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Executive Summary:

General:

Due to the tight time schedule – more than 100 documents - SWG3 split into sub-subgroups. On Wednesday SMS/CBS/EMS and MMS meetings took place in parallel.

MBMS is understood not to be immediately related to CBS. It should rather be reviewed on a broader basis in T2:

· T2-010604
approved WID Enhancement of Broadcast and Introduction of Multicast
· T2-010607
LS from SA1 "Clarification regarding the WI  010460 Enhancement of Broadcast and Introduction for Multicast capabilities in RAN"

· T2-010631
LS from SA1 "Multimedia Broadcast/Multicast Service (MBMS)"
CBS:

A LS from RAN3, T2-010594 (LS from RAN3 " Iu-BC requirements"), was noted. Further information will be sought by Ian Harris.

SMS:  

Character sets – a CR to 23.038 (T2M010840) was agreed, placing more emphasis on UCS2, and indicating that 7-bit character sets for national use are not intended to be added.

A LS concerning SMS test specifications, T2-010844, was drafted, for sending to T1. There may be an error to correct.

EMS:

5 CRs to 23.040 were agreed:

· Adding support for a hyperlink IE (T2-010817)

· Making the PID codepoint for EMS obsolete in R’99 (T2-010818), REL-4 (T2-010842) and REL-5 (T2-010819)

· Adding a EMS delivery request (T2-010847)

Note that Nokia objected against T2-010847. A show of hands depicted support from various companies and showed that no other company than Nokia objected.

“Nokia objects to the latest new EMS features  on the grounds that: -

· There are no service description requirements to Rel 5 of EMS, even though the work plan of 3GGP Rel‑5 says that SA1 defines all the service requirements for EMS enhancements in Rel 5.

· The work on EMS appears to be expanding at each T2 meeting and occupies more and more time out of the SWG3 time schedule. 

· The danger here is that by making EMS more and more feature rich you dilute the value of MMS.”

There were two interesting presentations on line drawing or vector graphics. No technical details are available yet.

Postponed for SA1 Feedback was T2-010759 (CR 23.038: EMS support over CBS)

MMS:

5 CRs to 23.140 REL-4 and 5 CRs to 23.140 REL-5 were agreed.

REL-4:

· T2-010736
CR 23.140 Clarification of REL-4 MMS authentication

· T2-010737
CR 23.140 MMS address hiding

· T2-010807
CR 23.140 REL-4: Correction to MMS MM4 interface

· T2-010848
CR 23.140 R4 Refinement of the reply-charging service behaviour description

· T2-010849
CR 23.140 Correction to MMS MM4 interface, delivery report

REL-5:
· T2-010741
CR 23.140 R5 – New Figure 5

· T2-010748
CR 23.140 Priority field in notification message

· T2-010803
CR 23.140 Detailed Notification

· T2-010816
CR 23.140 editorial changes

· T2-010850
CR 23.140 Revised T2M010086 - Clarifications and Editorial Changes

7 Outgoing LSs were agreed:

· T2-010811
LS to WAP Forum on MMS authentication

· T2-010812
LS to SA5 on MMS charging

· T2-010814
LS to SA4 on MMS codecs specification

· T2-010851
LS to SA4 on status of DRM and up-streaming

· T2-010852
LS to WAP Forum

· T2-010813
reply to GSMA-MSIG MMS concerns

With the LS to SA4 in T2-010814 we’re trying to “source out” the responsibility for codecs in MMS (except text) to SA4.

On MM7, an I/F to a VASP, it was decided to focus on working out the requirements until to the next ad hoc. Once the requirements for MM7 are defined, an LS should be send to the OSA group to inform them about these.

T2-010587, Impact of T2 work on implementation, together with an LS from the GSMA-MSIG, T2-010786, where concerns regarding the MMS implementation where expressed resulted in lengthy discussions on which way to go for a future IP-based MMS implementation. No conclusion could be reached but it was decided to respond with an LS. The LS should illustrate the current status, including information on the interoperability issue, and ask for clarification and guidance/requirements (T2-010813) from GSMA-MSIG and SA1.

On T2-010848, Nokia wanted the minutes to note that REL-4 of MMS is frozen, and only essential corrections should be created for it. Document T2-010848 is in the grey area as it extends to the area of addition of a feature as well. Approval of Change Requests like this for frozen Releases has to be agreed case by case.

Due to lack of time the following documents were postponed to the next SWG3 MMS ad hoc meeting after a brief review: T2-010744, T2-010774, T2-010779, T2-010780, T2-010787, T2-010788, T2-010745, T2-010746.

Action Items:

· Ville, Nokia, to add a reference to the CN3 specification to 23.140 once RADIUS authentication is approved there (cf. T2-010620)
· Magnus, Ericsson, to draft a stage 1 CR to 22.140 on DRM and circulate it on the email reflector

· Chen, Bijitec, to inform SWG3 when their vector grapics format is opened

· Vasilis, Openwave, to kick off an email debate on REL-5 authentication

· Vasilis and Josef to work on the backwards compatibility problem with new features in MMS
· Rami, Comverse, to kick off an email debate on MM7 requirements (starting point: T2-010787)

· Ileana, AT&T WS, to kick off an email debate on the scope of inbox management in REL-5

· Rami, Comverse, to kick off an email debate on MM3

· Gwenael, Alcatel, to drive registration of SMS MIME type

· Gwenael, Alcatel, to kick off an email debate on MIME registration of EMS codecs

· Josef, to draft a LS back to GSMA-MSIG and SA1

· All interested companies: go to SA1 on CR 23.038: EMS support over CBS - T2-010759

Future Meetings:

	T2 SWG3 MMS
	22-26 October 2001
	Dortmund/Germany

	T2 SWG3 EMS
	Tbd*
	Tbd*

	T2#15
	26-30 Nov 2001
	Cancun, Mexico

	T2#16
	11-15 Feb 2002
	no host


* date and venue for the SWG3 EMS adhoc are to be decided in T2#14 closing plenary

Outgoing documents:

Outgoing CRs:

· T2-010736
CR 23.140 Clarification of REL-4 MMS authentication

· T2-010737
CR 23.140 MMS address hiding

· T2-010741
CR 23.140 R5 – New Figure 5

· T2-010748
CR 23.140 Priority field in notification message

· T2-010803
CR 23.140 Detailed Notification

· T2-010807
CR 23.140 REL-4: Correction to MMS MM4 interface

· T2-010816
CR 23.140 editorial changes

· T2-010817
CR 23.040 Hyperlink Information element

· T2-010818
CR 23.040 EMS PID Rel99

· T2-010819
CR 23.040 EMS PID REL-5

· T2-010840
CR 23.038 Editorial and UCS2 preferences

· T2-010842
CR 23.040 EMS PID REL-4


· T2-010847
CR 23.040 EMS Delivery Request
(Note: Nokia objects on the grounds mentioned above under “EMS”)

· T2-010848
CR to 23.140 R4 Refinement of the reply-charging service behaviour description
(Note: Nokia wanted the minutes to note that REL-4 of MMS is frozen, … (see above))

· T2-010849
CR 23.140 Correction to MMS MM4 interface, delivery report

· T2-010850
CR 23.140 Revised T2M010086 - Clarifications and Editorial Changes

Outgoing LSs:

· T2-010811
LS to WAP Forum on MMS authentication

· T2-010812
LS to SA5 on MMS charging

· T2-010814
LS to SA4 on MMS codecs specification

· T2-010844
Liaison Statement on SMS testing

· T2-010851
LS to SA4 on status of DRM and up-streaming

· T2-010852
LS to WAP Forum

Detailed Report of the SWG3 Meeting at T2#14

The meeting was chaired by Josef Laumen, Siemens.

Alan Stebbens, Openwave, volunteered as secretary for the SWG3 sessions and MMS-only session on Wednesday.

Barry Jones, Magic4, volunteered as secretary for the parallel EMS session on Wednesday.

Monday, September 03, 2001 – SWG3 (SMS/CBS/EMS & MMS people)
Incoming LS’s

T2-010594 (LS from RAN3 on Iu-BC requirements)

Postponed until this issue can be checked with an expert.

T2-010601 Liaison on UMTS_AMR2

Postponed until the relevant Nokia contribution CR has been reviewed.

T2-010603
approved WID Extended Transparent End-to-End Packet Switched Streaming Service (PSS-E)

Noted; Rami (Comverse) “volunteered” to write an LS to SA4 on related issues.

T2-010604
 approved WID Enhancement of Broadcast and Introduction of Multicast

Noted  Bring back to T2.

T2-010607
LS from SA1 "Clarification regarding the WI  010460 Enhancement of Broadcast and Introduction for Multicast capabilities in RAN"

Noted  Bring back to T2.

T2-010608
LS from WAP Forum "REPLY-CHARGING FUNCTIONALITY IN 3GPP REL 4"

Noted. Already dealt with during the Braunschweig adhoc. SWG3 is still working on a solution.

T2-010609
LS from SA4 "re: Extended Streaming Service"

Noted.

T2-010610
LS from SA4 "re: Extended Streaming Service and User Profile"

Noted.

T2-010611
LS from SA4 "Digital Rights Management"

Noted.  Rami (Comverse) will be writing an LS (see above).

T2-010614
LS from SA3 "re: extended streaming service and user profiles"

Noted. 

Tuesday, September 04, 2001 – SWG3 (SMS/CBS/EMS & MMS people)
T2-010618
LS to SA2, SA5 cc: CN2 "MMS charging"

Noted. output from BS – noted

T2-010620
LS from CN3 "re: Standard method for information delivery between GPRS and an external PDN using RADIUS"

620 – noted – LS to WAP Forum by Josef

T2-010623
LS from SA1 "re: New feature for SAT originated SMS"

623 - noted

T2-010624
LS from SA1  "Adding EMS to CBS"

624 - noted

T2-010625
LS from SA1 "re: LS reply on Extended Streaming Service" (T2-010495)

625 - noted

T2-010629
LS from SA1 "Push Service Stage 1"

629 - noted

T2-010631
LS from SA1 "Multimedia Broadcast/Multicast Service (MBMS)"

631 – noted & back to T2

T2-010633
LS from SA1  "Digital Rights Management"

633 – noted – Ericsson drafts CR to 22.140 on DRM requirements via SWG3 email

T2-010634
LS to SA4 "MMS digital rights management"

Noted already dealt with in Braunschweig

T2-010635
LS from SA1 "stage 1 for Extended Streaming Service"

635 - noted

T2-010638
LS from SA5 "re: MMS Charging"

638 – noted – LS back to SA5 invitaion to our next ad hoc 

T2-010642
LS from GSMA MSIG on MMS

Noted, revision in 786 

T2-010643
LS from SA1 chairman on MMS CR (T2-010340 postponed from T2#13)

noted – already dealt with in BS and via email

T2-010654
Liaison statement on requirements on Multimedia Broadcast/Multicast Service

654 - noted

T2-010786 (MSIG0XX_01 LS to T2 on MMS)

Postponed

EMS

T2-010785
Vector graphics in EMS

Bijitec announced IPRs (declaration is available); Comverse announced IPRs (Comverse about to make declaration)

Postponed until format opened – Bijitec to come back with a formal declaration

T2-010734
CR 23.040: Line Drawing as Extended Object in EMS

Postponed – see 785

T2-010735
Biji Line Drawing Messaging – White Paper

Postponed – see 785

T2-010755
Discussion on the registration of SMS and EMS MIME content types with IANA


Noted. Alcatel to revise the document.

T2-010760
Hyperlink Information Element in EMS (T2-010491)

Proposes a hyperlink extended object.

Vasilis (Openwave) does not support this.  Says that WAP Push already supports this.  Why a duplicate protocol?

Rami (Comverse) thinks that this is a good feature, supporting end-user to end-user link passing.

Vasilis (Openwave) said that the example of using SMS-based links for VASPs is not a good one; WAP Push 2.0 is already providing this functionality for VASP.

Rami agreed with Vasilis.  This feature is good ONLY for subscriber-to-subscriber link passing; this feature should NOT be used by VASPs to send links.

Randy (Motorola) thinks that it may not be sufficient to add links to extended objects only; it may also be necessary to add links as a single object.

Josef suggested that the document be redrafted because it is based on the wrong version of the spec, and because there is insufficient explanation as to why the change is being inserted.

Deferred: The document will be redrafted, and reviewed again on Wed.

T2-010762
CR 23.040: EMS PID

Inserts clarifying text as to the proper use of EMS PIDs.

Kevin H. doesn’t understand the reason for the change.

Randy says that although he would prefer that the PID be removed, talks with others have convinced him that backward compatibility is important.  Thus, they are proposing to clarify and restrict its usage.

Kevin: It seems that trying to fix the spec as a remedy for incorrectly implemented handset may not be the right approach.

Gwenael (Alcatel): If PIDs are not passed correctly through certain SMSCs then inserting a restriction in the spec will not fix the problem of their misuse.

Vasilis: The PID has a proper use, and if certain handset vendors do not implement it correctly, then this is another issue.

Josef: we need some basic clarification of the PID value, but it’s not clear if the current text is acceptable.

Vasilis: the SMSC can use the PID to determine if the message is an EMS or not.

Ian: This is correct; without using the PID, the SMSC must bury itself in the message content.

?: This issue would not be occurring if the SMSC vendors passed through the PID untouched, instead of masking them and/or changing them willy-nilly.  Handset vendors have protected themselves against this misuse of PID masking by doing other things, including not using the PID correctly.  This is a responsible CR: it still allows PIDs, but it clarifies current handset behavior.

Ian: he finds it strange that SMSCs are modifying PIDs which are end-to-end values.  If we accept this CR, then we are condoning the current behavior of SMSCs masking the PIDs which will cause problems with billing and statistical analysis.

Paul Richardson (Ericsson): the handset vendors have had to “pull the rabbit from the hat” in making EMS work because the SMSCs have been messing with the PIDs.  We support this CR.

Ian: I’d like to understand why SMSCs are overwriting these PID values.

?: are SMSC vendors constrained by these specs?

Kevin: operators are allowed to override certain kinds of messages, but this doesn’t mean that SMSC vendors are free to change SMS content freely.

Deferred to the EMS session on Wednesday

T2-010766
Discussion on EMS Compatibility

Proposes an “EMS Capability” function message type.

General consensus is that this won’t work – inter-operator issues, etc.

Noted.

T2-010767
CR 23.040: IE capability

Proposes a new “profile update” command, with detailed assignments for specific capabilities. 

Wille Warsta: Nokia has serious reservations about this proposal.

Arthur Gidlow (One2One): thinks that this proposal has some merits and deserves further study.

Wille: SWG3 should use the work of the User Profile group to help solve the issue of EMS capabilities.

Jens (Nokia) says that there are a lot of issues that haven’t been considered yet, and this CR is incomplete.

Randy (Motorola): thinks that there are some good ideas in this CR, but as it stands is incorrect.

Josef suggests that these issues about EMS capabilities needs to be brought up to SA1, to determine basic requirements.

Rejected.  Gwenael will provide company input to SA1.

Vasilis (Openwave) says that this issue needs to be addressed in the SS7 signaling, and a CR against 29.001(?) is more correct.

Rejected.

T2-010764
CR 23.040: EMS Capability IE

Proposes a new, mandatory info element for peer-to-peer EMS that addresses compatibility indications.  It is mandatory for MO EMS elements, and must be the first one.

Jens (Nokia): is not sure how it should work. Does the receiving end also send back its capabilities?

Randy (Motorola): each MO EMS message must have a capabilities element as the first item.

Vasilis (Openwave): this needs to be investigated at the signaling level.  The current CR addresses only a small problem and is therefore a piece-meal approach.

Randy: solving part of the problem is better than not solving any of it.

Jens: this solution is a “hack”, and one that Nokia cannot support.

Randy: there are some more specifics that need to be addressed, and will be.

Ian Harris: this seems to be an important issue, and appears to be needed in a timely manner.  Shouldn’t we have a meeting on this specific issue?

Jens: we should work to solve this issue in a backward-compatible manner.

Josef: there was a rumor (at lunch) to have an EMS ad-hoc.  Perhaps we ought to wait for the ad-hoc

Alan (Openwave): once EMS started allowing presentation items, it became necessary to send information about the presentation items so that the other ends, or even the network, could do the right thing.  This issue is already well-known in MMS, both in 3GPP and WAP, and there is work in place to address it.  EMS can either do something in alignment with this existing work, or it can try to solve it in a completely separate way.  I suggest that the EMS compatibility issue be researched a little bit more, considering the MMS work, in order to address it in a more general way.

Rami: agree with Alan

Jens: agree with Alan, and think that this research can be accomplished by the freeze of Release 5.

Barry Jones: what is the timeframe for this study of the problem?  If we don’t solve it this year, then it will get worse.

Ian: if we try to rely on signaling, then it will take at least two years to solve it.  The compatibility approach for EMS must be simple.

<lots of discussion – no conclusion>

Mark Cataldo (Openwave): SA1 discussed this issue in the past and reached no conclusion.  Perhaps this issue should be sent as an LS to SA4 to help resolve it?

Vasilis: when 

Mark Cataldo: where are the requirements for these new EMS features?  Is there some input from SA1?

Jens: this is the real problem: T2 is cooking up new features for EMS without having real service requirements for EMS from SA1.

Rami: sending an LS to SA1 will not be productive.

Kevin H.: lets’ stop thinking of ourselves as working in one group or another; let’s think of ourselves as part of the 3GPP community.  Instead of an LS to SA1, let’s take the issue back to our companies and produce contributions on the issue.

Josef: there is no Stage 1 for EMS/SMS.

Jens: SA1 has the work plan item for Stage 1 work for EMS; T2 will fulfill Stage2 needs. 

Rejected.  Interested parties should get together and sort out the EMS issues, produce Stage 1 input, and then produce Stage 2 specs based on the Stage 1 consensus.

T2-010759
CR 23.038: EMS support over CBS (T2-010502)

Postponed to SA1 feedback

T2-010755
Discussion on the registration of SMS and EMS MIME content types with IANA

Some general comments about registrations.

Alan (Openwave) says that security considerations apply not only to whether or not there are executable elements, but also if there may be personal information content which could be revealed.  Given that SMS content will surely contain MSISDNs or some kind of address, this should be mentioned, if not discussed, within the security considerations.

Further, it seems inappropriate to have special EMS types.  EMS is being designed as a transport and a kind of service offering.  While the devices that support EMS may have limitations that require special codes and formats, it is better to use existing formats and codecs as possible, and, where necessary create new formats and codes, but not name them specifically for EMS.  For instance, if a 4-bit b&w picture is needed for most EMS devices, then use or create a special image subtype of 4-bit-bw, but don’t call it “EMS-4-bit-bw”.   This will allow these special codes to have wider applicability than just within the EMS service.

Gwenael will rework the CR, as discussed and resubmit.

Postponed for SWG3 feedback via email.

T2-010772
Why EMS for Cell broadcast

Noted.

MMS

T2-010786
Concerns about MMS Development

MSIG has concerns about the lack of common solutions in MMS Stage 2 and its effect on M-Services

Josef: it’s unclear whether MSIG is asking about MM1 or MM4.

Ian: 23.140 is a Stage 2 only doc, and it’s unclear what MSIG is asking about.

Vasilis: I agree with Ian that it is unclear whether MM1 or MM4 is the issue, but I disagree completely with Ian about 23.140 being a Stage 3 document.  MM4 in 23.140 is entirely a Stage 3 spec.  Dominic Badger, of BTCellnet, was expressing a worry about interoperability between operators.

Rami: he (or his colleagues) were at the GSMA meeting and they were definitely worried about the MM1 interoperability.

Petri: he has been part of GSMA for three years, and this was the first time he’s heard about IP implementation.  

Josef: There is concern about interoperability.  There is a working technical implementation in the WAP specs; perhaps we ought to normatively refer to the WAP specs?

Kevin H.: we have to be cautious about making changes like this.  While we need to carefully consider the MSIG issues, we shouldn’t mandate a single implementation without very careful consideration.

Ian: since we’re guessing, we need to find out exactly what are MSIG’s concerns.

Kevin: what’s not to understand – they are worried about interoperability issues.  There is a single implementation now. If we were working on five different implementation, then perhaps it would be appropriate to be concerned about interoperability between them.

Lots of discussion ranging from “business decisions” to “X is not relevant” to “WAP is even needed for the ‘WAP-free’ implementation”.

Josef: operators are very concerned about their potential MMS investments, and want to be reassured that the MMS infrastructure will interoperate.

Rami: no one has talked about interoperability testing in 3GPP, and this concerns operators.  We can make lots of guess, but we should call the guy who wrote this document.

Kevin H.: if you want to specify a service, you need to refer to the specs that allow them to be built.  Currently, you cannot refer to the Release 4 specs.  I don’t agree with Rami.

Josef: there doesn’t seem to be any resolution.  Will return to it later.

T2-010587
Impact of T2 work on implementation (revised T2-010585)

Vasilis: what is the purpose of this document at this time.  It seems like it would have been better at the beginning of Release 6.

Kevin H: there’s never been a good time for a document like this.  To avoid T2 spending a lot of time asking other groups what is happening, and to make T2 a group of excellence; we need to focus on our “core competencies”.  What are these?

We’ve never reviewed the output of the WAP forum in 3GPP T2, and would this be an appropriate activity, to see how well the output of WAPF meets.

Rami: I agree with Kevin.  There is a serious problem between 3GPP and the WAPF, in fact disharmony.  The WAPF specs lag by a long time from the 3GPP specs.  They’ve always had their own ideas on what’s the right thing to do, etc.  For example, streaming, reply-charging, etc.  Something is rotten in the kingdom of MMS.

Kevin J.: we are concerned about the gap between WAPF and 3GPP specs.

Vasilis: there is a lot of good work going on within 3GPP MMS.  MM4 is absolutely critical – it guarantees interoperability.  There is good work in WAPF on MM1 – there are handsets and MMSCs that are working today.  The single issue is the fact that some operators want an IP-only implementation, and this makes other operators concerned about interoperability.

Josef: some operators seems to express an opinion that it is a problem that 3GPP has delegated the Stage3 technical work to another organization.

Mark C.: the reason it went to WAP was because operators wanted a solution as urgently as possible.  But, at the same time, it was made clear that there would always be another possible implementation.

Rami: 3GPP does Stage 3 all the time; we went to the WAPF because they applied to do the Stage 3 and the 3GPP T2 group didn’t have the expertise at the time.

Right now, we should encourage the WAPF to catch up to Release 5 as quick as possible.

Miraj: Release 4 work is going on right now within WAPF.  In general, it’s not possible to quickly implement technical work within a few months of receiving the functional specification.

Stop for the day.

Wednesday, September 05, 2001 – (MMS people only)

Continuation of T2-010587

More discussion on what exactly the M-Services document was asking.

Alan (Openwave) suggested that we do not perform an “audit” on the Stage 2 docs, but instead reply to the M-Services document with some kind of status and reassurance about interoperability issues.

Lots more general discussion.

Josef said that the operators are worried about their investments, when there appear to be multiple implementations of MMS.

Alan said that there is actually only a single implementation, and that the “IP-based MMS” is still not achieved, without consensus.  Therefore it is illogical to expect any statement about interoperability issues on an as yet non-existent specification and implementation.

Noted.  SWG3 will issue an LS to M-Services providing a current status, including information on the interoperability issue.
T2-010651
Continued work with applications...

Deferred (presenter not available)

T2-010752
Report Seattle MMS meeting

noted

T2-010782
Draft Minutes-v2 SWG3#7 MMS adhoc

Josef read the report.

Vasilis reports that the authentication discussion was not kicked off because CN4 has been doing work in this area.

Josef says that an LS will be issued to the WAPF asking for clarification

Vasilis will kick-off a discussion on Rel-5 authentication.
The five previous revised LS’es will be passed to T2 for approval.

T2-010651
Continued work with applications...

Presented some issues with app development that are not met with the current MMS specs.  Mostly infrastructure issues, including APIs, authentication, etc.

Vasilis disagreed with the scope of proposed work, saying that it would delay current progress.  Rami also had some comments.

Noted.

T2-010751
Agenda Seattle MMS meeting

Vasilis presented the Seattle results

T2-010752
Report Seattle MMS meeting

Vasilis presented the Seattle results

T2-01803
(CR 23.140 - Detailed Notification) (formerly T2-01738)

Some small editorial changes suggested by Miraj.

Rami disagrees with this CR, but does not object (it will cost the operators more money, and Comverse will be glad to take it).

Lots of discussion on this document, both plus and minus.

CR accepted.

T2-010736
CR 23.140: Clarification of REL-4 MMS authentication


Agreed

T2-010737
CR 23.140: MMS address hiding

Agreed 

T2-010738
CR 23.140: Detailed Notification

Revised in T2-010803 which was agreed

T2-010748
CR 23.140: Priority field in notification message

Agreed 

T2-010784
T2M010095 CR 23.140 Revised T2M010086 - Clarifications and Editorial Changes

Accepted.

T2-010773
CR 23.140: Correction to MMS MM4 interface, delivery report

Accepted.

T2-010754
CR 23.140 REL-4: Correction to MMS MM4 interface

The system address should be fixed and not configurable, otherwise it is not possible to address it by other MMSEs.  The problem and solution seems to be larger than the suggested CR.

Rejected. Will be revised and resubmitted as T2-010805.

T2-010742
CR to 23.140 R4 - Solution to the backwards compatibility problem with new and optional features in MMS

Ville wonders if it is appropriate for a new feature to appear within a Rel-4 CR.

Sophie says that originally the free replies were restricted to text-only.

Alan says that size may not be a factor in charging.

Josef say that, realistically speaking, size does matter.  <General laughter>
Soren says that some operators will charge by the MB.

Arum: what do the operators want?

Miraj: suggests breaking this CR into two: one for fixing Rel-4, and one for improving Rel-5.

Rami: agrees with Arum: what do the operators want?

Sophie: this issue was discussed at length in the former Charging ad-hoc group; the minimum information needed was the size of the message.

Soren: the WAP Forum was asking for clarification on the charging issues.

Ville: wants to note that Rel-4 should not have new features; he will not object wants to note that this is a new feature.

Josef: thinks that this is not a new feature, and is just a correction.

Mark: agrees with Josef, from his reading, but also agrees with Ville – and we should not put new features in.

Noted.  Updated version in T2-010808.

T2-010740
CR to 23.140 R4 - Refinement of the reply-charging service behaviour description

Lots of discussion on “optional” vs “conditional” element.

Changes made as part of online redrafting.

Noted. Updated version in T2-010806.

T2-010805
CR 23.140 REL-4: Correction to MMS MM4 interface

Now uses a new header.  Some small changes.

Accepted as T2-010807.

T2-010808
CR to 23.140 R4 - Solution to the backwards compatibility problem with new and optional features in MMS

Vasilis (Openwave) agrees that there is a problem, but does not agree with this solution, of using end-to-end capability information.  In particular, there does not seem to be any value in sending capability information in a notification.  He stated other examples.  Capabilities negotiation should be kept localized.

Ville: these kinds of changes are quite extensive and represent new features and should not be placed within a Release 4 CR.

Rami: this is a serious problem. One problem with this suggestion is that it is not backward compatible.

Vasilis: there is a clear need for capabilities negotiation between MMSE elements.  From UA to Relay/Server, from Relay/Server to another Relay/Server, and from Relay/Server to UA.

Reject. Kick-off a discussion on capabilities discovery.

Vasilis will work with Siemens to bring a CR to the next T2.
Release 5 work:

· MM1 technical realization based on existing IETF messaging protocols

· 743 – noted, 765 – noted, 776 – noted, 768 – noted, 747 – noted, 744 - postponed

· MM7 definition, scope and technical realization

· 774 – postponed, 777 – withdrawn, 779 – postponed, 780 – postponed, 787 – postponed, 788 – postponed

· MMS Relay/Server based persistent storage

· 745 - postponed, 756 – noted

· Address resolution on MM4 & Mobile Number Portability for 3GPP MMS

· 746 – postponed

· MM3

· 778 – POSTPONED TO THURSDAY – EMS-relevant also !

· Editorials

· 741 – accepted, 750 – POSTPONED to offline discussion Nokia/Openwave

· Codecs

· 753 – agreed in principle – wording to be revised in 814, 801 – principle accepted - noted

T2-010743
3GPP MMS MM1 Mappings on IETF Messaging Protocols

Vasilis presented the ppt on IP mappings.

Ville: MMS Release 5 WID does not mention IP based MM1 implementation

Mark C.: Stage 1 requirements clearly call for “use of existing Internet protocols”

Josef: why make a distinction between immediate and deferred retrieval.

Vasilis: the WAP implementation treats read reports and delivery reports differently.  We don’t understand this, but in our approach, both can be treated as either a push message or as a special MM.

Josef: pipelining isn’t demonstrated in the ppt.

Vasilis: the CR clearly shows how pipelining can be used, and where.

Josef: is there any size limitation in the pipeline?

Vasilis: not that I’m aware of.  I’ll research this.
Ville: what kind of capability negotiation is being used?

Vasilis: UAPROF is being used on the RCAPABILITY command.

Eskil: what happens if you use a “normal” or plain IMAP client on the MMS imap server.

Vasilis: good question.  If you implement only what has been presented to fulfill the minimum MMS functions, then “normal” IMAP clients will either not work, or work badly.

Rami: the whole universal access issue is not solved by this proposal, not by ours, not by any proposal.  We think the correct way to provide universal access is to have an email server behind the MMS Relay/Server.  Is this what you are proposing?

Vasilis: 

Alan B.: how does SMTP support streaming?

Vasilis: actually, URLs are sent in the push notifications, and the User Agent can initiate the streaming session independently of any other MM1 transactions.

We will bring a call flow diagram on how we can do streaming
Paul Reddy: we think this is a good approach, which from Intel’s perspective, seems to meet the time-to-market requirements that carriers have been expressing.  Email is a killer-app.  A lot of business users have their own email right now.  How would existing email systems be made available via MMS.

Miraj: did Openwave consider interoperability issue with the WAP specs?

Vasilis: yes, we have considered this.  The use case for the most serious case seems to be a business problem: should operators require that handset vendors support multiple MM1 implementations?

Our MMS Relay/Server will support both implementations of MM1.

Marcos (?): there seems to be a serious amount of overhead in implementing both WAP and SMTP/IMAP protocols.

Ville: it appears that WAP Push is in this picture, yet this is supposed to be IETF protocols.

Vasilis: we used “existing IETF-based messaging protocols”, not only IETF protocols.  The WAPForum did a good job on push notification, so we used it – in fact, it’s the only notification protocol that exists as any kind of standard.

Noted.

T2-010765
IP Based MM1 Proposal

A proposal for HTTP-based proxy of SMTP and POP protocols.

T2-010776
presentation IP based MMS

Comverse proposal which is almost identical to that of Motorola’s, except that HTTP is transported all the way to the client.

Vasilis: 1st question: how do you achieve extensibility that IMAP STORE supports?

Rami: this needs to be elaborated further, if we decide that we need it.

Vasilis: 2nd question: are you going to implement “standard” IMAP over HTTP, or some new IMAP-like protocol?  3rd issues: what is the value of tunneling IMAP and SMTP over HTTP?  Is it fair to compare a complete specification with a Powerpoint proposal?

Rami: yes, it is fair.  We complimented Openwave on this mapping, but we don’t 

Marina: we agree with Rami that the issue now is not about the precise details, but about high-level descriptions.

Vasilis: are your and Motorola’s proposals the same or different?

Rami: we interpreted and extended the Motorola proposal.  It was not coordinated with Motorola, however.

Tim A: looking at the diagram, it is difficult to understand why HTTP is valuable?

Rami: first, with HTTP there are only two commands; and second, it is not a “chatty” protocol.

Soren: HTTP is useful for other features.  It avoids the “chattiness” of IMAP and SMTP.

Vasilis: since we cannot reply to the comparison by Comverse, we would like to note our disagreement with the comparisons.  Also, it is not fair to ask for a comparison between a detailed, complete CR with a powerpoint presentation.

Openwave does not agree with the presentation of a comparison against our proposal, when there is no basis for comparison.   We have produced a technically complete CR that we fell provides a full technical realization, and Motorola/Comverse have produce power point presentations.  Comparing them would be like comparing a finished building with a paper-napkin drawing of a building.

Noted.

T2-010768
MM1 IP implementation discussion

A presentation on the differences between the protocol stacks in the different IP architectures.

Vasilis: what is meant by Non-IP in the pictures?  If it is SMS, then this drawing is inappropriately referring to the SMS.

Soren: this drawing is just taken from the 

Vasilis: what is the problem with interoperability?  What do you mean?

Soren: Motorola thinks there are roaming issues between different versions of handsets.

Vasilis: Openwave is certain that there are no roaming issues, as I stated earlier.

Rami: says that this is strictly an MM1 issue, so why describe all these non MM1 functions?

Noted.

T2-010747 (MMS Protocol Stacks)

Vasilis explained the simplicity of the protocol stack.

Marina: HTTP is very simple.

Vasilis: why can there be an interoperability problem with our proposal but not with the HTTP proxy?  In both cases, the “legacy” handsets will not recognize the protocols.

Vasilis: how does the HTTP proxy demonstrate interoperability?

Noted.

Arum: the first IP implementation was proposed by DoCoMo, and it hasn’t spoken up lately.  We’d like to know their view.  2nd: why do we need to spend time on a second implementation?

Tim: as a 3G operator, we do not wish to offer services on WAP 1.x services.

Ileana: the message is clear.  M-Services made it clear.  We need a single solution, and we need it by the end of the year.  Further, it needs to be and end-to-end system protocol that satisfies the 3G services.

Mark C.: we had a meeting over a year ago, in Puerto Vallarta, where we discussed the solution approach.  The group felt it should go down the IP route, but given that there are very short term market requirements, and given that certain companies volunteered to develop an interim solution quickly, they chose to follow the WAP solution as an interim.  It is now becoming clear that these companies that were happy to work on an interim solution and offered to return to the IP solution, are now failing to keep their original commitments.

Ville: MMS Release 5 WID does not mention IP based MM1 implementation and we are spending a lot of time on it

Josef: T2 chair says that the IP implementation should be treated equally to the WAP implementation.

Rami: maybe we should send an LS to GSMA?

Josef: perhaps we should stop our discussion now, and 

Paul: I was at MSIG, and they wanted a single solution, and they wanted an IP-based solution.

Mark C: there are two people present who were at the meeting, and who reported what was meant by the MSIG request, but there is an apparent reluctance by some to accept their verbal statements.  So, perhaps we should send an LS statement to GSMA to clarify their request.  However, by doing this we will be delaying progress.

Rami: the GSMA is worried that the Stage 3 is being done by the WAPForum.

Markus: we support the proposal to send an LS to GSMA and SA1.

Mark C: the GSMA wants 3GPP to control the Stage 3 docs, and not the WAP Forum.

Vasilis: the 3GPP T2 specs for the phone describe an IP stack, and do not even mention the WAP stack.  Why can SWG3 specify WAP-based MMS protocols when the WAP stack is not specified for the phone?  It seems more appropriate to define an MMS on WAP, then let’s get the WAP stack specified in T2 for the phone protocol stack.

Henrik: short term, we absolutely prefer WAP – it’s the only solution that will deploy in the short term.  Long term: we believe that the IP solution must be the one.

Rami and Vasilis will work together to work out the LS for the WAP Forum.

Josef will work on the LS to GSMA and SA1.
T2-010768
MM1 IP implementation discussion

T2-010753
Transfer of the responsibility of MMS codecs&formats

Vasilis: Openwave supports this.

T2-010801
Changes to 23.140 on MMS codecs

Agreed, in principle, once SA4 accepts our proposal.
MMS Ad-Hoc for Oct 20-22 proposed.  Paul Reddy, Intel, also proposed an MMS adhoc in Portland, Oregon

T2-010774
API for MMS

Postponed

T2-010756
Network based message storage

noted

T2-010741
CR to 23.140 R5 - New Figure 5

Approved.

T2-010750
CR 23.140 Rel-5: Editorial changes

Vasilis objected to the moving of WAP & MExE to the MM1 section.

T2-010779
 (Delivery Report to VASP)

Vasilis: supports this, especially since XML/SOAP, in particular, is required by OSA.

Rami: while we will support SOAP if it is required by OSA, we propose using PAP.

Ville: Nokia does not support using PAP either.

T2-010787
VASP connectivity principles


Rami will kick-off and collect MM7 requirements
Noted

T2-010788
(MMPP PAP+ Ideas)

T2-010745
Persistent Storage

Describes some possible implementations on persistent storage.

Rami supports the ideas but thinks there are too many details and options for an initial specification.  All of these functions, whatever we agree up, must be in MM1.  Therefore it must be simple.

Tim A: supports persistent storage, and really thinks that partial retrieval is important.

Rami asks if an operator, maybe Ileana, could drive the resolution process.

Ileana volunteered to lead the email discussion on persistent storage functionality.
Postponed

T2-010746
3GPP MMS MSISDN Address Resolution

Vasilis described how to use ENUM and a mapping table.

Rami: we support this proposal, and suggest that we send an LS to GSMA indicating that the ENUM db maintenance issue must be resolved.

Petri: SS7/SMS based solution is difficult and expensive solution and might be only a short time solution if ENUM based solution will be included for MMS

Ileana: because of LNP, the mapping between the MSISDN requires one entry per subscriber.  This requires a very technical solution, and which should probably come from SA2, since this is a generic problem and not specific to MMS.

Josef: if we find a solution, SA2 asked us to inform them.

Eskil: there may be an issue with where we can store the IMSI.

We will continue this discussion via email.

Thursday, September 06, 2001 – SWG3 (SMS/CBS/EMS & MMS people)

T2-010815 Basic principles MM3

Vasilis: does your proposal suggest that SMS is required in every handset, even though SMS clients are not present?

Rami: if the SMS “stack” is not required in every phone, then we will reconsider the SMS usage.

Ileana: not all phones are required to have SMS; it is not a mandatory feature.

Josef: even if SMS is on the phone, the operator or user profile may prefer the MMS “look”.  In which, there doesn’t seem to be a need to standardize in this area.

 Noted

T2-010750/816 CR to 23.140 – editorial changes

Accepted, with some concerns by Vasilis (Openwave) that references to MExE seem to be disappearing.

T2-010840 Support to UCS2 and editorial corrections

Provides changes to 23.038 to make support for UCS2 clear.

Accepted in principle with modifications

T2-010845 Hyperlink Information element

Kevin: what’s the difference between a hyperlink and a URL?

redrafted as T2-010817 and approved.

T2-010841 CR23.040 EMS PID Rel99

Vasilis: Removing the PID breaks layering of protocols.

Several companies supported this change.  Josef said that the market seems to have already decided that the PID is not needed, and this change is just making the spec congruent with current market practise.

Approved, in principle, as T2-010818.

T2-010840 CR 23.038 Editorial and UCS2 preferences

Approved.

T2-010846 CR 23.040 EMS Delivery Request

Long discussion on this one.  Basic issue is that this is a new feature without a clear requirement from SA1.  Lack of general consensus on the best way to achieve the intended goal.  Nokia and Ericsson generally do not support this.

Alan B. says that this feature is forward compatible, and capable of dealing with new formats not yet specified without having to change this spec.

Nokia objects this CR.  Normally, SA1 gets involved and approves new service requirements, and there has been no such LS from SA1.

Kevin: not sure there is a Stage 1 for EMS, and in general, SA1 might have issues with capability negotiation being done in an ad-hoc manner.

Ville: we object primarily against the last sentence, beginning “However,…”. 

The sponsors agreed to remove that sentence.

Paul V. asked to see the EMS work plan; he doesn’t think that this is work that had been agreed upon.

A vote was taken; 21 companies supported; 3 abstained; and 1 objected (Nokia).

Revised in T2-010847 - Approved by majority, with Nokia objecting on the grounds mentioned in the “Executive Summary” above.
T2-010806 (CR to 23.140 R4 – Refinement of the reply-charging service behavior)

Ville: In general, Release 4 is frozen, and new features cannot be added.

Accepted as T2-010848.

T2-010807 CR 23.140 to MM4 reference point

Accepted.

T2-010773 CR 23.140 to MM4 delivery report

Accepted as T2-010849

T2-010741 (CR to 23.140 – New Figure 5)

Accepted

T2-010736 (CR to 23.140 R4 – Authentication)

Accepted

T2-010784 (CR 23.140-430 Clarification & Editorial Changes)

Accepted as T2-010xxx

T2-010737 (CR to 23.140 R4 – MMS Address Hiding)

accepted

T2-010803 (CR to 23.140 – Detailed Notification)

accepted

T2-010748 CR to 23.140 – Priority field in notification message

accepted

T2-010809 LS to SA4 on DRM

Accepted as T2-010859

T2-010810 LS to WAPF

Lots of discussion, but mostly Vasilis disagreeing with Rami about some specific text.  The group decided to remove explanatory text that came from the 22.140.  The text that said to “meet Stage 1 and Stage 2 Requirements” was left in.

Nokia also raised the question how 3GPP works: first stage 1 => stage 2 => stage 3 not stage 1 => stage 3

Approved.  Revised in T2-010852.

T2-010811 LS to WAPF MMDC on MMS Authentication


Approved

T2-010812 


Revised & approved

T2-010804 Registration of SMS related MIME types with IANA

Noted.
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The meeting was chaired by Arthur Gidlow (One 2 One).

Notes were prepared by Barry Jones (Magic4)

	Doc No
	Title
	Results
	Actions 

	T2-010594
	LS from RAN3

Iu-BC requirements
	Noted. More information needed on the requirement for multiple CBCs
	Ian Harris to seek more information.

	T2-010600
	Update to T0-19 SMS Test Specification
	IH suggested that we redirect this doc to the T1 meeting in Bejing. 
	Peter Freitag to create a LS to T1 to explain the issues. IH to take comments to T1 chairman by email. LS in T2-010844.

	T2-010733
	Support of optional 7 bit Latin alphabet extension tables in 03.38
	Z Osman presented outline document.

IH Outlined previous thinking reference pointers to Character tables.

AB and Jens reminded meeting that we should not replicate the work of UCS2.

Zehnec accepted that UCS2 is the way forward


	Document noted.

	T2-010739
	Comments to T2-010733: 
Additional 7 bit Latin alphabet extension tables in 23.038
	In the document Motorola, Nokia and Siemens recommend not to accept this proposal. 3GPP should endorse early decisions made by SMG4 to use UCS2 for languages which uses characters not on the 7-bit character table. This statement should be captured by the 3GPP T2#14 meeting report for future reference.


	Document noted

	T2-010758
	Answers to T2-010739 and new proposal to TS 23.038
	Answers response document 739 and requests support from 3GPP for adoption of UCS2 and outlines a CR to 23.038 changing paragraph 6.2
	Recommendation: SMS will use UCS2 for all languages that are not currently on the 7 bit character table.

Z Osman to provide change request to CR 23.038 by end of day ref T2-010840

	T2-010760
	
	
	Replaced by document T2-010802

	T2-010761
	Sub addressing scheme for EMS
	Good support and recognised as an important feature.
	Withdrawn. To be studied and returned to next meeting.

	T2-010762
	EMS PID
	A change has been made to CR to be reflected in 3 new CR’s one for rel-99, rel-4 and rel-5. The reflected change will be to mark obsolecence of EMS PID and modify behaviour . Consistent wording  from the appropriate specifications are to be used
	Randall G to create new CR’s for submission for SW3 Plenary.

Chairman to supply new CR numbers. Doc Nos T2-010841,T2-010842,T2-010843

	T2-010763
	Information Element Classification
	RG presented a CR which added a descriptive column to the IEI coding table identifying IEI types ie Control and EMS Content. Suggestion that we readdress more in the change than the adding the table column. RG GlB suggested that additional columns be added and changes to the text which reflect relative behaviour of IEI types. Ian Harris suggested that the work is taken on out of this meeting
	General support for clarifying the document. GlB and RG plus interested others to return a CR which will be delivered to  next T2 meeting.

Rejected

	T2-010764
	EMS Capability Indicator
	Rewrite with no need for storage.

Change approach to send EMS delivery request.
	RG to represent as doc T2-010846

	T2-010781
	ZOOMON
	SVG Graphics – Declaration of no IPR made.

SVG 2.0 specification not a frozen standard.

Unable to review without documentation availability.
	Document noted and agreed that SVG is a topic under consideration  through EMS WID

	T2-010800
	
	Jens Peter objected to not having access to the Change Request.

Magic4 to provide

Informative reference plus set of test vectors as in 23.042

Corrections to typo’s
	Resubmit for next T2 meeting.

	T2-010802
	Hyperlink Information Element
	Fabrice Segura presented CR.

PR is the Hyperlink object a text string or can it be an object? Jens Peter handset manufacturer to deal with the MMI.


	To be reworked over the lunch hour and resubmitted with doc No T2-010845

	T2-010845
	Hyperlink Information Element
	CR re-submitted with changes counter signed by Alcatel and Ericsson
	Document accepted

	T2-010846
	EMS Delivery Request Indicator
	This document is a rewrite of submission 764
	To be presented for agreement in SWG3
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