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LIAiSON STATEMENT 

to:
3GPP T2
from:
WAP WAG MMDC

CC:


date:
November 22, 2001

re:
ls ON MMDC’s process and target for WAP MMS

Note: This LS is the formal version of the e-mail message posted by the chairman of MMDC towards the chairman of 3GPP TSG-T2 SWG3 on the subject of “Re: Possible VOTING in 3GPP on MMS release 5”.

Firstly, MMDC would like to express our best thank to the chairman of TSG-T2 SWG3 for informing the latest situation in 3GPP MMS work, which might affect our work and operational mode. WAP MMDC understands how difficult the current situation is but also appreciates the chairman of SWG3 and other members' effort to reach a consensus without voting. MMDC discussed this issue based on the chairman's message and members input, and finally agreed we should take it seriously and do the best contribution.

In our discussion, one issue related to our group's performance and behavior was raised, which was that some people in TSG-T2 SWG3 might be misunderstanding our previous LS to SWG3, or our intent was not clear enough. Hence, we would like to take this opportunity to express MMDC's process and target on WAP version of MMS release.

1) MMS Voyager release.

This release is intended to cover and fulfill MM1's requirement in 3GPP REL-4 MMS, TS 23.140.

Our release target is Q1/2002, and we still believe we can make it.

2) WAP MMS after Voyager release.

MMDC is committed to continue WAP MMS work and, for sure, our next target is to fulfill MM1 in 3GPP REL-5 MMS. We're planning to ignite full drive mode once MMS Voyager reaches the stable status, namely Proposed version in WAP Forum's term. At this moment, we cannot commit any schedule for this 3rd version of WAP MMS, however, we estimate the lead time could be shorter than previous two version to achieve Proposed version. We see, at this moment, major topics falling into our scope are network persistent storage model, security enhancement and capability (supported feature) negotiation. In MMDC, there is no negative, no pessimistic voice on whether WAP MMS can fulfill those requirements. One thing we would like to state clearly here is there is no body in MMDC who thinks we should abandon MMS specification work after your decision on three candidate protocols as basis. Because MMDC has its own responsibility to maintain and enhance WAP MMS for WAP Forum members and the market supporting WAP. It should be noted that the scope of the WAP Forum specifications includes a standardized application environment (markup languages, PUSH, access methods, UAProf), which allows implementers and applications to take advantage of a coherent environment and common enablers.

MMDC will respectfully listen to your decision, hopefully by consensus, and take it into account by open and fair manner. We will look into backward compatibility, enhancement of the feature, and compatibility between 3GPP MMS and WAP MMS as major issues and will make a decision as our own responsibility.

3) WAP Forum technical process

Here We'd like to explain our technical work process briefly. Because We want to clarify why WAP Forum

spec work looks somehow "slow".

Basically, we have three major milestones, and a few other minor. Here is my visualization.

(M/S: milestone)

Phase A

       Spec Draft Work starts

              |

       The group finalizes the draft spec

              |

Phase B

M/S 1  Architecture Consistency Review

         Approved?

           Yes -> Go to M/S 2

           No  -> Return to Ph A to address the issues.

              |

M/S 2  Test Assertion Review

          Any issue found?

            Yes -> Go to Ph A to address the issues.

            No  -> Go to M/S 3

              |

M/S 3  Motion to approve the draft by Working Group

          Approved?

            Yes -> Go to M/S 4

            No  -> Go to Ph A to address the issues.

              |

Phase C

M/S 4 Membership vote to promote the draft spec to

      Proposed status (two weeks period by all members)

          Approved?

             Yes -> Go to the public review period

             No -> Go to Ph A to address the issues.

              |

      Public Review Period

          Any comments received?

             Yes -> Address them accordingly.

                    Result may go back to Ph A, or

                    some editorial work

             No -> Just go to M/S 5

              |

M/S 5  Membership vote to promote the Proposed spec to

      Approved status (two weeks period by all members)

           Approved?

             Yes -> Well done!

             No  -> Address the issue. Result may vary.

Additional information

Architecture Consistency Review

-> External experts in Architecture Group are supposed to review the draft spec from consistency point of view. The reason for this check is sometimes the draft spec is inconsistent due to looking into too detail. One example of inconsistency is unaware of dependency onto other specification.

If one spec mandates another feature which is optional in that specification area, then a problem arises.

-> Test Assertion Review

This is yet another review of spec by the external party. This review is done by jointly the test suite developer and drafting group. The test suite developer could be treated as the early implementer of the spec in question. They check the spec from a view point on how to implement an conformance testing tool and then produce a test spec for the feature(s). The drafting committee is supposed to review

that test spec by qualifying whether the test spec reflects the intent of the drafting group or not. If a problem's found, it may lead to the bug in the spec, which must be fixed before release to public.

These two reviews are required in order to publish a quality specification to the market.

We hope this LS clears up any confusion or misunderstanding about WAP Forum/MMDC and its relationship to TSG-T2 SWG3.

Here is the summary of this LS:

· MMDC believes MMS Voyager to be available in public in Q1/2002.

· MMDC will continue MMS work by fulfilling REL-5 MMS MM1 requirement no matter what decision is made in 3GPP TSG-T2 on MM1. The scope of such work includes but isn't limited to address network storage, supported feature negotiation, authentication or security issue. There has been NO concern in MMDC about those features whether WAP MMS can fulfill or not. MMDC thinks this work can be started from early next year, at latest as soon as once MMS Voyager draft spec reaches stable status (e.g. Architecture Consistency Review is passed)

· So far MMDC is not able to commit any schedule for work mentioned above but has an optimistic view that the period until public availability shorter than WAP MMS1.0 (1.5 years) and WAP MMS Voyager (1 year).

MMDC is making this commitment because it has its own responsibility to maintain and enhance WAP MMS for WAP Forum members and the market supporting WAP.  While we understand that our position could influence decisions in T2, it is hoped that T2 will appreciate that any such influence is incidental in nature from WAP Forum's point of view.

Respectfully,

WAP Forum WAG Mobile Multimedia Drafting Committee
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