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1. Overall Description:

The GSMA-MSIG’s LS on MMS stage 2 concerns (attached) are gratefully accepted. In particular, T2 appreciates that MSIG regards MMS as one of the key standards for phase 2 of the M-Services.

T2 tries to understand the concerns raised for these were ambiguous w.r.t. what is expected from T2 leading to an extensive discussion. In course of the debate the following possible issues were identified:

Interoperability between different MMS Service Providers:

This is the scenario where an MMS user A subscribed to an MMS system A wishes to send Multimedia Messages to an MMS user B subscribed to an MMS system B. 

For the following reasons T2 believes that this scenario is well catered for: Unlike SMS the MMS architecture follows a client-server-server-client approach with MM4 reference point as the connection between MMS systems. In 3G TS 23.140 reference point MM4 is specified down to the MMS message format and how to use the underlying transport protocol (SMTP) for MMS purposes.

Interoperability when roaming:

This is the scenario where an MMS user A subscribed to an MMS system A associated with a PLMN_A wishes to use MMS when connected to a second PLMN_B.

MMS always happens via the “home” MMS system of an MMS user, and depends on the underlying bearer provided by the visited PLMN for roaming/mobility management capabilities. I.e. any network-initiated MMS actions are always performed by the “home” MMS system – in this case MMS system A – and any user-initiated actions are always addressed to the same “home” MMS system. Thus, T2 does not see any MMS-specific interoperability issues in the roaming case either.

Compatibility between MMS devices and MMS infrastructure:

Looking at today there is a single implementation (stage 3) available for MMS. The WAP-MMS implementation recently published by the WAP Forum fulfils R’99 MMS specifications of 3GPP. It is based on a WAP 1.x protocol stack, namely WSP, WAP-Push and WAP UAProf.

The WAP Forum is currently working on a WAP-MMS implementation which aims at fulfilling 3GPP’s REL-4 MMS specifications. This 2nd WAP-MMS implementation is expected to be extended to allow MMS on top of the WAP-NG or WAP 2.0 protocol stack and architecture. I.e. basically MMS over HTTP, WAP-NG-Push and WAP-NG-UAProf.

In particular when looking at post-REL-4 MMS some companies within T2 already expressed a need for an MMS implementation which is not based on WAP-1.x protocols. However, WAP-1.x based MMS implementations are expected to reach the market within a short time frame. Some companies also expressed their concerns about having a non-WAP-specific implementation of MMS for REL-5.

Additional proposals were made to build MMS on top of SMTP/IMAP*, WAP-NG Push and WAP-NG-UAProf.

* Note: Either using direct SMTP/IMAP or proxying/tunnelling SMTP/IMAP over HTTP. In both cases adaptations to MMS are needed.
Single implementation:

The LS reads:

“In summary, the GSMA MSIG seeks for T2’s guidance in order to specify a single implementation specification for the MMS functional description Stage 2.”

What exactly does GSMA-MSIG want T2 to do ?

· To put a normative reference to any MMS implementation (e.g. the WAP specs) into 3G TS 23.140 ?

· That T2 defines its own implementation of MMS as a new 3GPP stage 3 specification ? or

· To give guidance to MSIG on which MMS implementation to select for phase 2 of their M-Services ?

Conclusion:

T2 hopes that the above explanations help understanding the current situation on MMS. 

T2 would highly appreciate if GSMA-MSIG could clarify their concerns about MMS stage 2.

SA1 is asked to consider any additional requirements concerning the possible co-existence of multiple implementations for MM1 (i.e., WAP-based, WAP-NG-based and SMTP/IMAP/POP-based) and, possibly, give guidance on generic Push services for REL-5.

Looking forward to a fruitful cooperation on MMS,

3GPP TSG T WG 2

2. Actions:

To GSMA-MSIG group.

ACTION: 
T2 asks GSMA-MSIG group to clarify their concerns about MMS stage 2. In addition T2 would be pleased about any feedback providing T2 with GSMA-MSIG’s view on a non-WAP-1.x implementation. This information were most helpful if provided prior to the October meeting.

To SA1 group.

ACTION: 
T2 asks SA1 group to consider any additional requirements concerning the possible co-existence of multiple implementations for MM1 (i.e., WAP-based, WAP-NG-based and SMTP/IMAP/POP-based) and, possibly, give guidance on generic Push services for REL-5. This information were most helpful if provided prior to the October meeting.
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Summary

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

To:

3GPP T2

From:

MSIG

Copy:

GSM A SerG, GSM A TWG

The GSM Association M-Services Interest Group (MSIG) is producing guidelines to network operators on how to implement a series of standards that will deliver “mobile internet” type of services. The intention is to have common implementations that will drive the mobile data market, particularly with delivery over GPRS and eventually over UMTS. The GSMA has already issued the first M-Services Guidelines document - AA.35 – to the industry and is now working on a phase 2 version.

One of the key standards MSIG regards as important for phase 2 is MMS but we do have concerns about its development that we wish to express to T2. 

SMS is a success today due to its ubiquity brought about by a single implementation specification for devices and supporting infrastructure. The single implementation specification has also created a competitive market in devices and infrastructure that has led to rapid rollout of services and lowered costs. The GSMA MSIG wishes to build on this successful single implementation formula as we evolve our networks and devices to support MMS. There is therefore concern that there is no standardised implementation specification for MMS to cover protocols and message formats from T2. MSIG believes that the absence of a single implementation specification will lower the probability of operators being able to repeat the market success of SMS with MMS. Increased costs and delays in the roll out MMS will occur from having to resolve multiple vendor/protocol interoperability issues and there will be the potential for MMS market fragmentation along vendor lines.

In summary, the GSMA MSIG seeks for T2’s guidance in order to specify a single implementation specification for the MMS functional description Stage 2.
