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Meeting minutes – phone conference MMS and Billing 010202

Participants

Andreas Schmidt, Siemens

Petri Timonen, Sonera

Sofi Persson, Telia Research AB

Martin Güll, Telia Research AB

Agenda

· Summary of the situation so far

· Discussions and refinements of the service description for reply charging

· Identification of other parts in 23.140 where the service description should be part (input: Andreas Schmidt will provide us with the information which we did not have enough time to discuss in Düsseldorf)

· Identification of new information elements / abstract messages needed on MM1/MM4/MM? etc.

· Work distributions

The meeting

· Summary of the situation so far

A short summary was made by Sofi. The work has been focused on finding appropriate ways of billing for MMS and Pre-paid, Reply and Reverse charging has been found most important. For Rel-4, Pre-paid and Reply charging is the target and for Rel-5 Reverse charging.

The service description for Reply charging was very vividly discussed during the MMS ad hoc in Düssledorf and a suggestion for a new description had been sent out before this phone conference.

· Discussions and refinements of the service description for reply charging

Prioritisation of the work with reply charging for Rel-4

Before the meeting, Petri had sent out an e-mail questioning the scope for reply charging for Rel-4. The basic line was that the scope was too broad to be included and that the present work has to be prioritised. The following section is a quote from this e-mail:

=======================================

We believe that Release 4 support of Reply Charging in MMS should be as simple as possible. There should be simple limitations, which could be expanded in the future releases:

1. Reply charging is supported only within one MMSE

2. Reply charging is supported also in messages coming to MMSE from MMS application (Reference point MM7)

3. An expiry date for the messages must be supported

4. The reply is limited to text only

Sonera believes that this will be enough for release 4.

=======================================

The list was discussed and it was agreed that the work needs to be prioritised. Especially point 4 caused some discussion. If the limitation of the reply is to text only, should the  reply then be limited in number of characters also (i.e. like the SMS-case today). Another limitation used could be coupled to media type, i.e. for some replies a picture could be allowed while other reply only allow a short text message.

The conclusion here was that in reply-charging either the  terminals will only allow the composition of replies  according to the limitations (e.g. text only) or that the MMS service provider has to check every incomming MM that has been marked as a reply. Both options are possible the best solution. 

Petri also suggested that a questionnaire should be sent out to interested operators where questions like the one above could be answered. This was agreed.

Service description for reply charging

The basis for this discussion was the Siemens commented service description for reply charging. This input includes the commented service description, originally sent out by Sofi, and a suggestion how to adapt the service description to the format that exist in 23.140 at the moment. The latter part should form a basis to the final CR to 23.140.

The first part of this document was just thought to be used as an introduction to the CR to 23.140. It was agreed that this service description, including the use cases, was important to have included in the specification as well and it was agreed to propose it as an annex to 23.140. 

The use cases were discussed in more detail.

Use case 1:
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This use case generated basically three remarks:

1. It should be investigate whether the message-ID is valid globally or if it is needed for the MMSE to store also the address of UA A and UA B.

2. The user should not be responsible for marking the reply as an answer. This should be automatically made/marked by the User Agent when replying to a reply charged MM. The first answer accepted by the MMS Service Provider (after having eventually checked any limitations) is called a Reply-MM.

3. If a reply is sent to user A, transaction 3 should be billed to user A either he is retrieving the MM through a MMS UA or through any other access. This caused some changes in the text. 

Use case 2:
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Besides the above three remarks, that was valid even for this use case, the questions about interworking agreements and CDRs were discussed. The main issues can be summarised as:

· When and what kind of CDR-information should be exchanged between MMSEs? In the SMS-case it is only the information about how many messages that have been  transferred between the SMSCs . To exchange the whole CDR would be more costly. 

· Where and how is the information about interworking agreements stored? One possibility is to store the information in tables that then has to be updated whenever a change is taking place. Another option is to use the ENUM-solution, if this is shown to be possible. At present stage, a static table seem to be the only alternative.

· Are interworking agreements necessary in all cases? Where no interworking agreements exist, which MMSE should be responsible for deleting the indication about reply charging? A suggestion is to put this functionality in the originator MMSE.

It was agreed to add these question to the operator questionnaire and the functionality description will be left out from the service description at this stage.

· Identification of other parts in 23.140 where the service description should be part (input: Andreas Schmidt will provide us with the information which we did not have enough time to discuss in Düsseldorf)

Proposed CR to 23.140 / tdoc T2M010057

The input for this discussion was also provided by Siemens and was included in the same document as the service description discussed above.

The implications of the comments made on the use cases above had to be inserted in this description of the service usage. This action point was given to Andreas. 

A question arose how to treat the situation if user B continuously tries to send reply-MM that are too big considering the limitations put up for the reply. Will the negotiation between the UA and the relay deal with this situation so the MM never will be sent or is it up to the relay to continuously send notifications that the message is too big? This is an issue that needs more investigation. 

Another question that arose was  if the notification to user B should include information about reply charging. The conclusion was that it is up to if transaction 2 is included in the reply charged path or not. A use case when this could be very expensive for user A is when user B is roaming and retrieves the MM outside his HPLMN. It was agreed to include this as another question in the operator questionnaire. 

· Identification of new information elements / abstract messages needed on MM1/MM4/MM? etc.

Input: Changes to chapter 8 (from Siemens)

Due to time limitations this input was just briefly described and Petri and Sofi promised to provide comments later on.

A summary of the changes can be found below.

· A new definition for Reply-MM

· The abstract messages that were affected by reply charging are:

1. MM1_submit.REQ

2. MM1_submit.RES

3. MM1_notification.REQ

4. MM1_retrieve.RES

5. MM4_forward.REQ

· Basically three new information elements had been found necessary in the messages described above:

1. Reply-Deadline

2. Reply Charging

3. Reply-Charging-ID

The first two information elements correlates to each other by conveying information necessary from UA A to UA B. The third information element is thought to give enough information when sending the message from UA B to UA A.

Some things were identified when discussing the proposed document. 

· The size/text limitations are not described in the feature list for the interfaces.

· MM1_retrieve.RES does not include an expiry/reply deadline.

· Work distributions

Sofi: 
write the meeting minutes and the operator questionnaire to be sent directly to the operators and to the SWG3 e-mail list.

Andreas:
 write a new definition of Reply-MM. 


Update the input document to this meeting and send them out for reviewing.

Petri: 
look at the changes to ch.8 and comment on that.
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