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Introduction

The work of T2 was originally defined in the first meeting of T2, which took place in January 1999.  With the change of T2 chairman and the passing of significant time since the first meeting, it is appropriate to look at the work of T2 and how it is impacting on the general industry development and the implementation of 3GPP-based equipment.

Discussion

It is generally perceived that there are two types of work which benefit the 3GPP community.  These are:

1. Review of industry activity, advice to operators or manufacturers on how to implement something, recommendations about external technologies for use in 3GPP terminals and networks.


2. Development of specifications for implementing something, a description down to the lowest level of detail about how something is to be implemented.

These would then be called "reports" (1) or specifications (2).

Now in the work of T2 we have 3 groups working on slightly different aspects related to Terminal Services and Applications:

SWG1 MExE

This group is producing a "specification" which is a collection of technologies to be recommended by 3GPP to operators and manufacturers for implementing application download functionality (etc.) in a secure environment.  In order for someone to implement a "MExE" terminal, it is necessary to take a base technology and add the MExE wrapper around it.  The specification was first produced in 1998, yet there are to date no MExE terminals on the market.  Moreover, the GSM Association M-Services development has not identified MExE as being a useful technology.

This is not to say that the MExE work is not useful.  Certainly, the understanding in the industry has been greatly enhanced through the MExE discussions, and we have a good basis for developing a list of "3GPP recommended" technologies for application download functionality (etc.).  We have also developed our understanding of what it takes to create a highly secure environment where the user has a high degree of control as per the original SMG "AAE Workshop" principles.

The question is, IF we are having NO impact on the TERMINAL IMPLEMENTATION, and NO impact on the desire of OPERATORS to request implementation, then is it worth pursuing the development of a MExE SPECIFICATION and would we not be better including our ideas in a REPORT?

Alternatively, if we see VALUE in having MExE terminals on the market, HOW do we go about ensuring that manufacturers implement MExE and operators desire MExE?

Additionally, has the SWG1 work been fed into the WAP forum (or other) implementation specifications?  Do we see a value in having one of our specifications as a kind of "technical requirements" specification for WAP Forum (or elsewhere) implementation?

SWG2 Terminal Interfaces

The original work in this area was largely based around AT commands and controlling an MT from an external TE.  This work clearly has value as most of today's terminals implement most of the specification and the enhancements we have added over the years have borne fruit in terms of implementation.

The work on defining Terminal Capabilities has now stopped.

Other work on harmonising Synchronisation, Device Management etc. is clearly of use but it does not result in any specification for 3GPP terminals.

SWG2 spends much of its time on discussions around Terminal Interfaces, control of applications (Terminal Local Model etc.) and limited time on AT commands.

There was an initiative to look at what should replace AT commands in the future but this has been removed due to a lack of input.

What is the value of the work done in SWG2 beyond SPECIFYING AT commands, REVIEWING other work done by other committees and RECOMMENDING terminal architectures?

SWG3 Messaging

The work of SWG3 in the SMS area was thought to be more or less over.  However during the past couple of years there has been significant input on EMS, and this is from an external viewpoint THE MAJOR output of T2 into the industry.  It is possible the only development which outsiders see as work developed in T2 which leads directly to a difference in 3GPP terminals and is seen by the GSM Association as a key requirement for operators (M-Services).  SMS is today used for billions of messages by millions of users across the world and this is definitely a high value work for T2.

By contrast, the major work effort in SWG3 is of course on MMS.  The original idea for MMS was to create a new messaging service, completely specified by 3GPP, to carry messages from the simple text, replacing SMS, through longer messages, pictures, audio, video etc.

But during the course of development, MMS has changed its goal.  The 3GPP MMS specification cannot be implemented on its own.  The only existing vehicle for MMS implementation is the WAP forum MMS specification which has SEPARATE requirements and there is no mandate for the WAP forum to follow exactly what is specified by 3GPP.  So in a similar way to the MExE work, MMS development has VALUE in the development of industry understanding and perhaps 3GPP-recommendations for implementation.  But is this a specification which changes the implementation by manufacturers?  The GSM Association is keen for MMS to be implemented by manufacturers, but this is against a whole specification stack. Since the WAP and 3GPP requirements stacks have been developed partially in isolation there is a big risk that they do not tie up together and do not provide the rigid total specification which made SMS such a success.

So what would the difference be to implementations of MMS without any specification in 3GPP?  Or to put it another way, should we convert 23.140 into a report?  If it is instead to continue as a specification how do we ensure that it makes a difference when it comes to implementation?

Conclusion

This paper is intended to start a discussion on the viability of the work over the whole of T2 and understand the value we add in producing the various specifications or influencing the industry or other standardisation bodies.

BT believes that it is very important for T2 to continue to show added value through specification, recommendation or influence of other standards bodies, and that a review of our activities to ensure continued, demonstrated value is needed at this time.

