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Executive Summary

During this MMS meeting separate stage 2 drafting sessions were held. The draft minutes of the general drafting session can be found in Annex D and the draft minutes of the billing session can be found in Annex E of this report. 

The main outcome of the drafting session is a new draft baseline CR to TS 23.140 in T2M010057. 

There was good progress on the long ongoing discussion on architecture. It was agreed to combine MMS relay and MMS server into a single logical entity called “MMS Relay/Server”. It was agreed that MM3 can be used to connect MMS to existing Unified Messaging Systems (UMS). Good progress was also made on billing, forwarding and on the service description. 

The MMS group will try to complete MMS Rel4 at T2#12 in February 2001.

An LS to the WAP Forum was agreed as T2M010058 and will be sent on T2 e-approval. T2 makes the WAP Forum aware of aspects which TSG T2 believes are new requirements for the next version of the WAP implementation.

A CR to MMS stage 1 was approved as T2M010059 and will be sent on T2 e-agreement before it will be sent to SA1. The CR tries to align MMS stage 1 with stage 2.

The following key actions for the next meeting have been identified:

· Sofi PERSSON (Telia) will produce the billing services description and the details for reply charging. She will also investigate the implications of forwarding on CDRs.

· Rami NEUDORFER (Comverse) will provide a CR on MMS addressing as Orly as possible.

· Josef LAUMEN (Siemens) will initiate an email discussion on the completion of MM4 (abstract messages and sort out suitable protocols and means to identify that the peer entity is an MMSE) and MM3 (abstract messages and sort out suitable protocols to be used). 

· Petri TIMONEN (Sonera) will provide more details on MM7, a newly proposed MMS interface for applications. Sonera will try do define what kind of protocols could be used on MM7 for the next meeting. A definition of MMS application is needed. 

· Hugh CARR (Logica) will produce a new version of the CR on forwarding in T2M010055. 

· Petri TIMONEN (Sonera) will produce a CR on address hiding. All operators are invited to consider this issue.

· Ileana LEUCA (AT&T Wireless) will stimulate an email discussion on notification based on the CR she will produce.

· Miraj MOSTAFA (Nokia) will clarify section 6.1.6 regarding streaming. Rami NEUDORFER will contribute.

· Ville WARSTA (Nokia) and Tim AMBROSE (Motorola) will report back from the WAP Forum to T2#12.

· Soeren THOMSEN (Motorola) will create T2M010024 giving explanation of the different types of delivery reports and initiate an email discussion on this matter. He will also provide an input paper on notification on MM3 before T2#12.

· Friedhelm RODERMUND (ETSI MCC) will check the timing matters regarding the planned support work on MMS billing with SA5.

-------------------------

Meeting Report

Chairman: 
Ian HARRIS (Vodafone)

Secretary: 
Friedhelm RODERMUND (ETSI MCC)

1.
Opening of the meeting

The meeting was opened by the T2 SWG3 chairman Ian HARRIS (Vodafone) who welcomed the delegates to the meeting. Michael VÖLLER  welcomed the delegates on behalf of Mannesmann Mobilfunk who kindly hosted the meeting. 

A list of delegates present at the meeting can be found in Annex C.

2.
Appointment of meeting secretary

Friedhelm RODERMUND (ETSI MCC) was the secretary.

3.
Approval of agenda

The meeting agenda in T2M010001 was agreed with the addition of "reports from other groups". 

4.
Registration of documents

The documents were assigned to the agenda items. The list of all registered documents can be found in Annex A. All documents can be found at 
ftp://www.3gpp.org/TSG_T/WG2_Capability/SWG3/SWG3_06_Duesseldorf

5.
Reports from previous meetings and reports/LSs from other groups

5.1
SA#10 held in Bangkok, Thailand 16-18 December 2000

Friedhelm RODERMUND reported that S1 presented a CR to include instant messaging in MMS but SA #10 rejected this CR. There were comments from a couple of companies that Instant Messaging was not the same service as MMS and that therefore the work on IM should not be made a part of MMS. So the consensus was that S1 should develop a separate work item for IM and not include it into the existing MMS work. The technical implementation could turn out to be the same but from the service perspective there are different aspects to be considered.

5.2
T#10 held in Bangkok, Thailand 10-12 December 2000

All T2 CRs were approved by T#10 including the MMS baseline CR. The resulting TS 23.140 v4.1.0 was available well in advance to the meeting. 

Target for completion of Rel4 is March 2001. It was noted an additional MMS ad hoc meeting between T2#12 and T#11 would be very difficult to arrange because there are only three weeks between T2#12 and T#11 and T2 e-approval of the MMS outcome would also be required. The chairman proposed to abandon discussion on non-Rel4 matters on this meeting to concentrate on the completion of Rel4. This was accepted by the group.

5.3
T2#11 held in Shin-Yokohama, Japan 27 November - 1 December 2000

The report of T2#11 was distributed for information in T2M010003.

5.4
Incoming Liaison Statements

T2M010004
LS from SA4 on progress on definition of codecs and protocols for a transparent packet-switched multimedia streaming service
SA4

SA4 has agreed to complete the work item in two phases where the first phase (Rel4) will already include a complete basic streaming service, and is referred to as basic streaming. The second phase (Rel5) builds on the first phase and includes additional compatible functionality. The present SA4 work on streaming is limited to downlink streaming.

Conclusion:

The LS was noted.

5.4
Telephone conference on billing

A telephone conference on billing was held chaired by Sofi PERSSON (Telia). See section 8 and T2M010016 for further details.

5.5
WAP Forum

It was reported that the LS from T2 on support for prepaid services in MMS in T2-000786 was discussed in the WAP Forum. The LS is still pending approval.

6.
Matters arising from T2#11 Shin Yokohama 

6.1
CR to Stage 2 status at TSG-T Bangkok T2-000791 

This was approved at T#10.

6.2
LS and proposed CRs to stage 1.    T2-000773 + (T2-000774,775,776)

No reply yet. SA1 did not meet since T2#11. Another CR to MMS stage 1 was later presented in T2M0100018. See section 10.

6.3
LS to SA4 MS Media codecs and formats T2-000777

No reply yet. SA4 did not meet since T2#11. 

6.4
LS to SA4 File format for MMS
T2-000779

No reply yet. SA4 did not meet since T2#11.

6.5
LS to SA1 Support for pre pay in MMS T2-000780

No reply yet. SA1 did not meet since T2#11.

6.6
LS to WAP Support for pre pay in MMS T2-000786

No reply yet. It was reported that the WAP Forum is currently preparing the reply.

6.7 Response to our LS T2-000612 (717)  to SA5 MMS and billing  T2-000616

T2-000616
LS from SA5: MMS Charging
SA5

For MMS, SA5 plans to cover the requested work. An initial examination of the proposed charging information for MMS CDRs has been made. They appear appropriate, but limited time during the last SA5 meeting precludes a final decision on their completeness and accuracy at that time. A full analysis of the proposed CDR information together with the stage 1 and stage 2 specifications for MMS will be an early task of SA5 and appropriate communication with T2 will transpire.

Conclusion:

Noted. Friedhelm RODERMUND will check the timing matters regarding the planned work with SA5 (what should be in Rel4 and Rel5). 

6.8
Addressing T2-000609

T2-000609
LS from S2: Address Translation in MMS
S2

This LS explains that S2 are considering the use of ENUM for the IM Subsystem (SIP). S2 has informed T2 that it is intending to liaise with the GSMA. S2 has asked T2 to register MMS with ENUM. Suggestion that operators should lead in this area. At the last meeting Comverse in person of Rami Neudorfer volunteered to follow up the registration of MMS in ENUM.
Conclusion:

The LS was noted.

6.9
Instant Messaging T2-000711

T2-000711
Instant Messaging and Presence Service (IMPS)
Motorola

This document was presented at the T2#11 meeting and feedback was requested before the next MMS ad-hoc meeting. Currently there are a various proprietary techniques for IMPS via the Internet.

Conclusion:

It was decided to put the document on hold until the work on Rel5 has started.

6.10
Forwarding T2-000721

T2M010019 supersedes this document. 

6.11
MMS architecture T2-000722

T2-000722
MMS Architecture
Motorola

Discussed in section 7.

6.12
OSA T2-000618

T2-000618
LS from SA1: Reply on OSA Interface Information
SA1

Conclusion:

It was decided to put this document on hold until the work on Rel5 will be started.

6.13
Misalignment between Stage 1 and MMS service description LS on hold T2-000788

For this MMS meeting, Ian HARRIS produced a CR to MMS stage 1 in T2M0100018. See section 10.

6.14
Misalignment between WAP and MMS service description. LS on hold T2-000789

This LS was later replaced by the LS in T2M010058.

7.
MMS architecture

T2-000722
MMS Architecture
Motorola

This document discusses the functionality split between the MMS Relay and the MMS Server. It promotes a light weight relay. At the last meeting some people felt that the document seems to promote a message flow that challenges the current reference architecture in 23.140, especially on reference points MM2 and MM4. It was concluded that this will be considered at this ad-hoc meeting. Prior to this an email discussion should take place trying to get a basic agreement on which direction to follow. It was decided that if such a decision can’t be achieved an LS to SA2 should be drafted at this ad-hoc meeting asking for guidance.

Tim AMBROSE reported that no conclusion has been reached by email. 

The issues of contention:

1. Relay server access: the proposal that the server is able to communicate to a relay in another MMSE and that messages are coming from server to server without going through the relay. One reason for this proposal was the concern of overloading the relay with traffic. 

2. Where takes the media conversion place, on the server or the relay? Motorola proposes that this takes place in the server.

3. Notification of the relay rather then by polling. 

4. Bypassing the relay on the delivery of the message. 

5. The possibility of capability negotiation between the user agent and the server in another network.

Comments and discussion: 

· What about the connection to the HLRs and user databases? What are the implications on these databases with that approach? Are they all connected to the MMS server? It was concluded that this has to be further elaborated.

· It was pointed out that T2 got a recommendation from T to be backward compatible to MMS Rel99 wherever possible.

· It seems not to be practical that an operator is going to buy MMS server and relay from different suppliers.

· The question on whether to define MM2 also depends on what the server should be: a kind of inbox or only a store and forward buffer. In case it is a kind of inbox then MM2 needs to be defined. 

· See further discussion on architecture at the end of this section.

Conclusion:

See conclusion on architecture at the end of this section.

T2M010023
MMO comments on functional split relay -server
Mannesmann Mobilfunk

The Motorola proposal seems to contain some unsolved items. Additionally it adds more complexity to MMS UA since it has to support two different protocols for the sending and the retrieval of MMs. However, it would be a real benefit and enhancement to the current architecture if the MMS Server could send notification requests about new messages to the MMS Relay. This gives much higher flexibility to possible integration of MMS systems and already existing messaging systems which cannot use the reference point MM3 for integration. This notification functionality should be part of reference point MM2. 

Comments and discussion: 

· Motorola clarified some of the unclear points identified by Mannesmann. 

· The MMS UA has to be configured for the access point (server and relay) which it should contact for MMS sending/retrieval.

· See further discussion on architecture at the end of this section.

Conclusion:

See conclusion on architecture at the end of this section.

T2M010012
Discussion document on MMS architecture
CMG, Nokia, Ericsson

It was noted that Ericsson also sources this document. This document intends to sum up the arguments for the MMS architecture approach as stated in TS 23.140, and produces arguments against the architecture proposal as stated in document T2-000722. The authors see no need to standardise MM2 as separate interface.

Comments and discussion: 

· See discussion on architecture at the end of this section.

Conclusion:

See conclusion on architecture at the end of this section.

T2M010020
Architectural Use Cases - The mailbox concept and its implications on MMS
Comverse

This document elaborates on MMS use cases, resulting from existing stage 1 and stage 2 requirements, and from network operators requirements and arrives at the conclusions that there are obvious cases, where MMs need to be retained on the servers even after they have been downloaded and read by the UA. There needs to be a single point of access where messages from several sources need to be viewed in a single view, called the “MMS mailbox”. A “MMS mailbox “ which resides in UE is needed as well as one that resides in the network side. These two may be different at times and a need for “synchronization “ of the two is envisaged. 

Comments and discussion: 

· Siemens supported the view that there is a business case for a storage on the server and not only store and forward. But it has to be carefully considered if this has to be standardised. Stage 1 says that we shall have inbox management but shall not standardise that.

Conclusion:

See conclusion on architecture at the end of this section.

T2M010021
MMS Architecture – Relay Server Split
Comverse

This document intends to sum up some arguments for the MMS architecture alternatives and in general supports the existing approach as stated in TS 23.140. Furthermore, it discusses some of the alternatives proposed by Motorola in T2-000722 connections to external servers, and expresses Comverse's opinion about what are the feasible approaches.

Comverse see themselves basically in line with Nokia that the UA should only talk to the relay which is the single point of contact and that there is no need except operators explicitly demand it to define MM2. Comverse thinks that there is a need for a permanent storage as a part of the MMS server. 

Comments and discussion: 

· Nokia doesn’t prohibit having a permanent storage but they question if every user of MMS needs this permanent storage. Comverse thinks that every user needs it. Motorola supports the permanent storage. 

Conclusion:

Rami suggest that people read the document and invited comments. This could affect MM3 and should be kept in mind during drafting. See also conclusion on architecture at the end of this section.

Comments and discussion on MMS architecture:

· The SWG3 chairman summarised that some of the problems may be resoled if server and relay are an integrated function. Everything coming across MM4 would come into one box so there would be not restrictions on Motorola's implementation. From a specification view point it would go relay to relay. A question is whether to define MM2 at all and how can we smoothly integrate MMS systems which come later than UMS? Another discussion point is the persistent or temporary storage. Delivery reporting has to be considered. Another topic is sender management: how much management does the sender need over his messages?

· In case of integrating server and relay into one box bypassing the relay would be possible. Motorola would have to satisfy MM4. 

· Motorola would like to see a standardised notification request.

· Several inboxes for Voicemail, fax-, unified-, MMS- should be avoided. MM2 could be a candidate for satisfying UMS platform requirements. A problem arises which is that not every message would pass the MMS relay. In that case there is a need for a notification mechanism from server to relay to inform that there are new messages in the server. Nokia's proposal would be to use the MM3 interface to integrate the legacy systems and MMS together. Concern that this would lead to separate inboxes which leads also to synchronisation problems. 

· The question is also what can be achieved in the timescales of Rel4. 

· It was proposed that MM3 could be modified for UMS. It could be up to the vendor if the MMS server is a permanent or temporary storage. 

· Nokia thinks that a permanent storage could be a waste of resources and costs. 

· In SMS we have no long term permanent storage in the network. In the email world this is different. In MMS, there is a need to manipulate and forward messages like in the email model. 

· There seems to be general support for the need of a permanent storage at least optional. 

· UM systems can take care of external servers. An aggregator can aggregate the view and shows the user a virtual mailbox although the different types of messages are stored on different servers. Comverse does not see the need to define a different MM3 because they do not see the differences between an email server and an UM server wrt MM3. 

· If we integrate MMS and UM then we could use MM3 for integration by saying the MMS server is temporary and the permanent server is the UMS server. 

· The need for some text for legacy systems and related use case was required and this will be used in the drafting meeting. 

· The chairman proposed that inside the proposed combined server/relay box the MM2 interface is identified. Openwave Systems proposes to have the MM2 interface proprietary. 

· Motorola would like to have a standardised way of notification on MM3. More input is needed e.g. on the notification mechanism presented by Comverse. Soeren THOMSEN (Motorola) will provide an input paper on notification before T2#12. 

· What do we really need regarding confirmation of delivery to the sender? At the moment we cover that a delivery report can be send to the originator after the MM message Is delivered to the terminal (except the message expires or is rejected etc.). Once the message is handled in the terminal it may send a read-reply back. So far it is not covered that a report is send from the recipients system after the message has hit that system. This is needed for statistical and customer care traceability purposes for the operator and not for the user because this implies the user knowing something about the network. Motorola will make a technical proposal for this. Comverse suggested that relationship between delivery reports and billing has to be considered. It was proposed to send back a notification to the user in case a message not been delivered in the first try but there were some concerns that the sender will be flooded with delivery reports and an open questions is also who is paying for them. 

· Openwave proposed that it should be defined which features of SMTP are to be supported in MMS e.g. delivery notification. 

· In the email world it is not possible to recall a message once it has been sent. In SMS this concept was introduced. E.g. if you have a voicemail notification it can be replaced giving info about the increased number of arrived messages. It was proposed to have this removed for the time being and to put our efforts where it is really needed. There was some support that we need it although it seems unlikely to be done in Rel4. 

Conclusion on the architecture discussion:

It was agreed to combine MMS relay and MMS server into a single logical entity called “MMS Relay/Server”. It was agreed that inside the combined server/relay box the MM2 interface is identified. MM2 "may" (replaces "shall") be based on existing protocols. 

It was agreed to use MM3 for UMS - MMS integration and to add this to the reference architecture. The text has to capture that with some use cases. 

There seems to be general support for the need of a permanent storage at least as an option. The need for a temporary and permanent storage will be covered by the use case. 

We need some more input on notification on MM3 e.g. on the notification mechanism presented by Comverse. Soeren THOMSEN (Motorola) will provide an input paper on notification before T2#12.

Regarding the delivery reporting from the recipients’ system after the message has hit that system, it was decided that this would be needed for statistical and customer care traceability purposes for the operator. 

T2M010017
presentation slides: Notification protocol in MMS
Comverse

Comverse proposes a notification protocol for MMS which is based on Standard Internet protocols. The subscriber’s notification logic is centralized in a single notification component as part of the MMS relay. A variety of messaging and information services are possible sources of events. HTTP is the transport protocol in the current proposal submitted to IETF but it has to be discussed if XML would be more suitable for MMS. It was reported that IETF is reluctant to open a new subject. 
Conclusion:

Comverse will provide more details if desired and invite comments if there is some interest to use this in the 3GPP.
8. Creation of a new baseline stage 2 CR

During this T2 SWG3 MMS ad hoc meeting, a >2 days drafting session was held. The minutes can be found in T2M010056. The chairman thanked Josef LAUMEN (Siemens) for his excellent work chairing the drafting session.

T2M010057
Baseline draft CR to 23.140 version 5
Siemens

This is the latest version of the new baseline draft CR which was elaborated during the drafting session.

Comments and discussion: 

· It was agreed to delete the date in reference [3]. 

· Ileana LEUCA (AT&T Wireless) will check the references of [39], [42], if the internet draft has been approved by IETF. 

· Ville WARSTA (Nokia) will check if the WAP forum has approved [43]. 

· "3rd generation messaging system was deleted" was deleted in the text below figure 1. 

· work on MIME type registration is still required

· some more changes were done

Conclusion:

These additional changes above were agreed and will be incorporated into the next version. Rapporteur Josef LAUMEN asked any changes to the CR to be done on the version without revision marks.

9.
Addressing

The chairman stated that addressing is now becoming a serious issue. So far there is very little in the MMS stage 2 with regard to this.

T2M010022
presentation slides: Addressing Issues  for 3G Services (MMS and more)
Comverse

This presentation provides an overview on 3GPP MMS addressing and describes the technology which is considered as solution. The solution described is also considered as a solution for SIP services for 3G mobiles. The purpose of this presentation is to initiate a process in GSMA to examine the deployment aspects of the solution.

Conclusion:

This document was provided for information.

T2M010010
discussion document: MMS addressing
Mannesmann Mobilfunk

Further level of detail is needed to clarify addressing, address formats and address translation at different stages of the message flow. Although there might not be ENUM in place as standardised solution for MSISDN translation in R4 it is necessary to provide the hooks for an easy migration from a proprietary solution to ENUM later on or at least not prevent a migration.

Comments and discussion: 

· It was felt that that this is good document bringing up important questions which have to be looked at when elaborating the addressing section.

· The question came up if section 2 "addressing the MMS relay" is in the scope of what Comverse will include into the addressing CR. Michael VOELLER will liaise with Rami regarding the CR. 

Conclusion:

This document was supported by the group and will be used as input by Rami when he is producing the CR on addressing for MMS stage 2. 

10. Service description

T2M010006
CR 23.140: High-level description of MMS
Sonera Corporation

This draft CR proposes changes to the service behaviour description of MMS and proposes the addition of two new reference points MM7 (MMS Relay – MMS applications) and MM8 (MMS Relay – MMS Relay within one MMSE).

Comments and discussion: 

· Support was expressed on the creation of MM7 because this can prevent a mistake done in the SMS area. 

· It might be possible to use the same protocol for MM8 as for MM4? 

· How do we do the access of the same server when having two relays in one MMSE?

· What is MM7? A fixed MMS user agent. 

· Maybe the important purpose of MM7 could be fulfilled by MM3 plus an additional notification protocol.

Conclusion:

It was agreed that the specification of MM8 is not an urgent issue for Rel4 and might be considered for Rel5. The drafting group will check if there is a chance to do this still for Rel4. It was agreed that MM7 should go into Rel4. Before the work in the drafting group should be started the relation with OSA should be investigated.

T2M010011
CR 23.140: Changes to the High-level description
Nokia

Clarification, fine-tuning and editorial correction of different issues of high-level description of MMS (service description and technical realisation). Author Miraj MOSTAFA (Nokia) pointed out that the CR only includes things which have already been agreed.

Comments and discussion: 

· 6.1.1 "Identify the type of the content of the message" was added for consistency with section 8 which describes the definition of content type as mandatory. Content type is the MIME content type. "Type of the content" was changed to "content type". "Timestamp the message with the time of sending" replaces " Set the time of sending of the message". 

· 6.1.3 Josef proposes that regarding the read reply report it should not be indicated to the user agent that a read reply report is requested in case the MMSE knows (via capability negotiation) that the user agent does not support this. It was agreed not to introduce this change now but it might be introduced later. 

· The definition of "sending" has to be clarified. It is proposed to use the term submission. Josef LAUMEN volunteered to go through the stage 2 and check where sending means submission and where sending may not mean submission. Arthur GIDLOW (One2One) explained that submission means that you submit something which might be declined or refused but sending means that it is send without refusal of reception. 

· 6.1.3.add examples to " other available message qualifications"

· 6.1.3 submission time stamp is meant

· 6.1.4 "retrieval acknowledgement" will be defined.

· In outlook a delivery report will be created when the email hits the inbox no matter if the client is logged on or not. The delivery report means that the MM is definitely delivered to the UA or not delivered at all. 3 different types of delivery report: inbox reached, UA reached, read-reply. Soeren THOMSEN (Motorola) will prepare explanation of the different types of delivery reports in T2M010024. Stage 1 includes the requirement that a delivery report is created when the MMS reaches the terminal. The need of having a delivery report when the message reaches the inbox was discussed. It was agreed to assign some time in the drafting session to the topic delivery reports.

· 6.1.5 the recipient's and the originator's addresses need to be provided?

· Several editorial changes were made.

Conclusion:

It was agreed to merge this CR into the living draft CR (T2M010025). Some terminology needs resolving and what is meant by delivery report has to be clarified. Soeren THOMSEN (Motorola) will prepare explanation of the different types of delivery reports in T2M010024.

T2M010018
CR 22.140: Elaboration and clarification of Service Description
Vodafone

This draft MMS stage 1 CR is proposed to be sent for e-agreement to T2 and after that to SA1. 

Comments and discussion: 

· It was agreed to remove the proposed definitions for forwarding and diverting because it was not felt necessary to have them in the stage 1. Additionally it was agreed to move the definitions of "submission" and "delivery" to stage 2. A rewording might be required. It was decided not to add a definition for streaming.

· It was rejected to change the term terminal-sensitive management. The reference to capability negotiation was not added. User status sensitive MM management was changed to terminal management. Deletion of the chapter on personalise multimedia messaging was not agreed. 

· It was agreed to reinstate the original definition of recall and delete everything else. Currently recall is in the stage 1 and it is proposed to delete it from stage 1. The general view is that there is no need to work on recall for Rel4. In stage 2 a placeholder could be added saying that this is for study for further releases. It was agreed that we delete this from the stage 1. 

· It was agreed to delete the requirement on status request. 

· The sentence on message forwarding will be changed (added that the user agent will be able to forward the message)

· Rami NEUDORFER (Comverse) might make a new text proposal regarding storage of MM. It was agreed to delete "A user may access their message store from any device (e.g. PC on the internet) and manipulate the stored messages and user preferences.  A user id and password shall be supported in order to authenticate the users access."

· The requirement for a validity period is already fulfilled in the stage 2. 

· The addition of sections on Statistical Analysis / Tracability and Message Submitted Time was not agreed. It was agreed to delete the editor's note below push.

· The stage 2 covers the case that the user does not receive a notification in case where the recipient has requested anonymity.

· proposed section on Sender Anonymity and on White Lists and Black Lists. 

· "personal profile" changed to "user profile"

· It is proposed to delete the section on charging and elaborate on a stage 1 modification after the discussion on charging has been held this week.

Conclusion:

Ian HARRIS will make an update of this stage 1 CR in T2M010045 taking the comments into account.

T2M010045
CR to 22.140: Alignment of Stage 1 MMS to Stage 2 MMS
Vodafone

Update of T2M0100018.

Comments and discussion: 

· MM recall was discussed. There is no concept of that in the email world and it was found to be really difficult to implement. 

· The CR category was changed to B.

· It was noticed that the user profile is not mentioned in stage 2 although in stage 1. In stage 2, it is only mentioned in the section about databases. This seems not the only requirement which the stage 2 is not compliant with. It was decided not to change it in stage 1 for the time being. 

· Subclause 8 on charging was reworded.

Conclusion:

The CR was revised again and agreed as T2M010059. It will be send to T2 for e-approval and forwarded to SA1.

T2M010014
Differences between Vodafone's Service Description and current WAP Implementation
Nokia

The included copy of the original document in T2-000708 highlights aspects not currently defined in the WAP implementation of MMS.

Conclusion:

The document was postponed to Rel5.

11.
Forwarding

It is proposed that a clear distinction is made between forwarding as applied to a user deciding to have his received messages sent elsewhere and forwarding as applied to network routing.

There are three possibilities of forwarding.

· forward the message after reading

· forwarding unconditional

· dynamic forwarding based on the notification

It has to be made clear that we distinguish between these kinds of forwarding and a proper terminology has to be developed. 

T2M010019
Dynamic MM Forwarding
Logica

In the current baseline, the status field in the MM Notification Response has a proposed setting which indicates to the MMS Relay that immediate forwarding of the message is requested. This CR proposes the definition for a new abstract message (MM1 Forward) which will allow the MMS User Agent feature rich functionality similar to that provided in MM1 send without having to download the message to the terminal.

Comments and discussion: 

· New specification text in this document was not marked with revisions. The chairman reminded to do this so that it is easy to see what the changes to the existing text are.

· If we forward or send a message the way we are submitting the messages should be the same. We should be consistent in the set of information elements. 

· We should encapsulate what was sent originally and not change it. It's important to preserve the original message.

· With this proposal you take the old MM and put it into an envelope and send it out again. It is also possible to add some content. It was debated whether this should be allowed (by providing the filed content type in the MM1_forward.REQ). A possible usage would be forwarding pictures and adding some explaining text. 

· In case a presentation language is used it might be difficult to accomplish this.

· The user has to receive an indication that the received message a forwarded one.

· Debate took place on transparent and non-transparent forwarding. There are two flavours of transparent forwarding: encapsulated or only change recipient's address.

Conclusion:

Hugh CARR (Logica) will create a proper CR for MM1 incorporating the raised concerns. Starting point for the discussion in the drafting group should be transparent forwarding with only changing the recipient's address with no added value.

T2M010013
Discussion document "Dynamic Forwarding of MM"
Nokia

This is the 3rd case of forwarding which is conditional after the user has received the notification but without downloading the message (dynamic forwarding). The dynamic forwarding of MM can be a useful and effective feature only if it is defined in a compatible and consistent manner considering the whole scenario of MMS. This document shows some issues to be considered in this regard. It is proposed to discuss these issues and create a CR to incorporate the feature in the stage 2 specification of MMS in the earliest possible time.

Comments and discussion: 

· The terminology of the different types of forwarding has to be clarified. 

· Loop protection has to be considered and tromboning has to be prevented maybe by using a counter. 

· It is proposed to elaborate the drawing for the case of forwarding to an email address. 

· Sequential numbers or a time flow are proposed to be added. 

· Privacy issue: There are 3 users involved: sender, forwarder, receiver. Does the forwarder want to give the information who has originally send it to the user? 

· The tracing and charging issue has to be considered in that respect that the forwarder will become the originator of a message from the system's view.

Conclusion:

The contribution was supported in principle and was forwarded to the drafting group. Nokia will to come up with a CR on the service description. 

12.
Billing

T2M010016
Billing and MMS: Meeting minutes for phone conference 22/12/00
Telia

Update of the work in WAP Forum and on MMS and Camel were given. The updated information on pre-paid charging was reviewed. A brainstorming was held on necessary information (elements) for reply and reverse charging and on where this information could be put (what abstract messages, new abstract msg. etc). Three CRs from Mannesmann Mobilfunk on billing were discussed.

WAP 209 includes the implementation of the abstract messages in 3G TS 23.140. For this WAP meeting there was a CR in the approval process that included related to MMS billing an error code in the send.conf message. This error code can be elaborated by the operators and are named “response status text”. A new chapter named “error considerations” has been added that deals with how errors is handled by the UA and relay. 

Comments and discussion: 

· For the roaming case charging should only be based on bearer usage and not on the type of content.

Conclusion:

The report was noted. The chairman thanked Sofi PERSSON (Telia) for the excellent work done in the area of billing. 

T2M010008
CR 23.140: MMS prepaid support #2
Mannesmann Mobilfunk

The particular behaviour of prepaid service has to be made transparent to the customer. So far there is no possibility foreseen in the abstract message MM1_retrieve.RES to convey information (e.g. non-provision of a service because of low credit) back to the user. Furthermore, so far there is only few possibility to inform the customer / MMS User Agent about any error that occurred on application level when retrieving a MM. Two ways of adding such capability to current protocol framework are proposed as alternatives: Case A To the existing abstract message MM1_retrieve.RES two fields could be added to convey information about application errors occurring when the customer tries to retrieve the MM. Case B A new abstract message would be added to the protocol framework for the purpose of reporting application level errors.

Comments and discussion: 

· With this behaviour the user will receive two messages one from the prepaid service and one from the MMS service. 

· In case A no information could be send to the user. The reason for proposing this solution is for backward compatibility. The danger is that the user could consider the retrieve request as successful although it was not successful because it could not consider the new IE.

· It was felt that backward compatibility in this case was not a real problem. For backward compatibility there seems to be no good solution anyway.

· There was a proposal that the relay has to decide depending on the version of the UA what to do but it was felt that this would add too much complexity. 

· The usage of versions was discussed and there was no agreement to use them. 

Conclusion:

It was agreed that the user needs to receive information about errors. It was agreed that case B (addition of a new abstract message) is the solution to be considered by the drafting group. The CR was revised during the billing ad hoc to T2M010034.

T2M010034
CR to TS 23.140 for MMS prepaid support #2
Billing ad hoc

Earlier it was decided that case B seems to be the better case. Michael VOELLER produced this CR as a placeholder and unless there is no other proposal this will be again be the input to the next T2 meeting. More discussion is invited.

Conclusion:

Comments or alternative proposals are invited. In case there are no other proposals this CR will be input for the next T2 meeting.

T2M010009
CR 23.140: MMS prepaid support #3
Mannesmann Mobilfunk

In chapter 6 of 3GPP TS 23.140 the MMS service behaviour is described. A section describing how prepaid service in MMS is supported needs to be added.

Conclusion:

It was felt that this was a good summary of support for prepaid service in MMS. The document was forwarded to the drafting group for further consideration.

T2M010015
CR 23.140: Reply and reverse charging in MMS
Siemens

During the last 3GPP-T2-SWG3 Meeting in Yokohama the need for Reply Charging and Reverse Charging solutions in MMS has been identified besides Prepaid Charging. This document contains the service description of Reply Charging and Reverse Charging based on a telephone conference held on 20th December 2000.

Comments and discussion: 

· A closer examination of reverse charging is necessary. 

Conclusion:

This was seen as a very important subject. The document was forwarded to the drafting session for further consideration.

T2M010040
Billing session – meeting minutes
Telia

This are the minutes of the separate session on MMS billing.

Conclusion:

The outcome of the billing session has been considered during the drafting session.

13.
Instant Messaging

A CR to introduce IM into MMS stage 1 was rejected by SA#10. Because of the lack of time it was decided not to work on this issues for Rel4.

14.
Streaming

T2M010005
Scope of support for streaming in MMS
Siemens

This contribution tries to identify the possible scenarios for support for streaming in MMS in order to develop a common understanding of the general idea of streaming in MMS. Josef thinks that it is very important to clarify the same scope and implications of streaming because it was discovered that there are quite different understandings of the same wording.

Comments and discussion: 

· The streaming content is the attachment of the message and not the whole message and therefore the whole of 1) is outside the scope. This understanding was agreed.

· Streaming means real-time retrieval and real-time presentation of streaming content. 

· 2 a)  was agreed. 2 b) It was thought that this is technically possible and supported by the specification now but it should be an implementation matter. 

· There was no agreement on 3)

Conclusion:

If people think the current description is ambiguous in some points then they are invited to write a CR to clarify. 

15.
Unified Messaging

It was agreed to use MM3 for UMS-MMS integration. See conclusion on MMS architecture in section 7.

16.
WAP matters

T2M010050
LS to WAP Forum on draft MMS Stage 2 Service Description
Nokia

TSG T2 asks the WAP Forum to discuss the highlighted aspects which TSG T2 believe are not currently supported by WAP and asks for their intended actions concerning any confirmed misalignments. T2M010051 " Misalignments with Draft Service Description and WAP MMS" is going to be attached to the LS.

Comments and discussion: 

· WAP meets one week before T2 which would allow a normal 2 weeks approval period.

· The 3GPP-WAP liaison officer Tim Ambrose (Motorola) reported that the WAP specifications are based on the latest knowledge of the time. If the new requirements are not backward compatible this could be a problem in the WAP Forum since they want to have backward compatibility. If there are any issues arising 3GPP T2 needs to be alerted. 

· It was agreed to attach the whole baseline CR T2M010057 without change bars.

Conclusion:

The LS was agreed as T2M010058.  Friedhelm RODERMUND will take care of the T2 e-approval process. Tim AMBROSE will report back from the next WAP Forum meeting to T2#12.

T2M010051
Misalignments with Draft Service Description and WAP MMS
Nokia

The document included draft Chapter 6 from the current Draft Baseline CR to 23.140 and has those items highlighted that currently seem to be missing from the current WAP implementation of MMS.

Comments and discussion: 

· Routing forward of an MM to another peer MMSE is not covered in the appropriate section 6. 

· The highlighted working assumption in 6.1.4 seems not to be valid anymore. ("The recipient MMSE shall generate a delivery report upon receipt of a response to a notification, in case the MM is dynamically forwarded*  by the recipient MMS User Agent to other MM recipient(s)")

· In the WAP specification streaming is not discussed yet. 

Conclusion:

It was agreed to attach the document unchanged to the LS in T2M0100050.

17.
IP

No further input.

18.
A.O.B

None.

19.
Next meetings

The next MMS meeting will be held during:

T2#12: 12th-16th February 2001 (Beverly Hills, US)

No separate MMS meeting is scheduled currently. It is the intention to complete MMS Rel4 at T2#12. 
20.
Closing of the meeting

The Chairman thanked Josef LAUMEN (Siemens) for chairing the hard drafting session and all delegates for their active participation. Many thanks were expressed to Mannesmann Mobilfunk for hosting the meeting, for providing the excellent facilities including a wireless LAN, and for inviting to the nice evening in the Italian restaurant. 
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Draft minutes from the drafting session

T2M010056

Source:

Drafting committee

Title:

Draft minutes from the drafting session held in Düsseldorf

___________________________________________________________________________

Executive Summary of DRAFTING GROUP:

1. Approval of agenda

2. Allocation of secretary (Alan Stebbens, OpenWave – THANK YOU !)

3. Allocation of input documents

4. Editorial and consistence review of current 23.140 (v. 4.1.0)

· T2M010006 (only editorials)

· T2M010011

· T2M010025 (incorporates T2M010006 and T2M010011)

· T2M0100027 (CR 23.140 proposed definitions section)

· T2M010018 (Add definitions for submission and delivery)

· T2M0100026 (content type as part of notification)

· Not agreed - Needs further elaboration for more detailed notification (and even partial download) – especially wrt streaming – email disc to be kick-off by Ileana

· T2M010049 

· T2M010053 (definition of abstract message) 

· T2M010054 (CR to annex A.7) 

5. Alignment of 23.140 with architecture decision (relay/server)

· New arc figure added to baseline

· T2M010030 (23140 Use Cases)

· Slightly revised – added to baseline

· T2M010036 

· T2M010048 (Protocol stacks for the annexes)
6. Relationship 3GPP MMS – WAP MMS

· T2M010028 (Mapping of 3GPP MMS abstract messages to WAP messages)

· T2-000789 (LS to WAP on 23.140) – pending agree. on attachment (WAP vs 3GPP features)

· Decision: LS to be revised by Ville (Tdoc 50) - Ville to highlight differences between tomorrow’s “final” baseline and current WAP specs (Tdoc 51) - To be discussed in closing plenary - Need for T2 email approval !

· T2M010014 (Differences between Vodafone's Service Description and current WAP)

· Postponed until R’5

7. MM diversion/forwarding

· T2M0100013 (discussed before – supported in principle – given to drafting – Nokia to come up with CR)

· T2M0100019 (discussed before – CR to be created on MM1 – starting point: transparent forwarding only changing recipient’s address, no added value)

· T2M010031 (definition & requirements for forwarding)

· Working assumption: R’4 to support some UA’s request to make the relay redirect an MM (not prohibiting more sophisticated features to be develop in the future)

· T2M0100037 New revised Logica input on dynamic forwarding (CR) 

· T2M010055 (Revised T2M010037 – to be sent out on email – basis to discuss forwarding)

· To be revised by Logica as basis to contribute to. Should reflect following working assumptions for R’4:

· The entire section refers to forwarding w/o downloading the MM
· Only entire MM can be requested to be forwarded (for single MM elements can not yet been referred to)

· Sections on “transparent” and “apparent” to be combined to a single section

· MM content can not be added to forward request nor content can be requested to be changed

· Section on “MM element forwarding” to be replaced by not saying that there may be future extensions of the R’4 scheme

· NOTE: Forwarding could have implications on the CDRs ( Sofie to take over charge of this !

8. Outcome from the billing subgroup

· T2M010040 (report – not yet available – out of scope)

· T2M010032 – slightly changed - accepted

· T2M010033

· T2M010038

· Back to billing group to revise wording – principle of figure put on the wall agreed upon

· T2M010039

· T2M010034

9. MMS application interface (MM7)

· T2M010006 (only chapter 8 on MM7)

· Petri to write CR for 

10. MMS reporting scheme

· Need for report of “inbox hit”, “delivered to UA” and “handled by UA” ?

· T2M0100024 (not available)

· Postponed to email discussion (to be kicked-off by Sören)

11. Addressing

· T2-0000781 (not available

· Statement Rami (Comverse): no need for this LS

· T2M010022

· for information only (cf. Tdoc 44)

· T2M0100044 (Rami’s report from GSMA on addressing)
· Rami to provide CR on addressing (ENUM / other database)
· T2M0100041  Motorola (Sending of Anonymous messages)
· T2M010046 (Replaces tdoc 41: Sending of Anonymous messages)
· Petri to prepare CR on this issue

· T2M010010

· Postponed to closing plenary 

12. MM3 notification (Legacy Server ( MMS Relay/Server)
· T2M010047 (Draft notification RFC)
· for information

13. Review of streaming section

· T2M010005

· T2M0100042 Comverse, Unisys (streaming in MMS)_v3
· Need for clarification of how streaming in MMS works based on the notification ( 6.1.6 to be revised 
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Wednesday, January 10, 2001

Agenda set.

Addition: Openwave's Use Case input labeled as T2M010030

Review T2M0100025 - Baseline draft CR to 23.140

Some editorial changes.

S4.2: The mailbox should be moved outside of the MMSE, and it should be called "External mail server".

Other editorial changes reviewed.

Agreed to the Nokia content-type contribution.

Submission timestamp added.

Added content-type changes.

Long discussion on handling of originator addressing, especially in the context of "hidden addresses".  Issue depends upon knowledge of MM source.  Will be discussed and resolved "offline".

Delivery Reports -- reworded as suggested during review on Mon/Tue.

S6.1.4: It was suggested that "Delivery Reports" need a firm definition; it was resolved to add it to the definitions section.

Forwarding and its effects on charging needs elaboration (Nokia).

E+ Mobilfunk (Yin) wanted to know if a hidden originator could still receive delivery notifications.

Motorola: is the behavior defined if a user replies to an anonymous message?  Yes.  You can't reply to a non-existant (hidden) address.

Read reports cannot be created for MMs with hidden originators.

Delivery reports can be generated for MMs with hidden originators.

Reviewed input from T2M010011, as applied to T2M010025.

Read-reply report changes as suggested by the Nokia input docs.

Billing requirements for reports needs further discussion.  Sophia will/is liase with the Billing group.

S7.1: Architecture picture changes

Big discussion on what MM3 is vs. MM2.  Josef states that any MMS-specific services are internal.  Comverse and Openwave raised the issue that new external services are not covered by the architecture.

"Legacy" is supposed to apply to all non-MMS services, but its meaning is the opposite of "new" services.

Further MM3 discussion tabled to later in the agenda.

S7.4 "Legacy Servers"

Openwave suggested that this be renamed since it covers "new" services.  Nokia disagreed, saying that this was decided already. Openwave stated that there is no provision for "new" external services. 

S8: addition of requirement that message types, codes, etc. be defined for MMS applications.  Nokia says that SA defines formats & codes.

Perhaps T2 should reference SA specifications.  Comverse reminded the group that an LS was sent to SA.  There has been no reply from SA yet.

Other changes to Sec. 8 reviewed without comment.

S8.1.1.4: Added Content to information elements.  

Comverse asked if a 3MB content is submitted and fails, would it be included in a failure response?  Josef says that current practise is yes. 

Openwave asked why is there no explicit mapping for content to message formats.  Josef explained that 3GPP has delegated the Stage 3 specs to an outside group, the WAP Forum.  

Openwave says that MM3 must say something about the information content mapping to a message format since MM3 deals precisely with existing messaging systems.

Logica suggested that such a document should be contributed by this group, but probably not part of 23.140.

Content type discussion went round and round, the issue being whether or not it MUST be present even in the absence of Content.  Comverse and others pointed out that empty content must be supported.  It was suggested that the Content type be made conditional.  CMG suggested that Content type always be present for charging reasons.  Josef deferred further discussion, pending contributions to new wording.

Table 10: lots of discussion on attribute definitions.

Annex B: relabeled as "MMS Implementations"

(Lunch)

Review of T2M010025 continued

not much discussion

Review of T2M010027 - proposed definitions

Sec 3: labeled as "Definitions and Abbreviations"

S3.1: Labeled as "Definitions" Josef read the definitions.

Motorola suggested that UA include "on user's behalf".  Openwave suggested adding "UA is not considered part of an MMSE".

Openwave: Legacy should state that the interfaces cannot be changed. And, add External Servers definition.  CMG suggested that External Servers covers Legacy.  Legacy was changed to External.

Openwave: MMS-Relay should add "or required by" to the definition. 

Openwave provided the definition of MMSE: "a collection of MMS elements under the control of a single administration."

Reviewed input from T2M010027, including defintions for submission and delivery. 

Cannot review the billing input because the liason to the billing group is not available today.

Use case for UMS will be discussed tomorrow.

Review 3GPP and WAP MMS relationship

T2M010028

T2M000789 - LS to WAP Forum on requirements

T2M000789 mentioned an attachment which has yet to be created.  Josef asked someone to review the WAP MMS spec, compare with the 3GPP MMS spec, and then update T'789.  Nokia (Ville) volunteered to do this.

Action: Ville to review WAP vs. 3GPP specs & updated T'789 by Friday.

T2M010026 - content type input from ATTWS

Proposed requirement for content type for notifications to enable user selectivity.

Josef and Openwave both suggested that this is proposal is a step in the right direction, but insufficient.  Openwave said that the MMSRelay should provide a function and protocol to enable the MMS UA to discover content types of complex multi-part messages.

The group did not accept this CR as it is current inadequate for the stated problem.

A content-type discussion will occur amongst interested parties.

T2M010031 definitions & requirements for forwarding

Openwave presented a document in which the terms for redirections and forwarding are presented for clarification.

Comverse says that the document is valuable for definitions, and the group should consider which cases are applicable to 3GPP.

Nokia says that forwarding was discussed yesterday and it was decided to only consider that type.  [which type?]

Comverse says that we need a redirect for sure.  Do the simple cases first.  There is no specification for attachments.

Openwave says that attachments are a mechanism for storing MM elements. 

There seemed to be a negative reaction to the use of the word "attachment" that Openwave used in describe forwards.  Openwave suggested that this word could be replaced with the word "MM element".

Nokia says that there is no need do anything for automatic redirection.  It requires no protocol or interface changes.

The group will define a request for "dynamic forwarding" (manual, annotated redirecting) a MM.  The other cases of forwarding will not be considered for this release.

Session closed.
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Brief review of editorial changes from the previous day:
T2M0100025 - MM2 definition weakened from "shall" to "may", in order that current interior protocols would be compliant to the 3GPP spec.

Agenda review

Openwave asked what would be the best way to get a common set of terms established for redirection and forwarding.  Josef said that a CR to 23.140 should be submitted. Openwave will author and submit.

Openwave volunteered to take notes.

T2M000781 - LS to IETF on Addressing statement never created.

T2M010044 - Comverse will report on the addressing issue from GSM

T2M010010 - not available

Review of T2M010042 - presented by Comverse

Comments on the streaming proposal.  Much of the streaming features were considered by Comverse as outside the scope of MMS, or not possible by Release 4 or even Release 5.

Comverse suggested that we table the more complex requirements for Rel4 and focus our attention on items that can be achieved.

Comverse: MMs may either be streamed or downloaded, depending upon the capabilities of the UA.

There seems to be a disagreement on what, exactly, can be streamed.  Is there a definition?  Openwave suggested that S6.1.6 of T23.140 define streaming as: “certain MM elements may be streamed, depending upon the capabilities of the MMS terminal and MMS Relay.  MM information attributes are, by definition, not part of the content and will not be part of the stream able content.

Siemens suggested that the MM1_Notification.req item include a special “Streaming Content Ref”, and asked for comments.

Openwave says that Streaming is a negotiated event between the UA and the Relay, and completely dynamic.  It is not possible for the Relay to know, in advance, what content type or types are stream able or not.  Thus, it doesn’t make sense to include a special stream able content type field in the protocol because it won’t be possible to know what this is without prior negotiation.  Thus, the notification request should simply pass along a MM reference, and let the UA and Relay negotiate this.

Both Comverse (Rami) and Motorola (Soren) agreed with this.

Nokia (Miraj) sees no point in adding a new stream able content type field.  It is unnecessary and risky to add the new field.  Currently, the first stream able content type should be made available.

Nokia (Ville) said that in the “real world” streaming would occur without user initiation or negotiation, because UAProf will enable the Relay to query the terminal and initiate streaming without user control.

Openwave says that it is not necessary for a user to actively initiate each streaming session.  The streaming sessions can be pre-negotiated on the user’s behalf by configuration.  In any case, the user must at some point, control all streaming capabilities, either by prior approval or on demand.

Logica (Hugh) says that a more fundamental problem is the lack of element selection in fetching MMs.

Nokia (Ville) says that we should just send the normal notification for MMs, but one for each stream able content type.

Motorola (Soren) says that MMs should be considered no different than current web-page content, which can contain multiple elements, each independently stream able.

Comverse (Rami) says that there is an expert on streaming available, from whom we can obtain input on what is the minimum amount of information needed to make streaming work in the mobile environment.  Josef says that this input would be valuable.

Nokia (Miraj) says that a single URI is sufficient for Release4, even with the current limitation of no selectivity.

Motorola (Soren): lots of these problems can be solved with intelligence in the Relay.

Hutchinson (Kevin): multiple notifications per MM are not a good use of bandwidth. Backward compatibility issues may arise with 

Nokia doesn’t want to change the current spec without a lot of consideration.

Siemens: without changes to the current spec, it is not clear how the streaming is supposed to work.  Release 4 cannot work as-is without changes.

Openwave: no, it’s actually quite clear that without changes in the spec, Release 4 cannot work.

Logica: some changes should be considered, at least to specify exactly information elements are to be sent in a notification.

Nokia (Miraj): lack of details on the notification is the fundamental problem, not streaming.  If there were sufficient information in the notification, then streaming is a simple matter.

Motorola: doesn’t agree that notifications need more information within them.

Siemens: our discussion yesterday made it clear that notifications need to send more info in order to be more useful.

Motorola: a notification could pass along a URI, from which a subsequent interrogation could result in a collection of metadata.

Siemens: if Motorola is suggesting a new protocol, we need input (in the form of a document) in order to discuss it.6.1.6 needs to be clarified or it needs to explicitly stated that it must be specified.

Openwave: Siemens is essentially asking for a clear specification on streaming, while Motorola is suggesting a particular solution based on the current limits of notifications.  It appears that there are two different mindsets on the MM element information is to be obtained by the UA: on the one hand, many people are thinking that the MM notification will carry sufficient information to enable the UA to make decisions on element disposition (whether or not to fetch, streaming or not); while on the other hand, other people are thinking of the MM notification as a starting point, and using a subsequent transaction to fetch additional information.  Openwave suggested that the latter approach is a common one in the client-server networks with high-speed LANs, but the mobile environment needs to reduce the transaction counts, so having notifications send sufficient information up front seems preferable.

Nokia (Miraj): streaming is not the root problem, but notifications in general need to pass more information.

Hutchison (Kevin): multiple notifications are a bad idea.  A single notification should be sufficient to describe them all.

Coffee break

Review of T2M010044 (Rami’s report on GSM addressing)

Rami presented T’44 describing the results of the addressing issue at the GSM Congress.  GSM decided to not be the authoritative body, relying instead on market forces.  Comverse will lead an adhoc consortium of companies interested in standardizing the addressing problem.

Comverse:  At this stage, we should add a reference to an interrogation by the MMS relay of an external database (unspecified at this time) that will send an MSISDN number, converted to a URL to the database, and receive an IP address.  This is basically ENUM.

Nokia: No one has yet decided that ENUM is the solution for addressing; there are some

Review of T2M010041 (Sending of anonymous messages)

Motorola (Tim) presented T’41 which describes use cases for anonymous messages.

Case 3 states that there is no Internet standard for anonymous senders.  Openwave stated that there is, actually.  The null address “<>” is available specifically for “bounce” messages so that replies cannot occur to bounces (which are typically generated by MTAs on error conditions).

Siemens: perhaps we should just say that, if a service provider wishes to support anonymous sends to the Internet from an MMSE, then it may just be sufficient to say that “the MMSE operator MUST not expose the hidden sender’s address.”

Josef suggested that a CR be created.

Sonera (Petri) said that he would have discussions with some operators and present this as input for the T2 meeting.

Review of T2M010036 - draft CR to 23.140 - combined relay and server

Motorola (Soren) presented a summary of their proposed changes to the architecture picture and explanatory text in T23.140, where the MMS Relay and Storage Server #0 were essentially combined into a single logical box called “MMS Relay/Server”.

Sonera (Petri) said that he preferred the original drawing of two boxes.

Openwave asked Sonera what value was there in having two separate logical boxes, where the boxes were logical, and the MMS Server functions were not specified, nor was the interface to it (MM2).

No further disagreement occurred.

Some discussion occurred on the wording of the protocols in the stack diagram.  Openwave suggested removing MM2, since we agreed to not specify the interior protocols.  The MM2 reference in the stack was removed.

The services section revisions were reviewed.  The note on servers was removed.

S6.1.6 – some suggestions were solicited on how to describe the streaming with the new MMS Relay/Server terminology.  Openwave suggested changing “MMS Server” into “External Server” since this now matched the architecture picture.

It was agreed to not accept any changes to 6.1.6 but recognize that it needed revising after the issue on enhanced notifications was resolved.

“Legacy” was changed to “External” a few places in the text.

A.2 had been removed in the proposal; Josef suggested that it be restored.  No dissentions.

There was a heated discussion that arose when someone suggested that the A.7 diagram be changed to make “SMPP” into “e.g: SMPP” to reflect the apparent sensitivity of the SMSC vendors as to the most representative example protocol for SMSC interfaces.  It was resolved that changes in this area should be accomplished with separate CRs, since the scope of the current review is regarding the name change of the “Relay” to “Relay/Server”.

Some discussion occurred without resolution on whether or not to change the protocol stack in Figure B.4.

Vodaphone (Ian) announced that the Billing discussion group output was available and discussed how the group might go about incorporating their work as input.

Comverse (Rami) reminded the group that it was decided to product a CR on the MMS addressing issue.  Action: Rami said he would do this.

UM Integration Use Cases group will meet while the Billing group presents their work.

Lunch

Comverse (Rami), Motorola (Tim), ATTWS (Ileana), Mannesman (Michael), Materna (Christian), and Openwave (Alan) left the group to develop the UM integration sample use case.  Document is T2M010030 – Use case for UMS and legacy VMS integration.

Meanwhile, Ian Harris took notes for the Billing group work presentation.

Review of T2M010032 – Support for status text field in MM1

.This has uses for other than pre-pay.

Document was agreed. Rapporteur (Josef) made alignments in terminologies.

Logica (Hugh) asked whether the text field should be added to other abstract messages.  Advised to provide CR for the next meeting for further consideration.

Review of T2M010033 – Pre-pay service description

Nokia (Ville) commented that pre-pay should not be mandatory.  The document was changed to reflect this.

Rapporteur (Josef) made alignments in terminologies.

T2M010043 – New baseline for 23.140

Announced by Josef.

T2M010038 - Support for Reply Charging in MMS

Telia (Sophie) presented.

Comverse (Rami): there should be a recipient status list available. 

Sonera: 

Nokia: pre-pay is a feature that many operators must have, however this proposal implies many features on the mobile handset that have not been discussed.  The manufacturers must have some more time to consider the effects of billing requirements.

Vodaphone (Ian): Reply files is an increasingly common SMS utility.  This must be carried forward into the 3GPP specs, but there has been limited attention and discussion on this issue.  It may be necessary to remove this from the Rel-4 specs.

Comverse: if the charging limits are based on currency, how does the rate conversion apply? Sonera (Sophie): the units are not currency, but limits such as bytes or messages.

Vodaphone (Ian): the feature is definitely a requirement, so we need technical review and contributions on the service description.

Mannesman (Michael): we support Vodaphone.  Previously, we specified the details without having a service descripion, and it didn’t work.  Now, we should do it right: define the service description, and then make the details follow.

Nokia (Ville): need a simpler model for billing.  SMS is simple, we don’t need fancier billing as a first implementation.  For example, expiration dates and other such fields are really going to be quite difficult to implement by the terminals.  Is this a “nice to have” list, or a “must have” list?

Telia (Sophie): our intention is not to have everything on billing in the terminal; some of the billing intelligence should certainly be in the MMS Relay/Server.

Vodaphone (Ian): we must define the behavior of the MMS Relay with respect to billing.

Ericcson: perhaps we should keep this proposal as a separate document until some of these details can be resolved?

Vodaphone: we must have an endorsement of the billing behavior by the group in order to be able to resolve any of the details.

Siemens (Josef): let’s keep it as a separate document until T2 in Beverly Hills, and then we can integrate whatever is agreed upon by then.

CMG (Arum): there seems to be quite a bit of information that needs to be remembered for each MM on the part of the sender.  It doesn’t seem practical. 

Vodaphone (Ian): this is a matter of principle – there has to be some (accounting) limit.  We don’t have a clue how this will actually be done, but we must get the principle of billing approved.

ATTWS (Ileana): focus on the service description, see what’s defined, and then distribute the service functions to both the MMS UA and the MMS Relay/Server as appropriate.

Logica (Hugh): in the other service descriptions, there was a lot more detail asked for than what is required here.  He would feel more comfortable with this proposal, if there were some consideration and statement on detailed behavior for the UA and the Relay/Server.

Telia (Sophie): agreed.  This is exactly what I was trying to say earlier.

Sonera (Petri): inter-MMSE billing issues are less important at the beginning than issues within a single MMSE.

Openwave (Alan): what’s the billing model being supported by MMS? 

Siemens (Josef): billing will generate CDRs sufficient for both the originator MMSE and the receiving MMSE to perform policy-based billing functions.

Openwave (Alan): so the intent of this proposal is for MM originators to enable “pre-paid” replies to a given MM.

CMG (Aram): the pre-payment will only occur at the application level; the bearer circuits will likely be charged regardless of the application.

Sonera (Petri): the operators may not necessarily charge the bearer costs independently on a 3G network.  The applications may end up bearing the entire cost of service.  Thus, a pre-pay would be very useful.

Comverse (Rami): Sophie and the Billing group have worked very hard and arrived at a consensus.  Let’s accept their decision and move on.

Huge, long discussion on how the intent of the proposal doesn’t match the actual language. 

Openwave (Alan): we need a picture and correct language to properly explain the intent.

Sonera (Sophie) drew and presented a picture on the easel that explained the intent.

Comverse (Rami): let’s just accept that Sophie and the Billing group have decided.

Openwave (Alan): what exactly are we agreeing with?  The words in the proposal do not match the intent as described on the diagram.

Josef said that this document is not acceptable as it is, that it should be handed back to the billing group for improvement. [whew!]

Josef reviewed the outstanding agenda items.   [There were lots]

Comverse (Rami) reminded everyone that Comverse and Openwave will be working to define the SMTP and other standard protocol extensions, if any, that will be needed for integration with legacy systems.  Rami said that we would probably provide this an an input document.

Ian suggested that there should be no input documents for the Beverly Hills T2 meeting, only CRs.

Reviewed T2M010048 - Draft CR to 23.140 – protocol stacks in annexes

There was some brief discussion on the specific protocols.  Hutchinson (Kevin) pointed out that this is an informative annex with a sample implementation.

The protocol diagram in B.1.1 was modified to remove the “Transfer Protocol B”, since this was not relevant to the newly named “MMS Relay/Server”.  The intent of the diagram is to illustrate the WAP use case of the UA interaction with the MMS Relay/Server.

Reviewed T2M010028  - Mapping of 3GPP MMS abstract messages to WAP MMS messages 

Siemens presented.

Josef asked if the abstract mapping table could be described in detail.

Motorola (Soren) pointed out that the WAP MMS messages have more functionality than is specified and used by the 3GPP MMS messages.  Shouldn’t we make better user of the WAP specs?

Soren & Josef go back & forth trying to explain their different viewpoints.

Openwave (Alan) asks if the table is trying to identify gaps between the 3GPP and WAP specs, or if it is simply mapping 3G messages into appropriate WAP messages.

Siemens (Josef) says it’s not trying to identify gaps, just illustrate how the WAP specs will be used to fulfill the 3G requirements.  Without this table, there is no clear understanding of the differences between the two implementations.

Document closed.

Reviewed T2M010030 - Use Cases for UMS and legacy VMS systems

Openwave (Alan) presented the CR for 23.140 which introduces A.8 as an informational annex depicting and describing the integration of a UMS and legacy VMS with an MMSE.

It was suggested to replace SMPP with a superset SMSC protocol: 3G TR 23.039.

Rapporteur suggested that all protocol references must be referenced in the References section.

Session closed at 7:50pm [yay!]
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T2M010039 – CDR annex

Accepted with minor changes– put into baseline

T2M010039 – Abstract message definition

Accepted with minor changes – put into baseline

T2M010054 – CR to change annex A.7

SMPP to be changed to TR 23.039

Accepted with minor changes – put into baseline

T2M010037 – Dynamic MM forwarding

Insufficient time to discuss

Logica will issue a new CR incorporating some assumptions (see executive summary above) agreed upon

New CR to be tdoc 55 (for email discussion – to be kicked off by Hugh)

NOTE: there might be impact on CDRs – Sophie to take care if this

T2M010030 – Use cases

Accepted with minor changes – put into baselines

T2M010006 – MM7

Principle for MM7 agreed – chapter on MM7 accepted with minor changes– put into baseline

Sonera to provode fuller elaboration for next meetings intention to complete for R’4

T2M010056 – these minutes

ANNEX E

Draft minutes from the billing session

T2M010040
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Participants

Arthur Gidlow, One2One

Ian Harris, Vodafone

Ileana Leuca, AT&T Wireless

Michael Völler, D2 Mannesmann

Andreas Schmidt, Siemens

Magnus Svensson, Ericsson

Sofi Persson, Telia AB

Edwin Sandberg, Ericsson (partly)

Christian Steinweg, Materna (partly)

Agenda

1. Prepaid charging

2. Reply charging

3. Reverse charging

4. LS from SA5

5. Billing in MMS stage 1 - 22.140

1.
Prepaid charging

T2M010007 includes a CR to 23.140 that adds an status text field to the MM1_send.RES. This CR is triggered by a decision in WAP to include such a field in the corresponding WAP message (m_send.res). This change have not been agreed in WAP Forum yet but just in the drafting committee. 

This text field could be used by the service provider to convey information to the user. The information conveyed could e.g. be that the prepaid user is out of credit, but the information must not be an error message. The text field is optional.

The language of the text field was discussed and it was agreed that as all MMS traffic always is transferred through the users home relay, it should be up to the service provider to decide the language and content of the text field. A sentence about this was added to the CR and the updated document can be found in T2M010032.

T2M010009 includes a Service description for prepaid service concept. This service description was gone through and some text was added to include possibilities to charge for all kind of messages, e.g. MM, notifications, delivery reports and read-reply reports. Three cases were treated:

· sending of an MM

· retrieving of an MM

· receiving of other messages

The new document can be found in T2M010033.

T2M010008 includes two possibilities (cases) to convey an application error message to the user. The guidelines from the plenary session was to concentrate on case B, even if non of them where thought to be good enough. 

It was agreed in the group that such a message is very important and absolute necessary for Rel-4 and should therefore exist. Ericsson proposed a third case where a normal MM could be sent to the user including the error message. In this case the backwards compatible issue will be solved and the message can be displayed on all MMS terminals. 

Not to lose the issue and to keep the discussion going, it was agreed to create a CR to 23.140 just including case B (can be found in T2M010034). This CR will not be included in the living CR at this meeting but will be pending until the next meeting in Beverly Hills. If there is another proposal then, these two will be compared and discussed. If there is not, case B will be included in 23.140.

2.
Reply charging

T2M010015 includes service description for both reply charging and reverse charging. The service description for reply charging was discussed first. It was just the very first page of this input that was discussed and the implications of the service behaviour for e.g. the UA and the Relay was not discussed.

For simplicity, the originator of the reply charged message is denoted A and the receiver of the reply charged message is denoted B.

It was identified that in case the recipient of a reply charged message is a prepaid customer, the credit check could be bypassed. This possibility was already taken care of in the service description of the prepaid case and was therefore not treated further here.

From a service perspective, the reply charge option should just refer to a specific message on which the reply charge option was set. The charging should not be done for any message that is sent to A from B. If B creates a new message, without knowing that there is a message that has the reply charged option set stored on the terminal, this could create a problem in the MMSE if the MMSE doesn’t know which message that is a reply. For this reason a reference table with the messaging-ID and the sender/recipient addresses has to reside within the sending MMSE to keep track of the reply charged messages. The MMSE/relay has to check all messages from B to A and if the indicator of the message from B to A is the same as for the reply charged path, then the list / reference table in the relay should be cleared. It is possible that the reference table has to be stored both in the MMSE of A and B, but that is up to further discussions.

For the case of information sent over MM4, a reply indicator for the outbound message and a reply indicator for the reply message have to be set, but the two indicators cannot be the same element. If they are an infinite loop with messages going back and forth between A and B could occur. The same case also applies to the CDRs generated for the first and the reply message. 

There should be a possibility to set an expiry time and date before which the reply has to be sent. This expiry time is different to the expiry time for the message and refers to how long the reply path should be part of the information stored in the MMSE. These expiry times are not related to each other and could be set separately. If the expiry time for the charged reply is exceeded, the message could be rejected or the user should at least be informed about that this message will be charged for.

The reply should also be limited to some extent that the recipient (B) could not be able to send very big MMs that then much be paid by the originating sender (A). On what basis, e.g. cost or size, this limit will be based on was not decided and need further discussions. This limit should be set by the sender (A) and if it is exceeded the reply message should be rejected and an error message should be sent to the recipient/ sender of the reply (B).

The new service description can be found in T2M010038.

3.
Reverse charging

T2M010015 was also discussed in respect to the service description of reverse charging. 

2 scenarios exist for reverse charging

1. The analogy of the telephony world. The sender would not be able to send the message as long the receiver has not accepted to pay for the message. In this case the arrangements are set before the message is sent.

2. The message is sent by the sender without the receiver first accepting the message. This takes up resources and if the receiver doesn’t accept the message the usage of these resources will not be paid for.

In addition to these two cases the fraudent situation where the whole message is placed in the title of the message that is sent in the notification must be taken care of. One solution to this situation could be to charge for the notification of a reverse charged message but this may perhaps not be the best way of handling this situation. Further discussions are needed.

CONCLUSION

The reverse charging mechanism for a case by case basis was regarded too difficult to be included in Rel-4 and it will need some further elaboration before and if it will be included in further releases. The commercial needs for such a service should be studied in more detail as reverse charging options could be offered on a proprietary basis.

4.
Comments to 22.140

T2M010018 was commented in respect to the billing chapter. It was agreed that the prepaid options should be mentioned in the stage 1 description as it is regarded very necessary. 

5.
The LS to / from SA5

T2-000612 includes the LS that was sent to SA5 including important information for a messaging CDR. It was agreed, that to not loose this CDR information and to make sure that SA5 is dealing with it when treating service dependent charging, this CDR information should be included as a new annex to 23.140. A suggestion for such an annex can be found in T2M010039.

When having a quick look at the LS from SA5 (T2-000616), it was decided that no further actions has to take place from this meeting. Friedhelm is already assigned to find out the time plans for the work with the service related charging options and that was considered to be enough at the time being.







