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Scope

The goal this proposal tries to achieve is twofold: 

1) a compromise that aligns T2 and SA5 definitions of the size of a MMS message; 

2) a definition of message size that is more aligned to the operational needs of Operators which intend to use the message size as a baseline for MMS end-user charging as well for inter-working charging.

Background

In respect to the definition of the message size of a Multimedia Message two main requirements needs to be pointed out from the operators perspective:

- The terminal must be able to determine and indicate to the user the exact volume charged by the R/S before

sending the MM (‘MM1 exactness') 

- The volume determined by the MMS Relay/Servers on both sides of the MM4 reference point must be equal

('MM4 exactness').

Unfortunately some non negligible drawbacks were discovered in the current definition of the message size that were provided by 3GPP SA5 and 3GPP T2. Any reasonable effort should be done in this early stage, when the definition has not been ‘put into work’, to adhere as much as possible to the needs that emerge from existing MMS operations.

The following table summarises the assessment that was done by some operators of the two existing (misaligned) solutions. The latter two columns present enhancements to the current definitions.

	
	SA5 solution
	Enhanced of SA5 solution for compromise
	T2 solution
	Enhanced of T2 solution for compromise 

	definition of MM Size
	All the attachments plus SUBJECT IE 

(N.B. excluded Presentation)
	ALL the attachments (incl. Presentation) plus SUBJECT IE 


	Whole MMS PDU
	Whole MMS PDU WITHOUT address header fileds (TO, CC, BCC)

	pros (main)
	· any overhead is excluded (more understandable for the end user)

· 'MM4 exactness' is guaranteed
	· message overhead is excluded

· 'MM4 exactness' is guaranteed
	· technically feasible (agreed with network and terminal vendors in 3GPP T2)

· robust against frauds
	· reasonably robust against frauds

· no major drawbacks from end user point of view

	cons (main)
	· open to frauds (header and content)
	· open to frauds (header)
	· bad user experiences in certain use cases (e.g. multiple recipients)

· 'MM4 exactness' may not be guaranteed
	· 'MM4 exactness' may not be guaranteed


Table – Comparison of the existing (misaligned) and the proposed enhanced solutions.

Why the SA5 solution can be enhanced

Excluding the Presentation part from the computation of the MM Size, as defined by SA5, leaves open the possibility of frauds, with bunch of free contents that can potentially be fitted into the SMIL or xHTML component of a MM.

Some operators find this proposal totally unacceptable.

Moreover, since only the TO and CC information elements are excluded from the MM Size calculation, the risk of frauds is really negligible, since these fields are usually rather limited and consistency check is reasonable.

The enhancement of the original SA5 definition is to include the presentation part (attachment) into the calculation of the message size.

Why also T2 solution can be enhanced

The signatories of this paper participated to the development of the MM Size definition during the last T2#17 in Vancouver. The definition was the result of a not easy balance between terminal and infrastructure implementers and operators. The result was finally endorsed by T2 and communicated to GSMA. TSG-T then also approved the relative CR to 23.14 Rel-5.  

The signatories of the present paper do not intend to diminish the value of that result. However, after a deeper analysis within some operators, it was felt that also the original T2 solution may be enhanced to avoid certain negative drawbacks that were discovered. 

The following use case is felt as a very negative one by some operators. Let’s assume that the operator charges the sender according to the size of the message. For instance, three size classes are defined: small (<10 KB); medium (<20 KB); large (<30 KB). To these classes three prices correspond, for example: 0.2 EUR (small); 0.4 EUR (medium); 0.6 EUR (large). Multi-recipient messages are charged as N times the cost of the single message. 

The unsatisfying use case with the original T2 MMS Size definition happens, for example, when having a small message very close to the upper class limit (e.g. 9960 KB). While sending this message to one recipient will cost 0.2 EUR for the message. Re-sending the same message to 4 recipients at one time would lead to the cost of  4*0.4 EUR, as then the message size will be in the next volume class by only adding recipients, but without changing the content. This situation hardly can be communicated to customers!

(The same use case applies when a message to 4 single recipients will cost to the sender 4*0.2 EUR, but sending one single message to 4 recipients may cost 4*0.4 EUR, just because the length of the 4 recipient addresses caused the MM to become a medium message.)

The enhancement to the original T2 definition is to exclude the address related fields for the calculation of the message size.

In general it seems not clear by using the size of the PDU whether for inter-working charging (MMSC ( MMSC) the size of a message definitely can be calculated the same on the originating MMSC and the receiving MMSC.

Conclusions

The misalignment between T2 and SA5 with respect to MM size needs be resolved by 3GPP. An enhancement of any of the current definitions that are available is required. The definition that finally shall be selected needs to be proven against the exactness on the different reference points MM1 and MM4.

