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Summary

This document proposes recommendations to be made to 3GPP T2 for the specification of MMS Stage 2. The issue concerned is the addressing of MMS clients. 

1. Introduction

3GPP T2 is currently specifying a new release of the MMS specification (23.140). A number of issues are being discussed that may have a major impact on the evolution of the MMS service and its commercial success. At its present stage, we believe that TS 23.140 does not provide sufficient guarantees for interoperability between various MMS implementations and with the Internet. Also it does not provide a method to ensure consistent user experience across various user agents, especially consistent presentation of the MMs. 

We therefore request 3GPP T2 to consider the following recommendations for standardisation. They concern the addressing of MMS clients.

2. Addressing

2.1. Problem to be addressed

The present MMS specification suggests two possible addressing formats for MMS clients: E.164 and/or RFC 822 (E-mail addressing, FQDN). As operators, we are concerned that this will lead to fragmentation of the market between MMS clients supporting E-mail addressing and those supporting E.164 numbering. Both formats have their advantages and disadvantages, summarized below.

E.164 addressing:

+ 
MSISDN is the standard method for addressing mobile terminals. It is used for SMS and is well understood by all users.

+
In principle, MSISDN allows for Number Portability.

· There is no standard way to find the MMSE for a specific MSISDN. Possible solutions are ENUM (but can only be a long term solution, not ready in time for MMS) and IMSI-based (requires operator-maintained tables of IMSI to MMSE FQDN conversion as well as MSISDN to IMSI translation, which is not implemented in all countries).

· Although Mobile Number Portability is available, current practice is that many users change frequently of MSISDN, so that MSISDN is losing its status as unique ID for a person.

· Possible conflicts with SMS for terminals not supporting MMS. 

RFC 822 addressing:

+
Direct compatibility with Internet E-Mail, allowing exchange of MM between mobile subscribers and Internet subscribers.

+
Clear separation from the SMS domain, avoiding conflicts with the SMS service.

-
No number portability. If the E-Mail address specifies the operator’s domain, users switching operators will not be able to keep their address.

2.2. Recommendation

1. To solve interoperability on the short term with the Internet as well as with users in other networks for which the MMSE cannot be addressed using MSISDN, implementation of the RFC 822 addressing scheme will be the easiest and fastest. However, in order provide a smooth transition from the hugely successful SMS, it is also of utmost importance that the MMS client supports E.164 addressing. Therefore we would like to mandate the support of both the RFC 822 and the E.164 addressing schemes for all MMS User Agents and MMS Relay/Servers.

2. For the long term the ENUM mechanism should be standardised.

3. Conclusion

We look forward to further co-operation with 3GPP T2 or promote work on the MMS standards.
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