3GPP TSG-T2 SWG3 EMS 02

Rome, Italy

3-5 October 2001
Draft T2E010031 

1. Opening of the meeting

Arthur Gidlow (One-2-One) opened the meeting as chairman.

Alan Baldwin (Ericsson) welcomed the delegates. 

2. Executive Summary

All documents are listed in the document list in section 10, together with the outcome of each. 

There were 16 input documents to the EMS Ad-hoc meeting. 

Two documents T2E010038, and T2E010043 were withdrawn

The input documents included 8 CR’s, 

One CR (T2E010035) was agreed by the Ad-hoc

Three CR’s were revised during the meeting, T2E010033, T2E010034, T2E010039

Of the three revised documents. Two were agreed, T2E010047, T2E010048 and the other T2E010049was noted

All the other documents input into the meeting, were noted.

The Draft agenda was T2E010030

This meeting report (this document) is T2E010031

3. Approval of the agenda and schedule

T2E010030
Draft Agenda EMS #2
SWG3 chair

The draft agenda is based on the original agenda from the SWG3 chair. 

The draft agenda was approved.

4. Registration of documents

No other input documents were identified at this time.

T-doc T2E010043 was allocated to Motorola but the document was withdrawn
5. Reports from other groups

An e-mail sent by Freidhelm Rodermund to the T2 reflector on the results of the last T meeting was allocated a document number T2E010046. It covers two main points


1) The CR’s from the last T2 meeting were approved. 

2) A request has been made by T that work on EMS is concluded at the next T2 meeting. 

Paul Voskar (Nokia) made a brief statement about  the document.

Casper Harnung (ZoomOn) asked what the timescales for MMS were. Paul Voskar replied that within 3GPP MMS rel-5 was due to be frozen in Dec, but it may run into March. 

Randy Grund (Motorola) stated that he felt that there may be some future for EMS past rel-5, but that requirements would have to be better identified in future. Paul Voskar disagreed, stating that several companies (including operators) had requested that this work be drawn to a conclusion at the next T2 meeting.

The chairman stated that the document is a request that we complete EMS work in December, and that anything EMS related after this time will need to be considered very carefully on its merit.

6. EMS REL-4 Documents (if any)

None Identified

7. EMS REL-5 Documents

The following EMS rel-5 CR’s were discussed

a
line or vector based image format 

T2E010032
CR 23.040  Vector graphics in EMS
ZoomON

This CR explains a framework for including vector graphics within EMS

Casper Harnung (ZoomOn) presented this CR

Alan Baldwin (Ericsson) questioned the need for definitions in both the IEI table and the extended object. Stating that advantages in size between the two definitions were limited, and that all future formats for rel-5 were supposed to be described within extended objects. Casper later agreed that it should be an extended object

Randall asked why different vector formats were needed, as Casper had said that certain vector formats were better for certain tasks. Casper explained that essentially different types of data were represented in maps, characters and vectors.

Randall agreed that formats could be optimised based on what data was being conveyed. Randall expressed a concern that there would be a proliferation of formats if we allowed this framework to exist. This concern was echoed by several companies around the table.

Thomas Picard (Alcatel) stated that Alcatel wish that rel-5 be completed by the end of the year as per the T directive, but they feel vector graphics is very important and wish a vector graphics format be added for rel-5.

Fabrice Segura (Swapcom) stated that he felt that there was room for a decent vector graphics format within MMS, but felt that EMS needed a very simple solution. Casper stated that they had already have vector viewers running on mobile phones.

Alan stated that interoperability was the number one issue, and that implied a single codec, adding that manufacturers do not want to implement multiple codecs to do the same thing. Arthur stated that operators also desire interoperability, and that it was believed that a single general format was desired. Casper responded that the specialisation of the codecs should justify inclusion of more than one codec

Stephan Tassart (Alcatel) asked about scene definitions and SMIL. Casper indicated that SMIL was an integral part of the ZoomOn Tiny SVG based proposal.

Peter Freitag (Siemens) echoed some of the sentiments already stated. He questioned the term “Full screen” as any manufacturer using soft buttons should be allowed to decide on the meaning of “Full screen”

Paul asked about the ZoomOn Tiny SVG based proposal and asked whether it would cover the requirements of an EMS vector format. Casper said that it could cover the requirements and that it went beyond what was defined in the Bijitec standard.

It was generally agreed that the EMS group would need to decide on a single format.

Randall asked about the implications of standardising on a W3C standard, expressing his concern that 3GPP could end up having to track their standards. It was pointed out that 3GPP could point to a frozen version of a standard.

Document Noted

T2E010036
CR 23.040  Line Drawing Object (Revised T2-010734)
Bijitec

This document is a CR to 23.040 to add Bijitec line drawing to EMS extended Objects

Dave Qing Chen (Bijitec) presented this document

Stephan  raised a point that he thought since two types are being introduced he thought two CR’s maybe required. Other members did not think that two CR’s would be needed. 

Randall asked about the user interface requirements for two different types. Bijitec responded that they thought the two different types are intended to solve two different problems. It was also stated that it would be possible to include character sized, and drawing objects in the same message.

Arthur asked whether it would be possible to introduce just one of the types in a terminal, Bijitec stated that this was part of the reason there are two types.

Barry Jones (Magic4) asked about the rendering of characters, particularly when the character height is low, since the rendition may not be very accurate. Bijitec responded that for Chinese characters, a minimum grid size would be 16x16 pixels. For Latin alphabets a 9 to 10 pixel line height gives a good rendition. 7 pixels high is problematic and 5 pixel would most likely be nearly impossible to read.

Stephan Tassart commented that the referenced specification was a draft version. Bijitec said that they wanted to allow changes to be made prior to the next T2 meeting. Stephan asked whether the draft specification could be included as an annexe until such time as the Bijitec data format specification can be frozen.

Arthur Gidlow pointed out that in other places 3GPP documents do not reference company documents, so asked that the data format specification be included in an annex to the 23.040 document

The subject of comparison of this data format against other line drawing formats was discussed. Barry Jones argued that SWG3 should be interested only in the suitably of the data format for transport by EMS. Paul Voskar suggested that perhaps we should ask T for advice.

Arthur pointed out that the discussion on comparison is maybe irrelevant in the absence of multiple CR’s.

Paul Voskar asked whether the intention was that the three line vector graphics interested parties would come to the next T2 with a comparison of the data formats or with a single CR. Bijitec stated that neither option could be ruled out.

Document Noted

T2E010037
Biji Line Drawing Data Format Specification, Version 1.0, Draft
Bijitec

Dave Qing Chen (Bijitec) presented this document.

Motorola asked about representation of curves. Bijitec responded that curves were made from circle segments, which results in a very compact representation.

Casper Harnung asked about the co-ordinate systems. Bijitec explained that their co-ordinate system was dynamic and optimised.

Brendan McKenna asked about whether this system was optimised for Chinese characters. Bijitec responded that it was. 

Casper asked whether the encoding system always needed to calculate a function for the encoding system. Bijitec responded that it should. Alan Baldwin asked whether it was possible to use a straight-line co-ordinate density function. It is possible, but this could be at the cost of both data size and accuracy of the rendering.

Casper Harnung asked about whether images and text could be combined. Bijitec responded that text and images could be combined in the same object at the possible cost of data size.

Casper asked about the width and “nib shape”. It is possible to define the line thickness.

Document Noted

T2E010038
Input statement from Bijitec
Bijitec

Dave Qing Chen (Bijitec) pointed out that in light of the suggestion that the data format description be included into the 23.040 standard, that the statement here on IPR was maybe not relevant.

Paul Voskar suggested that Bijitec withdraw this document and indicate whether IPR exists. Ericsson and Magic 4

Bijitec withdrew the document and stated that they have IPR associated with their format.

Document Withdrawn

T2E010040
Isketch Overview
Motorola

This is a powerpoint overview of iSketch 

Micheal Rowe gave a presentation on iSketch

Arthur Gidlow asked about what could be achieved with iSketch in terms of EMS. Motorola stated that typical sizes were 40-400 bytes, but obviously size depends on the complexity of the image being sent

Barry Jones asked whether Motorola viewed the core of the technology to be the compression or the drawing codec. Motorola responded that they thought the core technology was the compression.

It was also stated that the client for iSketch had a fairly small memory footprint <30Kbytes

Alcatel asked about the extensibility. It was pointed out that the scalability is not intended to compete with SMIL based languages.

Stephan Tassart Alcatel asked whether this was intended to standardise the encoding, the decoding or the data transported. Motorola’s response was that it was the data format to be standardise. Alcatel asked by the IPR associated with this. 

Motorola stated that there was IPR associated with this. They will provide details at a future date.

Document Noted

T2E010041
iSketch Specification
Motorola

The document outlines the technical details of the specification

Motorola presented the document

Casper Harnung asked about the compression, and how curves were optimised, stating that it appears that the image geometry is inherently altered by the encoding since the format is compressed. Fabrice Segura agreed adding that the chosen format should not necessarily carry out compression.

Stephan Tassart added that he thought that the compression should not be part of any vector graphic CR. Motorola pointed out that compressing an already compressed scheme often resulted in bigger objects. Alan Baldwin pointed out the extended object compression was fairly intelligent in this respect, and that it would make objects grow if they could not be compressed.

Casper asked about the timing tag introduced. Motorola responded that it was designed to be a simple mechanism for introducing some movement to images. They pointed out that something about 

Stephan Tassart asked about the lack of object depth. Motorola responded that the rendering model was from the first object to the last object. ZoomOn referred to this as the “painters model”

Stephan Tassart also asked about the text rendering saying that the FontID was complicated to resolve. particularly between manufacturers. Motorola agreed and said that the tag which refers to text placement would most likely be removed 

Document Noted

b.
monophonic and polyphonic sound formats

T2E010044
CR 23.040  Polyphonic melody format
Alcatel

The document outlines the proposed encoding of a polyphonic melody format in detail.

Stephan Tassart (Alcatel) presented the document. Thomas Picard (Alcatel) added that there were no IPR issues related to either the format or compression thereof, and that the format was completely open. 

Casper Harnung (ZoomOn) asked what was a typical size for melodies encoded in this way The response was that a typical 15 second segment of sound took approximately 250 bytes.

Randall Grund (Motorola) asked for an explanation of why there were long and short note commands, with the same Opcode. It was stated that another bit is used in the data part of the command to indicate the short and long version.

Peter Freitag (Siemens) asked about the specification of the timebase in microseconds: Addng that he thought the most accurate timing we could expect from a timer in a mobile phone would be at millisecond resolution.  Arthur Gidlow (One2One) added that this would probably depend on a typical Timebase value. Stephan stated that he would have to check, but he thought that changing this to milliseconds would be OK.

Randall asked about the basic profile, and why there was a need for profiling. Stephan stated that each new profile would be a superset of the basic profile, and not supersets of each other. It was also stated in response to a question from Peter Freitag that this does not conflict with the delivery request indicator

Randall then asked about the limits on the number of commands, outside the basic profile. Stephan stated that in Midi there are 128 control commands. The Alcatel representatives said that they could add more commands in this format up to a limit of 16 (6 already allocated)

Peter Freitag commented that chapter E12 is already used by Delivery Request. Arthur Gidlow asked that all CR’s be based on the latest version of the specification (v5.1.0). The CR would need several editorial changes to be accepted.

Randall asked why Midi was not used for the data format. Stephan thought that Midi was too big for EMS. Adding that there were two commands per note Note On and Note Off and that each of the commands were quite large. Stephan stated that in this format the playing of notes is optimised.

??? (Motorola) stated that the Midi standard uses  3 octet Note on and Note off commands

Alan Baldwin (Ericsson) asked about why the instruments were classified in groups. Stephan replied that it would be too difficult to implement all 128 Midi instruments in a mobile terminal. It was also stated that even in the Midi standard, rendering of instruments was not accurate between implementations.

Randall Grund asked about conformance with the Midi specification. Stephan stated that 90% of Midi files could be converted to use this. Randall asked how much effort it would be to convert this information into Midi. Stephan stated that its should be easy to convert, and that could even be done on the fly given that sufficient processing power and RAM.

Randall stated that Motorola’s position was that they could not agree to this proposal as it stands. Paul Voskar stated that Nokia could also not agree to this CR at this meeting, and that they would need time to review the detail.

Barry Jones (Magic4) stated that there were more proposals that would be tabled at this meeting. 

The issue of competing polyphonic melody formats was discussed. Several points were made that to chose a polyphonic format at this meeting was not appropriate. It was suggested that the decision of a polyphonic melody format be delayed until the next T2 when all the proposals will be available.and that work on this issue can be carried out the SWG3 e-mail reflector

Document Noted – To be discussed more fully at the next T2 meeting

b
means of sequencing various elements

c
further image formats 

d
more complex elements (forms, menus, session ID etc)

e
other new data formats 

f
alternative compression techniques

T2E010045
CR 23.040  LZSS compression for extended objects
Magic4

This describes a correction to the compression for rel-5 EMS

Barry Jones presented this document

It was suggested that this should be a category F change request, not category A and therefore it should have a work item code. Delegates questioned which version of the standard this CR is based upon.

Paul Voskar asked whether the annex should be normative or informative. Alan Baldwin pointed out that it should be normative since interoperability was important for compression.

Fabrice Segura and Arthur Gidlow questioned the numbering of bits in section F 1.3. Bit 0 is the LSB bit 7 is the MSB. The term byte should be replaced with octet.

Randall suggested that some re-formatting would reduce the length of the description, he suggested taking the example and the first few introductory paragraphs and placing just that in the (informative) annex. The rest of the information here could be placed within the main body of the document under the compression control section.

Paul Voskar questioned whether the description tied implementers to a specific algorithm. Barry Jones said that

It was pointed out that the CR should be based on 5.1.0 and the title page and second pages should be removed from the CR as per the request of Freidhelm

Delegates discussed the removal of the first Octet 1 describing the compression control algorithm in section 9.2.3.24.10.1.13
It was suggested that the re-written document be made available on the reflector at the earliest opportunity.

Paul suggested that we seek advice from Freidhelm on registering the test vectors with ETSI, pointing out that he believed that we would need a container document.

Paul Voskar asked whether 3GPP are allowed to reference academic references. Barry Jones was asked to find out whether this was allowed, Paul suggested that he asked Freidhelm. It was also suggested that this reference may be made informative.

Document Noted

g
EMS in CBS (subject to SA1 feedback)

h
Addressing

T2E010033
CR 23.040  Alternate return address for EMS
SwapCom,

Jinny Software

Swapcom presented this CR

The CR has a use case within EMS over CBS. This is not however the only use case.

Paul Voskar asked about the status of EMS over CBS. The current status is that interested companies are going to present to SA1 about the requirements and value of using EMS over CBS. Since there is still value in this CR beyond EMS over CBS then it will be discussed even though the SA1 meeting has not yet occurred.

Motorola asked to get an explanation of why this is needed. Brendan explained a use case where an SME asks for replies to be sent to another SME.

Motorola, Nokia and Ericsson expressed concerns about the design of the handset software to implement this, since it implies that before replying a message must always be parsed for presence of this IE.

Arthur Gidlow stated that there were concerns over the misuse of this ort of feature. Since currently MS’s can only reply to the TP-OA. Several other delegates expressed concerns over this too.

It was suggested that Fabrice takes the document and tries to find a way to alleviate this concern.

Revised as T2E010049

T2E010049
CR 23.040  Alternate return address for EMS
SwapCom,

Jinny Software

Fabrice presented this document

Several delegates pointed out that the precise wording of this document was not as good as it should be.

Randall pointed out that he thought the CR could be “re-targeted” he thought that a separate IEI may benefit understanding. It was generally thought that the information conveyed in this document could be better described.

Document Noted

T2E010034
CR 23.040  Sub-addressing scheme for SMS/EMS
SwapCom,

Jinny Software

This document describes a method of performing sub-addressing, for VAS’s connected to SMSC’s

Fabrice Segura (Swapcom) presented this document

Alan Baldwin asked about the status of the sub-addressing CR from the previous T2 meeting, it was stated that the previous CR was rejected because it was felt by T2 that it needed refinement. This is the refined version, and it was stated that this is already backward compatible in many handsets.

Peter Freitag highlighted a few editorial modifications, and pointed out that the term “sub-address” is used elsewhere in a different manner. It was pointed out that the term “sub-addressing” is generic and so could probably be legitimately be used.

Nokia stated that they would like time to review the detail of this CR from the SMSC point of view.

Motorola welcomed the fact that a more elegant solution to that previous suggested has been found, and asked about the encoding mechanism. 

They wanted to verify the encoding as specified in 23.040, and GSM 44.008. Motorola asked for clarification of the example given in the CR. Swapcom explained the example, stating that the SME in this example is probably an MS. Motorola also asked about the size of the TP-OA field. This was stated to be 20 BCD digits packed into semi-octets.

Nokia asked why there was even a need for the CR when it is does not actually change anything in the 23.040 standard. It is just there to add a clarification. Jinny stated that the 

CR is meant to add clarity for SMSC manufacturers and therefore does have benefit.

Siemens asked about replying and how this sub addressing scheme would be treated by sim toolkit (STK). Jinny commented that STK processes voice calls, and voice calls use a similar sub addressing mechanism.

It was suggested that Editorial modifications need to be made

Document Noted

T2E010048
CR 23.040  Sub-addressing scheme for SMS/EMS
SwapCom,

Jinny Software

Document Agreed

j.
Interoperability

T2E010035
CR 23.040 Editorial, Data Format Delivery Request
Siemens

This document outlines a correction to the Delivery Request Indicator mechanism

Peter Freitag (Siemens) briefly presented this document

Document Agreed

T2E010042
Network based Interoperability Solution
Motorola

This is a document for discussion, on Interoperability using Delivery Request Indicator, the solution discussed in the document proposes a network based interoperability solution

Randall Grund presented this document

Brendan McKenna (Jinny) pointed out that this is possible to do without the need for standardisation. Randall stated that some changes to standards may be needed as well as a Liaison statement to make SMSC manufacturers aware of the issues involved.

Arthur Gidlow asked about inter-network operator functionality, Randall stated that the use case for that would also have to be considered, and that T2 group could take into account the issues involved.

Peter Freitag questioned whether the T2 group really has the technical expertise to standardise this. Randall stated that we could standardise this within the scope of the T2 group, and leave any proprietary SMSC to SMSC inter-working to SMSC manufacturers.

Barry Jones agreed and said that we should ensure that the standards for which T2 is responsible are as complete as possible in terms of allowing this sort of interworking.

It was stated that currently there is currently no way for an SMSC to request the Delivery Request Indicator be sent to it (EDR request), and it was this that would need to be standardised in the T2 standards. There is already a mechanism for responding with this data (EDR response) in an SMS-DELIVER-REPORT.

Arthur Gidlow questioned how big the database would be to store the Delivery Request Information. Randall responded that the SMSC implementation was outside of the scope of the T2 group.

Randall asked about a way forward. Arthur said we would need to define how the EDR request could be included in the standard. Several possible mechanisms exist for doing this; and they were discussed. Peter Freitag pointed out the user data header should probably not be used because at the time a message is received it is not necessarily the case that the UDH is not processed.

Fabrice Segura (Swapcom) pointed out that class 0 messages could be used. Type 0 messages are also a possibility.

The conclusion was for interested parties to draft a CR based on the discussions outside of the meeting. 

Document Noted

k
Classification of IEI’s

T2E010039
CR 23.040  IEI Classification
Motorola

This CR makes some changes to existing parts of the specification , which indicate how IEI’s should be used with the User data header field

Randall Grund presented the CR

Paul Voskar asked what agreement was reached at the last T2 meeting on this CR. It was stated that a general agreement on the principle of classification was reached, but specifically no changes were made in the document to make use of classification. At the last T2 meeting it was suggested that Randall re-draft a CR that makes use of classification.

Peter Freitag pointed out that some statements deleted in the CR are not included in the new paragraphs. The group proposed some alterations to the CR to include the missing behaviour.

Randall asked for the opinions of the group on the SMS Content category. (this is used for the Hyperlink Information Element). It was stated that perhaps the hyperlink element should be re-categorised as SMS Control. This was agreed and the paragraph defining the SMS content category was removed along with references in the text

Peter Freitag asked that the table be reviewed. The group quickly reviewed the table correcting cases where entries were known to be incorrect. It was stated that several cases (06,07,17 & 70-7F) would need investigating and further discussion should be continued on the reflector.
The edited document will be output as T2E01047

To be revised as T2E01047

T2E010039
CR 23.040  IEI Classification
Motorola

Document Agreed

5.1
Selection of Data Formats

After discussing some of the documents above delegates suggested that a set of criteria be drawn up which would allow an objective decision to be made. In doing this Paul Voskar stated that T directs SWG’s not to directly discuss IPR related issues.

The issues identified were:


· Availability of technical specification – i.e. full details needed for implementation

· Re-usability in MMS

· IPR

· Message size vs. functionality

· Test Vectors

· Code size

· Processing requirements

· Availability of reference implementation

· Support for colour

Stephan Tassart pointed out that SA4 should be the group where requirements for codecs are laid out. Paul Voskar pointed out that SA4 do very in depth analysis. Barry Jones countered that we must make a good decision on one of these formats, and do so for rel-5 and within the time scales set out by the T directive.

It was pointed out that SWG3 are a technical group, and should be able to make technical decisions, based purely on technical merit.

5.2
Vector graphic

The delegates from companies with an interest in Vector graphic formats reported back on discussions they had held outside of the meeting. They stated that if they wanted to make a combined contribution to T2 they are very short on time, particularly if companies reside in different continents.

Paul Voskar asked that the interested group submit a complete CR to T2, which could be considered on technical merit and stated several times concerns over the selection of the format within T2. Barry Jones said that he would like as much information as possible so that T2 can make a decision.

Fabrice Segura made the point that in the case where there was more than one CR presented it may be that one format has different capabilities. This would make it very difficult to compare two different formats since the functionality was different

Randall suggested that the interested parties should co-operate either by teleconference or by the e-mail reflector to try and decide on a way forward.

Fabrice suggested that companies just submit CR’s to the next T2 meeting, and let delegates decide there which proposal is preferred. 

The suggestion is that when we have some information to review from the vector graphics companies, we will review the information. The aim will be to produce a single CR.

8. AOB

9. Closing of Meeting

10. Document List

TDOC
Subject
Source
Outcome

T2E010030
Draft Agenda EMS #2
SWG3 chair
Noted

T2E010031
Report of EMS Meeting 02
EMS #02


T2E010032
CR 23.040  Vector graphics in EMS
ZoomON
Noted

T2E010033
CR 23.040  Alternate return address for EMS
SwapCom,

Jinny Software
Revised as T2E01049

T2E010034
CR 23.040  Sub-addressing scheme for SMS/EMS
SwapCom,

Jinny Software
Revised as T2E01048

T2E010035
CR 23.040 Editorial, Data Format Delivery Request
Siemens
Agreed

T2E010036
CR 23.040  Line Drawing Object (Revised T2-010734)
Bijitec
Noted

T2E010037
Biji Line Drawing Data Format Specification, Version 1.0, Draft
Bijitec
Noted

T2E010038
Input statement from Bijitec
Bijitec
Withdrawn

T2E010039
CR 23.040  IEI Classification
Motorola
Revised as T2E010047

T2E010040
ISketch Overview
Motorola
Noted

T2E010041
ISketch Specification
Motorola
Noted

T2E010042
Network based Interoperability Solution
Motorola
Noted

T2E010043
Withdrawn
Motorola
Noted

T2E010044
CR 23.040  Polyphonic melody format
Alcatel
Noted

T2E010045
CR 23.040  LZSS compression for extended objects
Magic4
Noted

T2E010046
Summary of TSG-T#13 results related to T2
ETSI MCC
Noted

T2E010047
CR 23.040 IEI Classification 
Motorola
Agreed

T2E010048
Sub-addressing
SwapCom, Jinny Software
Agreed

T2E010049
Alternate return Address for EMS
SwapCom, Jinny Software
Noted
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