis (Openwave)

Consensus was reached by the group regarding the use cases and application of the “Store” command.  Alan will integrate the changes into the document.

The group reached consensus on the details of the abstract messages regarding uploading and storing of MM persistently.

Alan said that he had received enough comments to complete the drafting of the CR offline.

Alan completed the offline edits, and presented the updated CR.  There were various general comments and debate from the group regarding the details of Alan’s revisions.

Alan continue with changes agreed to by consensus offline

Final review resulted in the document being endorsed as the current working assumption.

Conclusion: 

The document is endorsed by SWG3 as the current working assumption. It should be taken by delegates as basis for work until T2 in Sophia.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020025
	Support for Streaming in MMS
	Comverse
	Rejected


Discussion: 

Jerry (Comverse) presented the CR on streaming support in MMS.

Eskil (Ericsson) commented that though he likes some of the ideas, it is not a bug fix.  Miraj (Nokia) echoed Eskil’s comment.

Ileana (ATTWS) said that we need this CR in order to support the disparate protocol stacks involved in streaming.

Alan (Openwave) said that streaming can be supported based strictly on URLs.

Miraj said that he does not believe that streaming can not be accomplished without this CR.

Eskil commented that there is already a streaming capability part in UAProf, and that there should be some basic mechanisms to support it in this release.

Ville (Nokia) said that the Comverse CR is trying to present a new way of streaming, and that he sees no need for this CR.

Josef (Siemens) presented a slide showing an example of streaming initiation via MMS.

Jerry said that Josef’s example doesn’t cover who manages the various interactions in streaming.

Vasilis (Openwave) asked for clarification on Josef’s example streaming implementation.  Josef provided the clarification.

Ileana asked how the example scenario would work if it was a VAS originated MM.  Josef and Ileana discussed the issue.

Jerry asked if the example scenario supports the User Agent choosing to receive streaming media or not.

Alan responded that UAProf could handle that issue.

Tim (H3G) asked if the example scenario supported multiple views of the same streamed content.

Josef explained that that is only supported with persistent storage.  Tim replied that this is a reason why persistent storage is so important.

Group agreed that this document should be rejected and re-introduced for Release 6 by Comverse.

Conclusion:  Rejected.  To be re-submitted in Release 6.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020050
	MMS+USIM: Status byte of notification
	Siemens, Motorola
	Noted

	T2M020100
	CR 31.102 Rel-5 Introduction of MMS files and procedures
	Siemens
	Noted


Josef presented both Tdocs.  The first is an email presenting the problem; the second is a CR proposing the status byte technical realization in the USIM to address the problem.

Discussion: 

Lots of talk about a single status byte in the USIM for each notification.

Conclusion: 

noted

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020087
	CR 23.140 REL-5 Storage of MMS parameters on the (U)SIM
	GEMPLUS Card International
	Rejected


Presented by Volhanta (GEMPlus Card Intl).

Discussion: 

Rami (Comverse) asks why is this necessary?

General consensus from the audience that “shall” is too strong.

Volhanta will update the CR to incorporate the feedback, including the use of “should”s in several places.

There is some discussion on where to use the SIM or the USIM.

Rami (Comverse) wanted to know if there is a reference to the (U)SIM specs in the beginning of the document.  He also withdrew his earlier objection.

Some of the changes in the doc are unrelated to USIM; Josef suggested that they be separated.

Magnus supports a separate chapter. 

Randy (Motorola) also supports a separate chapter. He also doesn’t think “terminal orientated” is a good phrase.  Needs fixing.  A revision of the CR needs to occur before further review.

Conclusion: 

Will be revised in T2M020103, T2M020104.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020088
	MMS-Related Information Storage in (U)SIM
	GEMPLUS Card International
	Rejected.  


Presented by Volhanta (GEMPlus Card Intl).

Discussion: 

Josef (Siemens) said that the comments in the CR should incorporate the ideas from T2M020087 (the last CR), and be made into multiple sections.

Josef had some questions regarding the use of the term ‘Highest Priority’ for MMS information stored on the (U)SIM.

Ileana (ATTWS) said that she is familiar with a similar case of prioritization with personal phone books.  Magnus (Ericsson) disagreed.

Miraj (Nokia) asked why can’t we leave the prioritization issue for the terminal implementation.

Soeren (Motorola) has a problem with standardizing the priority of the stored information.

Ileana suggested that this be left as an open issue to be resolved later.  

Josef (Siemens) suggested that the priority issue be defined further later, and suggested that a formal action point be made for on the issue of whether MMS Notification/connectivity parameters and User Preferences on (U)SIM or terminal are higher priority.  Ileana took the action item.

Conclusion: CR is Rejected. Will be revised in T2M020103.
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020094
	Rel. 4 Correction of the Forwarding Feature
	Siemens
	Approved


Discussion: 

Josef (Siemens) made changes to the earlier bug-fix CR, and presented them.

Conclusion: Approved. 

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020096
	Rel. 5 Correction of the Forwarding Feature
	Siemens
	Approved


Discussion: 

Release 5 version of the above CR.

Conclusion:  Approved.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020097
	Rel. 5 Reject Duplicates 
	Logica
	Rejected


Discussion: 

Padraig (Logica) presented the Rel. 5 bug-fix CR.

Miraj (Nokia) asked if this is really a bug fix.

Josef (Siemens) said that the requirement on duplicate control should be stated more clearly.  

Ville (Nokia) agreed with Josef, stating that the CR does not correctly represent what the previous discussion yielded.

Ville and Padraig will get together to discuss re-working the CR.

Conclusion: Rejected.  Revised version will remain T2M020097.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020033
	Clarification of MMS Specification Interdependencies for Rel. 5
	Siemens
	Rejected


Discussion: 

Presented by Josef.

Eskil (Ericsson) said that he likes the general idea of the CR, but has concerns about the diagram.  Ville (Nokia) as well, but neither had large enough concerns to object to the CR.

Stephan (NEC) and Gwenael (Alcatel) both had some concerns about the CR.

Christian (Materna) commented that the charging references may need to change due to coming CRs.

Ileana (ATTWS) and Randall (Motorola) object to the CR, stating that there may not really be a need for statements regarding MM1 implementations.

There was some group discussion regarding the rules within 3GPP for referencing specifications that have not yet been finalized.  Several delegates say that Draft RFC’s or specs can not be referenced.  Josef (Siemens) says otherwise, and cites examples.

Vasilis (Openwave) said that there is no binding between WAP Forum specs and 3GPP specs.  Josef strongly disagrees.

Ileana suggested that we move this contentious issue to the end of the agenda.  Josef accepted the motion, and the topic will be postponed.

In the end, Josef said he would revise the CR for presentation at T2 in Sophia.

Conclusion: Rejected.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020011
	VASP Connectivity Implications on MM1
	Comverse
	Noted, with Action Items generated as below.


Discussion: 

Rami (Comverse) presented the discussion document.

Vasilis (Openwave) raised the issues of shortcode and correctly listing VASP originator addresses.

Josef (Siemens) moved that the group walk through the document and collect comments on each issue.

On point 1, the Replace Message Issue, Jerry (Comverse) said that though the feature is important, how to properly implement it is in question.

Vasilis pointed out that the replace function doesn’t make much sense with the deferred delivery case, since only the Notification is getting replaced.  He raised the issue of automatic download capability for replace functions.  Rami noted that such a feature would require much investigation.  Magnus (Ericsson) said that an automatic download feature may not be a good idea.

Miraj (Nokia) has reservations as well.

Jerry commented that there is not enough time to properly debate this issue and design solutions for all of the problems involved.  He moves that it be put off until Release 6.

The group agreed to put off the debate on “VASP Replace within the Handset functionality” until Release 6.
On point 2, the Reply Function, Jerry provided background on some of the concepts.  Miraj and Christian (Materna) questioned its necessity.  The group discussed possible use cases.

Josef (Siemens) moved for consensus on whether or not Reply functionality needs to be included in Release 5.

Josef volunteered to create a CR on the Reply function and resubmit it. Will be T2M020XX.

For point 3, the multimedia content URL, an action item was assigned to Soeren (Motorola) to further investigate and produce a CR.
Point 5, Addressing of Recipients using Shortcodes that may not be RFC2822 or E.164 compliant, Rami (Comverse) agreed to produce a CR.
Point 6, Cancel function, the  group produced a series of questions regarding the viability of the Cancel function for VASP’s.  Cancel was cancelled.

Point 7, “Original Recipient Address”, was changed in its scope with input from the group.  Action Item to Rami to start an email discussion.
Conclusion: Noted, with action items as above.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020104
	Release 5 Reply-Charging Bug Fix
	Gemplus Card Int’l
	Approved


Discussion: 

Volahanta (Gemplus) presented the CR.

Editorial comments were made by Randall (Motorola) and enacted online by Josef (Siemens).

Soeren (Motorola) asked if the changes in this CR were in alignment with changes previously adopted in Section 7.1.10.  Changes were made online by Josef.

Conclusion: Approved.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020105
	Addressing by Short Code in MM1
	Comverse
	Rejected


Discussion: 

CR was presented by Rami (Comverse).

There were comments from Ville (Nokia) and Randall (Motorola) doubting the usefulness of these additions, and stating that more exploratory work needs to be done.  

After some debate, Josef (Siemens) moved that the CR be edited and offered for email discussion and approval before T2.  Rami disagreed, and debate continued.

Rami suggested it be rejected, and that he and Alan would work out a solution.

Conclusion: Rejected.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020103
	Storage of MMS Parameters on the (U)SIM for Release 5
	Gemplus Cards International
	Rejected


Discussion: 

Volahanta (Gemplus) presented the CR.

Josef (Siemens) said that he still has a few problems with the CR.  Josef and Volahanta will meet to make a few changes and finalize the CR.

It was decided to remove the parentheses from the (U)SIM acronym wherever it occurs in the document.  It appears, for now, as USIM. 

Conclusion: Rejected. This draft will be revised and re-presented to the group.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020023
	MM1-MM4 Header Mapping
	Ericsson
	Rejected


Discussion: 

CR presented by Eskil (Ericsson).

Editorial comments were made by Randall (Motorola), Ileana (ATTWS), and Miraj (Nokia). There was some discussion of the meaning of the term “N/A” in the mapping charts.

The CR was rejected.  Eskil will revise as T2M020106 and re-submit.

Conclusion:  Rejected.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2-020025
	LS about transfer from T2 to SA4 of responsibility for MMS formats and codecs
	S4
	Noted; LS reply to be sent to S4


Discussion: 

Some discussion about the split of responsibility between T2 and SA4 on MMS codecs/formats.

Randall, Motorola, expressed concerns that SA4 defined new media types vector graphics and media synchronization and presentation language without consulting T2 first.
Conclusion: 

Noted; LS reply to be sent to S4

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	26.140-100
	Multimedia Messaging Service (MMS); Media formats and codecs
	S4
	Noted; LS to be sent to S4


Vasilis (Openwave) presented this doc.

Discussion: 

Vasilis (Openwave) said that he’s worried that S4 made some changes to 26.140 without an LS from T2.  He trusts S4, but they should be coordinating their changes that affect our work.

Rami (Comverse): wonders what the “capability exchange” feature is?  Rami also says that the recommendations in 26.140 are inconsistent: some media types there are recommendations, other times there are not.

Miraj (Nokia) says that all media types are not equally important, and this might be why there are some mandatory some not.

Rami wishes to discuss the SMIL issue.

Vasilis reminded the group that changes were made to 26.140 regarding MMS codecs without a timely notification to T2.  Let’s get the LS back to S4 correct.

Conclusion: 

Documents noted

LS reply to S4 will be written.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	26.233_030_workingdraft_rel5
	Transparent end-to-end packet switched streaming service (PSS);

General description

(Release 5)
	S4
	Noted. LS reply to be sent.


Rami presented.

Discussion: 

Ileana (ATTWS): is the URI the standard way of starting the streaming session?

Rami: yes.

Josef (Siemens): the drawing [in S4.2.1] is not accurate for the MMS user case, since the URI does not return an RTSP scheme, but instead returns a modified MM, one part of which is a SDP.  It is the SDP that contains the RTSP.

Rami agreed, and suggested that we ask S4 to include a drawing that illustrates the MMS use case of PSS.

Conclusion: 

We will create an informative annex to 23.140 showing how MMS uses PSS with SDP.  We will also reply to S4 with suggestions for improving 26.233 in regard to MMS usage.
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020107
	Liaison Statement on MMS Standardized Presentation, Sequencing and Synchronization  Language
	T2
	Presented, and action deferred.


Presented by Vasilis

Discussion: 

Heated discussion on the exact wording of this LS.

Conclusion: 

Deferred until later in order to allow discussion amongst the delegates.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020093
	MMS addressing schemes
	KPN
	Approved, after modifications


Menno Bangma (KPN) presented

Discussion: 

Rami (Comverse) supports this LS.

Vasilis (Openwave) objected to some specific wording in the LS.  He said that it is not correct that the procedures prevented a change to the R4 specs. Rather, the delegates decided that the addressing change was not a “bug fix” but was instead a “functional modification”, and therefore could not be considered as an R4 change.

Alan (Openwave) suggested removing the R4 statement.

Tim (mmO2) said that the LS would be more polite with the R4 statement.

Lots of further discussion ensued.  Josef had to stop the discussion and call for consensus.

Conclusion: 

Approved with changes.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020106
	DRAFT T2M020106 MM1-MM4 header mapping.doc
	Ericsson
	Approved with changes


Eskil presented

Discussion: 

Alan (Openwave) supported the CR, and asked about the forwarding headers.  He also suggested removing the reference to the “WAP MMS” specs.

Eskil said that he left the forwarding headers out because, in Cancun, the forwarding specs were getting worked on.

Alan said that a CR on the forwarding functions needs to be developed, especially with the forwarding functions on MMs in  MMBoxes.

Conclusion: 

Approved with changes.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020111
	User prompt use cases
	Ericsson
	noted


Discussion: 

T2M020111 presented the use cases for user prompt as requested earlier by Vasilis.

Conclusion:

T2M020111 is noted.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020024
	MMS - User Prompt Identifier
	Ericsson
	rejected


Presented by Magnus (Ericsson)
Discussion: 

The feature of user prompt was seen to be useful for MMS Rel-5 by many delegates.

However, some delegates expressed their concerns about the proposed CR to realize this feature in 23.140. 

Conclusion:

The CR was rejected. Magnus takes an action to lead a discussion on user prompt.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020110
	CR 23.140 REL-5 Alignment of 23140 with 26140
	Siemens
	rejected


Presented by Josef (Siemens)
Discussion: 

Randall, Motorola, again expressed his concerns that SA4 defined new media types vector graphics and media synchronization and presentation language without consulting T2 first.

Randall, Motorola, objects to the CR for the reason that he does not agree on adding the media types vector graphics and media synchronization and presentation language to 23.140 at this point in time.

Conclusion:

The CR was rejected. Randall takes an action to align 23.140 with 26.140.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020107
	The transfer of responsibility for MMS formats and codecs from T2 to SA4
	T2
	This Draft LS was discussed earlier


Presented by Josef (Siemens)
Discussion: 

Josef (Siemens): T2 would like to have a new version of 26.140 if it is one available from SA4. SA4 should have the responsibility for the Text format but the MMS/SMS responsibility should be remain by T2.

Randall (Motorola): Does not like to see the sentence T2 have second responsibility over 26.140 and notifies T2 of changes made in the specification.

Petri (Nokia): Does not support Motorola in this point.

Josef (Siemens): SA4 should send us the proposed changes to 26.140.

Randall (Motorola):  It is to late to see the agreed CR to 26.140 from SA4, then we had no chance to include the opinion of T2. He would like to have the possibility to develop with SA4 on the 26.140. He would like to see a dialog between SA4 and T2 on this item.

Eskil (AUsystem): We can not go in such a detailed level (e.g. Vector Graphics).

Brendan (Jinny): This can not be discussed here. It should be postponed to an email discussion. He think, that at this point the real issue is not any longer part of the discussion.

Randall (Motorola):  The SA4 has an impact on the MMS by getting the responsibility over the codecs/formats. He is not in the SA4 group and he would like to see the decisions not only there.

Petri (Nokia): In the 3GPP exists many different groups. So the expertise on one topic is set in one of this groups. The expertis on codecs/formats is in the SA4 and not in T2.

Josef (Siemens): T2 should send only requirements to SA4 and they should send us there recommendations back.

Conclusion: 

Approved

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020109
	Liaison Statement on MMS availability and USIM/UICC portability
	SWG3
	LS to SWG2, SA1

CC: T3


Presented by Ileana (AWS)
Discussion: 

Josef (Siemens): There is a problem if the user switchs his phone to an old non-MMS handset. The MMS Relay/Server may continue to send notification to the user.

Miraj (Nokia): He think that the storing of User defined preferences has any impact on the personalized presentation.

Ileana (AWS): The device capability and the information stored on the USIM/UICC will tailor the personalized presentation of a MM.

Petri (Nokia): The MMS Relay/Server should be informed if a recipient changed his device from an MMS-enabled device to a non-MMS-enabled one.

Ileana (AWS): The MMS Relay/Server should be informed by the GUP

Josef (Siemens): What is the behaviour of an old GSM phone with a new USIM/UICC? This is not a MMS specific problem.

Conclusion
Approved

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020029
	Terminal Capability Negotiation
	Siemens
	Rejected

Revised in T2M020115

	T2M020115
	Terminal Capability Negotiation
	Siemens
	Approved


Presented by Josef (Siemens)
Discussion: 

Brendan (Jinny): How can the VASP get these information? It may usefull if the VASP get this information too.

Eskil (Ausystem): Is this CR not to close to a stage 3?

Miraj (Nokia): Why should the Terminal Capability Negotiation be a mandatory feature?

Eskil (Ausystem): It makes no sense to mandate a content adaptation without knowing the capabilities of the terminal.

Soeren (Motorola): In this CR there is no information about the content adaptation on the MMS Relay/Server. This should be clarified. This feature should be only mandatory for the User Agent but not for the Relay/Server.

Petri (Nokia): Terminal Capability Negotiation is a very important feature in the future. Some basic ideas about content adaptation should be developed in Rel. 6.

Magnus (Ericsson): It should be mandatory on the terminal side and mandatory on the server side.

Tim (MMO2): He would like to see it mandatory on the terminal side and on the server side.

Soeren (Motorola): The CR should include that an intermediate proxy-server may be involved in the Terminal Capability Negotiation.

Josef (Siemens): After retrieval of a Terminal Capability Negotiation from the User Agent it is not defined how the MMS Relay/Server should use this information for content adaptation.

Conclusion: 

Approved

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020105
	Addressing by unqualified name in MM1
	KPN, Comverse, Openwave Systems
	Postponed


Presented by Menno (KPN)
Discussion: 

Eskil (Ausystem): Is there a numbering scheme to check the address? (e.g. first check if it is an “@” included, then check if it is an alphanumeric address) He can not agree to this CR.

Soeren (Motorola): He has also objections against this CR. The interpretation of the address field should not be mandatory for the MMS Relay/Server but optional

Conclusion: 

Postponed

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020046
	Reference point to billing system
	Materna
	


Presented by Christian (Materna)
Discussion: 

Petri (Nokia): The billing system should collect the CDR by polling the MMS Relay/Server.

Josef (Siemens): 32.200 may not be the right spec to refer to. A reference to the 32.235 should be included as a reference for the CDR.

Petri (Nokia): Has objections against the wording in this CR. He has no objections against the introduction of an MM8.

Josef (Siemens): Do we really need this MM8 in this Rel?

Ileana: Yes, because it is already defined in 32.200. It is only a placeholder in this release.

Conclusion: 

Rejected

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020113
	Adding a reference to 3GPP TS 32.235
	Siemens
	


Presented by Josef (Siemens)
Discussion: 

Conclusion: 

Agreed

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020114
	Clarification of MMS specification interdependencies
	Siemens
	


Discussion: 

Long discussion on the 3GPP-WAPForum relationship and whether or not we can put references to the WAP specs into 23.140. No agreement was reached.

Conclusion: 

rejected

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020097
	Reject Duplicates
	Logica
	Draft version


Presented by Josef (Siemens)
Discussion: 

Ville (Nokia) : SWG3 made many changes in this section in other CR. So the included sentence may be at the wrong place.

Josef (Siemens): Josef included a new section with the proposed changes.

Conclusion: 

Agreed

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020073
	Qualified retrievals
	Openwave
	


Discussion: 

none

Conclusion: 

Postponed w/o discussion

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020102
	Clarification of the need for Transaction IDs in MMS stage 3 implementations
	Siemens
	Rejected


Presented by Josef (Siemens)
Discussion: 

Ville (Nokia): The Transaction ID is already introduced in the WAP specifications but we do not have them in stage 2.

Miraj (Nokia): In other sections of the 23.140 there is already defined the need for a binding of a reqest and the response.

Conclusion: 

Rejected

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Comment 

	T2M020101
	Clarifications on responsibilities of MMS User Agent and MMS Relay/Server
	Siemens
	Postponed


Presented by Josef (Siemens)
Discussion: 

The group agreed in principle.

Conclusion: 

postponed

Planning of future meetings

If the closing of the Release 5 will be postponed, a SWG3 ad hoc is needed after the T2 plenary. Only the finalization of the stage 3 of the MM7 should be handeled in this ad hoc.
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