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Summary

This document proposes recommendations to be made to 3GPP SA4 and T2 for the specification of MMS Stage 2. The issue concerned is the presentation language of Multimedia Messages. 

1. Introduction

3GPP T2 is currently specifying a new release of the MMS specification (23.140). A number of issues are being discussed that may have a major impact on the evolution of the MMS service and its commercial success. At its present stage, we believe that TS 23.140 does not provide sufficient guarantees for interoperability between various MMS implementations and with the Internet. Also it does not provide a method to ensure consistent user experience across various user agents, especially consistent presentation of the MMs. 

We therefore request 3GPP SA4 and T2 to consider the following recommendations for standardisation. They concern presentation layer technology for presentation of Multimedia Messages on the client.

2. Presentation layer

2.1. Problem to be addressed

The MMS standards (3GPP and WAP Forum) do not specify a standard presentation format for the MM content. Both WML deck or SMIL are valid formats in WAP, whilst 3GPP leaves this issue open.

We are concerned that the lack of a 3GPP-specified MMS presentation language will result in proprietary solutions, leading to interoperability and end-to-end compatibility issues, divergence from Internet-standard based content development with reduced adoption yielding smaller numbers of content developers, and reduced subscriber adoption rates, all of which yields lower revenues for MMS service providers and MMS operators.
Non-standard, proprietary presentation methods will lead to varying implementations, leading to inconsistent presentations of the same MM on different devices as well as other interoperability problems, which ultimately can lower subscriber adoption rates. For example, while the originator of a message would like to have his picture displayed above the text accompanied by a melody, the recipient may see the text above the picture and the melody played afterwards. Or, the timing in a sequence of images within an animated image may be displayed inconsistently from originator to recipient, leading to unsatisfactory user experiences.

This issue is equally important for Value-added Service Providers (VASPs) offering a service to the operators, their customers. VASPs must develop and present content within MMs in order  to have competitive value. Using widely available and adopted tools, including the presentation language, lowers the cost of content development.  Many VASPs may already be developing content for the Internet and SMS delivery mechanisms. In this case, using a common, shared presentation language for multiple delivery mechanisms (i.e.: Internet desktops, networked PDAs, and wireless handsets) also helps reduce the cost of MM content development, which, in turn, lowers the barriers to adoption.

Therefore, in order to (a) provide a consistent user experience; (b) ease the effort and lower the cost of MM content development; (c) and enable increased revenue by both MMS content providers and MMS operators, the use of a standard, available, and widely adopted presentation language is highly desirable, and should be recommended by MSIG.

2.2. Recommendation

There are four candidate presentation languages which, on the surface, appear suitable for standardisation by 3GPP.  However, careful analysis of their features and liabilities will make clear the one of them seems best suited for 3GPP MMS requirements.  The analysis is based on how well the candidate presentation language fulfils four criteria:

Conformance

ease of building a compliant handset

Interoperability
ease of authoring rich content once for multiple handsets

Extensibility

ability to advance the platform towards full-function Internet

Availability

Ease of building network of content developers

In the table below, “Features” and “Issues” are upper and lowercase letters, respectively, that correspond to details given below the table.  The suitability are given in the columns labelled “C”, “I”, “E”, and “A”, corresponding to the categories above.

	Language
	Description
	Features
	Issues
	C
	I
	E
	A

	Basic SMIL
	W3C-defined subset of SMIL 2.0 designed for resource-constrained devices
	A, B, C
	a, b, c, d, e
	(
	(
	(
	(

	MMS SMIL
	Proprietary subset of SMIL 2.0
	A, B, C
	f, g, h, I, j, k, l, m
	(
	(
	(
	(

	XHTML + SMIL
	W3C-defined subset of SMIL 2 converged with XHTML
	A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H
	c, d, g 
	(
	(
	(
	(

	XHTML+SMIL Mobile Profile
	Subset of XHTML+SMIL containing XHTML Basic, CSS, and SMIL Basic
	A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, I, J, K
	n, o
	(
	(
	(
	(


	Features
	Issues

	A. Media objects and content control

B. Layout and linking

C. Simple timing, synchronization, and transition effects 

D. Media objects and layout

E. Supported by Internet Explorer

F. XHTML Basic document compatibility

G. CSS support and text formatting

H. Animation of CSS properties and DOM for “Dynamic HTML” behaviours

I. Enables full integration of MMS and internet services

J. Enables push transactional services

K. Enables stylized (branded) messaging
	a. Not appropriate for mobile handsets

b. Very open-ended: linking to other doc types

c. Computationally expensive: layout recomputation

d. Memory intensive: indeterminate timing ( must keep timing graphs

e. SMIL 1.0 was not successfully deployed on World Wide Web

f. Proprietary: definition in private control

g. Not a conformance specification

h. Poor text formatting

i. Little interoperability with Web

j. Poor backward compatibility with SMIL 2

k. Missing key interoperability features for content control

l. Missing required modules to be Host Language Conformant

m. does not meet W3C requirements for “application/smil” media type label

n. Work in progress: unpublished W3C working draft

o. More complicated than MMS SMIL


The analysis above shows that XHTML+SMIL Mobile Profile is the most suitable candidate for use as the 3GPP MMS-specified presentation language.  Therefore, we kindly request that 3GPP SA4 review the issue, work closely with W3C on XHTML+SMIL Mobile Profile, and ultimately make a recommendation to T2 for a standard presentation language.

3. Conclusion

We look forward to further co-operation with 3GPP SA4 and T2 or promote work on the MMS standards.
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