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Chairman:  Arthur Gidlow (One2One)

Minutes:  Ian Harris (Vodafone)

Executive Summary:

General
Status review on objectives of this meeting

Ian Harris reminded the meeting that the importance of EMS is as great as ever for operators and the expectation is that 3GPP will deliver Vector Graphics and Polyphonics for REL_5 that satisfies the criteria set by T2.

Barry  Jones. Commented that 3GPP has to have something deliverable in the EMS framework and should not be disadvantaged by any MMS consideration.  Barry Jones stated that interoperability between EMS users is a key issue.

Thibaud Mienville produced some ARPU figures from a survey of 10 operators that indicate that SMS ARPU will plateau this year and then declines. There is a window of opportunity of about 3 years for EMS to sustain the ARPU before other services such as Streaming begin producing revenue.  Source www.nrc.nokia.com/tonic      

Some doubt was expressed concerning the commitment to EMS by some mobile manufacturers.

All mobile manufacturers present assured the meeting that they were wholly committed to support EMS completion for release 5 to include Vector graphics and Polyphonics.
VECTOR GRAPHICS

The 3 companies having Vector Graphics proposals (Bijitec, Motorola and ZoomOn) presented their test results as agreed by an action at TSG T2 Cancun.

No consensus was reached on one solution based on the test results.

Operators and content providers at the meeting want one solution that best satisfies the criteria set and minuted by T2 and stressed that byte efficiency was a major factor as this would directly affect costs to the subscriber for EMS messages. Nokia and Ericsson stressed that they wanted one codec for MMS and EMS. Nokia, Ericsson and Siemens choice is to support ZoomOn.

There was a strong view from operators and content providers that what may well be suitable for MMS is not necessarily suitable for EMS and felt that the test results clearly showed this. 

Arthur Gidlow (T2 SWG3 EMS Ad Hoc Chairman) expressed grave concern that there was now a risk that everybody concerned with EMS including customers could now lose out on a valuable opportunity.

The attention of readers of this executive summary is drawn to the section – Vector Graphics – Concluding comments below for an insight into the general debate on Vector Graphics.

At the close of the meeting the way forward was unclear.

General comments by delegates during the closing discussion  (Vector Graphics)

Peter Freitag advised the meeting that implementation of 3 decoders in every mobile was unacceptable to Siemens. Siemens wish to support one solution and will support CVG.

Fabrice Sogura commented that supporting 3 formats for decoding was unacceptable.

Gwenaël LeBodic felt that the support of 3 solutions was unacceptable. Alcatels preferred solution would probably be the one that was the most effective on bandwidth.

Ian Harris stated that he had sought and obtained confirmation that Vodafone had decoupled MMS from EMS and that based on commercial cost v bytes and adequate visual acceptability for EMS and stability of specifications, the Bijitec proposal was the clear choice. 

Barry Jones commented that we need something for EMS that is deliverable in the R5 time frame and that the best EMS solution is Bijitec in terms of performance effectiveness. Barry Jones was concerned that a vote at T2 was now a probability.

Randall Grund commented that voting was not necessarily a solution.

Ian Harris said that he felt that T2 had an obligation to make a choice based on the facts of the test results and that he was not in favour of a vote on this matter.

Brendan McKenna was of the opinion that the decisions are being made by strategists and not by delegates who attended the 3GPP meetings. Brendan was also concerned that certain companies present seemed to be following their own companies agenda and ignoring the requirements for EMS. He felt that MMS work in some organisations was dictating what was done for EMS. Brenden McKenna also expressed concern that he detected a lack of commitment by some organisations towards EMS.

Paul Voskar commented that delegates take their instructions from their company and reflect those views at meetings.

Thibaud Mienville commented that the best quality of service was key and wished to see a single solution. MMS should not interfere with decisions regarding EMS and that conveying data in the minimum number of segments was a major consideration.

Arthur Gidlow supported France Telecoms view.

Dave Chen commented that he thought that the strategy was to reach a consensus and that this does not seem to have been achieved. 

Ian Harris commented that the poor treatment of Bijitec by 3GPP and the perception that some companies seems to be pursuing private agendas rather than working from a single base and work towards a consensus based on facts raised serious questions concerning 3GPP’s future effectiveness and credibility.

Randall Grund commented that MVG is being proposed to SA4 and has advantages over CVG also being considered by SA4.

Manu Chatterjee sympathised with Ian Harris’s comments with regard to 3GPP treatment of Bijitec. Manu Chatterjee felt that 3GPP procedures for reaching a consensus have been violated by some 3GPP delegates.

Barry Jones commented that T2’s responsibility was to produce the best technical solution for EMS. The criteria have already been set and agreed by T2 and the test results should be the basis of a decision for a single implementation.

POLYPHONICS

There was only one contribution – a joint CR from Alcatel and NEC. It was hoped that the Ad Hoc would progress the work on Polyphonics towards producing a common agreed CR as an agreed and minuted action from T2 Cancun. 

In the event, no progress was made because Nokia and Ericsson felt they needed to refer the CR to their experts, who were not present at this meeting. Nokia refused to discuss or comment on the Alcatel/ NEC  CR as they had not seen the document before.

It was agreed to send the Alcatel/NEC CR by e-mail to Nokia, Ericsson and other mobile manufacturers in order to stimulate some discussion. A deadline (1200 hrs UTC Wednesday 30th January 2002) was set for feedback on the Alcatel/NEC  CR. The agreed intention is to produce a single CR for input to T2 (11th –15th February). It was agreed that it may be necessary to separate the discussions on Transport and Guidelines to assist progress with the appropriate experts.

Nokia refused to agree to a proposal that the Alcatel/NEC CR should be used as a base to build on.

The Polyphonic considerations in T2-011159 from T2 Cancun were unanimously agreed to still be valid

At the close of the meeting, the work on Polyphonics had progressed very little towards an agreement.

General comments from delegates (Polyphonics)

Brendan McKenna reminded the meeting that it was an agreement at Cancun that this EMS Ad Hoc would work on the development of a single CR for Polyphonics. He was very disappointed that this work had progressed very little despite the fact that one CR had been presented from Alcatel and NEC.

Barry Jones commented that it would have been helpful to have seen the Alcatel/NEC CR before this Ad Hoc

Output Documents for presentation to TSG T2:

	Tdoc
	Title


	Source
	Comment 

	T2E020002
	Report of EMS Meeting 3
	EMS #3
	This document 

	T2E020008
	CR 23.040 Extended Object Data Request Cmd
	Motorola
	


Detailed Report from EMS Ad Hoc:

General

	Tdoc
	Title


	Source
	Comment 

	T2E020001
	Draft agenda 
	SWG3 chair
	Agreed


Discussion: - A slight adjustment was made to the work schedule 

Conclusion: - The Agenda was agreed
Vector Graphics

Paul Voskar asked the chairman to clarify that all 3 proposals had carried out their obligations to carry out tests. The chairman confirmed that they had although there had been some e-mail discussion concerning the applicability of the tests to individual implementations. 

	Tdoc
	Title


	Source
	Comment 

	T2E020014
	LS from SA4 on SVG for MMS
	SA4
	LS noted. To go to T2


Discussion: - This LS has an attachment from SA4 chairman which gives some indication of timescales.

Barry Jones commented that SA4 have not focussed their discussions on EMS and that the suitability of SVG for EMS is questionable. SA4 are still discussing whether  SVG should be mandatory anyway. There is a question concerning suitability for SVG in the internet. Barry Jones felt that the LS did not change anything for EMS. A number of other delegates agreed. 

Ian Harris commented that the choice of Codec for EMS must be based on facts and that bandwidth is a serious constraint for EMS. 

Paul Voskar commented that this LS should be taken into consideration for our decision. 

Dave Chen commented that whilst the information in the LS is interesting, he does not consider this LS to be relevant to EMS

Manu Chatterjee advised the meeting that SVG is an XML based solution and is bandwidth hungry. By contrast, EMS is intended to be a simple service and has limited bandwidth. We require a solution suitable for EMS.

Paul Voskar commented that whilst he agreed that EMS should set its own criteria, if there is a link up with MMS work then that would be of some value
Conclusion: - The LS was noted 

	Tdoc
	Title


	Source
	Comment 

	T2E020007
	Test Results Comparison 
	SWG3 chair
	Noted


Discussion: - This document was presented by Arthur Gidlow.

The document contains comparison tables using the test results from T2E020003 Bijitec, T2E020004 (Motorola iSketch),T2E020005 (ZoomOn CVG). This document aids a comparison of the test results

Some errors were identified in the table

Barry Jones disputed the SVG  filesizes.

Caspar Harnung advised the meeting that if ZoomOn manipulated the SVG data then ZoomOn would come up with figures comparable to the test results from Bijitec and Motorola.

Dave Chen and Barry Jones commented that the basis of input had already been agreed as the original . The fact that it was SVG was somewhat irrelevant.

Paul Voskar stressed again that SA4 is not defining that EMS uses SVG

Caspar Harnung requested that the input documents were changed to include ZoomOn’s revised values after the manipulation of the SVG files.

Dave Chen could not agree to this but had no problem to include their updates as supplementary information

Caspar Harnung questioned the validity of the tests applicable to ZoomOn’s implementation. He commented that ammended geometry would improve ZoomOn’s results due to different rendering.

Barry Jones questioned whether ZoomOn has changed their implementation to be suitable for the rendering.

Azedeh Pourjanaki  said that ZoomOn had not optimised the rendering but they have proceseed SVG in the same way as Bijitec.

Caspar Harnung commented that screen size is a consideration when choosing a solution in that better resolution is achievable.

Barry Jones questioned what the typical resolution is going to be for the phones used for EMS R5. 

Caspar Harnung said that the test objectives used for these tests were no longer  relevant and will present their revise figures based on pre processing of SVG rendering.

Paul Voskar commented that there was no agreement on how the pre processing was to be done.

Barry Jones commented that it should be up to the proposers to get their number of bytes as low as possible and it seemed that ZoomOn was now desperatly trying to get there figures as good as Bijitecs by continually changing the process.

Caspar Harnung wished to provide ZoomOn’s new results  (See T2-E0100017) 

Ian Harris said that a table showing the relative byte sizes for each object for each proposal would be useful. Dave Chen said he had produced such a table and that he would make it available (See T2-E0200019)

Conclusion: - Noted

	Tdoc
	Title


	Source
	Comment 

	T2E020019
	Comparative Byte sizes for each of the 3 proposers test results 
	Bijitec
	Noted. 


Discussion: - This document was presented by Dave Chen

It shows a single table of comparative byte sizes for each object for each Vector Graphic proposal, together with the original SVG sizes. The table shows static results not animated.

Alex Linde suggested that there should be a tolerance band of something like 10% in bytes for an object in each of the test results for all 3 proposals because of small in processing the SVG object.

Ian Harris  commented that Bijitec had been and were consistently low in their number of bytes used for objects and ZoomOn had been and were consistently high although the amended ZoomOn results now put ZoomOn in the same ball park as Bijitec and Motorola proposals. However, Ian Harris still stressed the importance of bandwidth conservation.

Conclusion: - Noted. 

	Tdoc
	Title


	Source
	Comment 

	T2E020020
	Comparative Byte sizes for each of the 3 proposers test results
	ZOOMON
	Noted. Replaced by  T2E020024


Discussion: - This document was never reviewed because during its creation some of the data sizes were not included correctly, but the document was already on the server.

The document was replaced by T2E020024
Conclusion: - Revised to T2E020024
	Tdoc
	Title


	Source
	Comment 

	T2E020024
	Comparative Byte sizes for each of the 3 proposers test results
	ZOOMON
	Noted


Discussion: - This document is a revision of T2-E0200020. It indicates which proposal gives the smallest size of data object. It also includes the rendering comparisons with adjusted data sizes.

The revised table values were agreed
Conclusion: - Noted
	Tdoc
	Title


	Source
	Comment 

	T2-E020003
	Bijitec Test Results
	Bijitec
	Noted


Discussion: - Dave Chen presented this document

The document contains the results of the agreed tests for the selection criteria

This document is as presented in Cancun 

Conclusion: - Noted

	Tdoc
	Title


	Source
	Comment 

	T2E020004
	iSKETCH/MVG test results 
	Motorola
	Noted


Discussion: - 

Manu Chatterjee presented this document

The document contains the results of the agreed tests for the selection criteria

This document is as presented in Cancun 

Conclusion: - Noted

	Tdoc
	Title


	Source
	Comment 

	T2E020010
	MVG_Overview
	Motorola
	Noted

	T2E020011
	MVG-SVG Compatibility mode
	Motorola
	Noted

	T2E020012
	MVG Gaming applications
	Motorola
	Noted


Discussion: - 

These documents were presented by Manu Chatterjee

T2020010 summarises the background and main characteristics to Motorola/s proposal known as MVG ( Mobile Vector Graphics). Although a subset of SVG Tiny, MVG is optimised for EMS but able to interwork with SVG compatible products.

Alex Linde asked what the differences were between iSketch and ZoomOn with regard to SVG Tiny. 

Manu Chatterjee said that the MVG implementation will have lost some granularity -  for example in the Flower object example. Manu Chatterjee commented that they may have had a rendering problem with the Flower object. It seems that the iSketch picture was taken in the middle of the animation sequence rather than at the end as in the SVG source.

Conclusion: - Noted

	Tdoc
	Title


	Source
	Comment 

	T2E020005
	Test Results CVG 
	ZoomOn
	Noted


Discussion: - Caspar Harnung presented this document

The document contains ZoomOn’s results from the agreed tests

Caspar Harnung emphasised the growing emergence of content tools in the market place with SVG products.

Manu Chatterjee questioned the memory capacity for the Zoomon proposal.

Caspar Harnung commented that it was within the expected bound.

Conclusion: - Noted

	Tdoc
	Title


	Source
	Comment 

	TE0200017
	CVG Test results 
	Nokia / ZoomOn/ Ericsson 
	Revised T2E020005


Discussion: - Caspar Harnung presented this document

It contains ZoomOn’s revised test results resulting from manipulation of the SVG source files. The document gives some of the other results but not for all the objects and not all the renderings are shown.

Arthur Gidlow asked what Q=2 meant. Zoomon explained that is was the compression level and results in some loss of resolution.

Barry Jones queried the 72 X 28 pixel size. Caspar Harnung commented that this was a lab simulation out put but that the higher resolutions were to be presented later

Barry Jones queried how much of the SVG tiny was removed in the rendering.  Caspar Harnung commented that it was the same size SVG tiny. I.e. nothing has ben removed.

BJ questioned whether the detail in the objects were the same as those agreed for the tests as there appeared to be differences. Caspar Harnung commented that they were re-drawn images.

Barry jones commented that the loss of resolution by any optimisation by rendering down then information could get lost – in particular for say Chinese characters. In consequence the whole meaning of a Chinese character could change.

Dave Chen commented that Bijitec measure the object by analysis so as to preserve the structure. Manu Chatterjee confirmed that Motorola in iSketch had removed lines but that the intention was to preserve structure but remove information where it was felt unnecessary.

Dave Chen emphasised the importance of having something that is easily implemented and deliverable within the expected time scale. Dave Chen commented that SVG tiny work outside of 3GPP could affect our ability to deliver. Caspar Harnung responded that the SVG tiny work is awaiting comment.

Ian Harris commented on the importance of bandwidth conservation and used the example of the septet coding in 23.038 for SMS to get another 20 characters which was an important consideration for SMS. 

Ian Harris also commented on one important customer target for EMS being youngsters who will not want to pay for sending more message segments than necessary. Ian Harris stressed that the need for interoperability and that timely delivery is paramount for EMS to be a success.

Paul Voskar felt that there should be a link between EMS and MMS

Randall Grund reminded the meeting that SVG has NOT been approved for MMS in SA4. The matter is still under debate in SA4. Peter Freitag and Barry Jones confirmed this this was indeed their understanding. The content of LS T2-E0200017 seems to confirm this. Paul Voskar commented that the adoption of SVG was a working assumption. This was challenged by Randall Grund and Manu Chatterjee in that Motorola have an alternative to SVG into SA4 and that T2 should NOT assume that SVG is a basis for any decision made by the T2  SWG3 EMS.  As per the document T2E20011 MVG-SVG Compatability, the Motorola proposal in SA4 is MVG with SVG Tiny compliance. Motorola is therefore SVG Tiny compatible in the context of SA4.

Ian Harris commented that as a user/observer he could detect no significant improvement in object quality despite the increased number of bytes in the ZoomOn test results which was still high compared to the other 2 proposals.
Conclusion: - Noted
	Tdoc
	Title


	Source
	Comment 

	T2E020018
	EMS considerations for Vector Graphics
	Bijitec
	Noted


Discussion: - Dave Chen presented this document

The document shows a number of specific considerations for EMS. E.g screen size, animation, low power handsets, processing power. Animations that are cycle based are pre processed before rendering where the number of frames per second per animation can be predefined per object. This is a key factor for the effectiveness of the animation given limited processing power in mobile phones

Bijitec made some minor revisions to their results because the drawings used for their tests had missed some small matters like tree trunk colour and a couple of lines on a line drawing. 

Barry Jones commented that the Bijitec proposal for line drawing has vast savings over EMS bit mapped uncompressed objects. e.g. 3600 bytes SVG uncompressed v 98 bytes Bijitec coded for the same image.

Barry Jones commented on the importance on Line Drawing for REL-5, in particular for the Chinese market

The chairman obtained confirmation from Bijitec that their specification ( CR ) has remained unchanged from Cancun

Conclusion: - Noted

POLYPHONICS

Gwenaël LeBodic summarised the work so far.

This EMS ad hoc was to further the work on Polyphonics with the aim of producing a single CR fro presentation to T2. 

Several contributions have been examined by Alcatel and Digiplug and it was agreed between those companies to use Midi as the starting point but there are several midi flavours. Optimisation will be a consideration
There exists a draft CR to 23.040 T2-E0200016 from Alcatel and a discussion document T2-E0200013 describing an approach from Alcatel and Digiplug based on the agreements reached at previous EMS meetings. Not all companies at this meeting proposing a Polyphony solution have participated in discussions that have led to the creation of the CR and discussion document.

There has been no other input for Polyphonics except from Alcatel/NEC

	Tdoc
	Title


	Source
	Comment 

	T2E020013
	EMS MIME profile
	Alcatel/NEC
	Noted


Discussion: - Gwenaël LeBodic presented this document

To optimise, Midi files resident on Servers ( ie not the MS)  are compacted according to the EMS profile prior to encoding for transfer over the air interface. Encoding is resident in the MS. The encoded ( optimised ) file can be retained (stored) n the MS until required for use and decoded in real time. 

The document contains a table  showing MIDI compressed and uncompressed and EMS MIDI file compressed  and uncompressed byte sizes. A demonstration was given for a number of common polyphonic music themes which demonstrated the quality of music themes contained in 2 or 3 short messages. The table contains all the SMS header overhead.

BJ felt that there was still an unnecessary overhead for MIDI compared to a tailored solution and was still typically twice the bandwidth.

Paul Voskar reminded the meeting that we have already taken the decision to base our Polyphonic sounds on MIDI.

BJ commented that he was merely seeking whether further improvements could be made.

The size of SP MIDI was questioned by a number of delegates.

Gwenaël LeBodic commented that a normal MIDI player 9 and the Alcatel/NEC proposed CR) could play SP MIDI. Although SP MIDI files are larger than MIDI , SP MIDI are scaleable to adapt to receiving MS limitations but the practicality of this would require the SMSC to have some knowledge of the receiving MS capabilities. It was felt some delegates – particularly One2one and Vodafone that such negotiation between the MS and the SMSC was undesirable.

Conclusion: - This document was revised to T2-E0200021

	Tdoc
	Title


	Source
	Comment 

	T2E020021
	Polyphonic discussion document
	Alcatel// NEC
	Noted


Discussion: - This document was presented by Gwenaël LeBodic

This is the revised T2-E0200013 which contains an updated table to include the number of channels, the number of  simultaneous notes ( Polyphony),  and number of counts – number of notes counted in the file.

Randall Grund  attempted to get clarification between the results in the table and MIDI.

The number of simultaneous notes in the table show 3 as an example but Alcatel advised the meeting that 6 simultaneous notes was a typical limit.

Clarification of the definition of the headings which are MIDI terminologies – e.g. Polyphony was sought and Motorola produced a document T2E020023 in an attempt to provide a clearer understanding of MIDI terminology

Conclusion: - Noted

	Tdoc
	Title


	Source
	Comment 

	T2E020023
	Definition of MIDI Terms 
	Motorola
	Noted


Discussion: - This document was presented by Manu Chatterjee. 

The document attempts to define some terms used by MIDI.

Delegates were asked to contact Manu Chatterjee if they had any ongoing queries. 

Conclusion: - The document was noted and to be used as future reference.

	Tdoc
	Title


	Source
	Comment 

	T2E020016
	CR 23,040 Polyphonics 
	Alcatel/ NEC
	Noted. Awaiting comment. Deadline Agreed


Discussion: - Gwenaël LeBodic  presented this document which is a proposed CR  from Alcatel and NEC.

The absolute resolution time is 5 milli-seconds which according to the presenter is in line with speech decoders running DSP.

The CR contains an optional header field that contains such information such as the identification of the composer, song title etc. Ian Harris commented that some of this information may be required for national or international regulatory or lawful reasons and that if so it would consume valuable bandwidth. Barry Jones commented that the header field was potentially bandwidth hungry with possible implications for increase customer costs for additional short message segments.

Arthur Gidlow also expressed concerns that there may be some legislative issues regarding information in the header and that other information not yet identified my be required..

It was agreed that  above concerns were not necessarily a standards issue provided the Header field remains optional.

Paul Voskar refused to discuss the CR on the basis that he had not seen it.

He felt that it needed to be reviewed by his company.

Barry Jones commented that it would have been helpful to have seen the CR before the ad hoc but was hopeful progress could be made at this Ad Hoc.

Ericsson supported Nokia’s position

Ian Harris requested that we do NOT have multiple CR’s into the next T2 but that companies should use the Alcatel – NEC CR  for a basis and a solution found before the next T2. Neither Nokia nor Ericsson would give any undertaking to do this.

Stefan Tassart asked whether Nokia and Ericsson would at least agree to a binary format for MIDI to optimise transportation. Nokia and Ericsson would not give any undertaking. This would result in a fundamental challenge to the CR.

Ian Harris commented that he felt Alcatel and NEC were  reasonable in seeking an agreement in principle that some binary coding was necessary for MIDI and SP MIDI and that SP MIDI  and MIDI was unsuitable for EMS if it was transported without encoding  to a smaller size. Neither Nokia nor Ericsson would give any undertaking to comment on the CR at this EMS ad Hoc

Thibauld Mienville re-emphasisd their view  that Polyphony is important for EMS and that a solution was imperitive. The number of SM’s should be kept in the band 1 to 3. The France Telecoms view was supported by One2one and Vodafone.

FT Thibauld Mienville once again stressed the need for one solution for reasons of interoperability.

It was re confirmed by Alcatel that SP MIDI was supported by this CR 

Barry Jones proposed that the CR was e-mailed immediately from this meeting to Nokia, Ericsson and others mobile manufacturers. This was agreed.

Randall Grund said that Motorola were happy to support the CR as a positive contribution for solution to Polyphonics but wished to contribute to relatively minor changes / clarifications  to the CR. Motorola support the optimisation of binary formats and see that SP MIDI transported as is  would be wholly unsuitable for EMS. 

Alcatel proposed a split in the ongoing debate - Transportation mechanism and Guidelines

Alcatel suggested that an Ad Hoc before T2 was one option to make progress. Delegates could not agree to this given the limited time between now and T2

Brendan McKenna reminded the meeting that it was an agreement at Cancun that this EMS would work on the development of a single CR for Polyphonics and was very concerned that this work had progressed very little at this EMS ad hoc despite the fact that one CR had been presented from Alcatel and NEC.

Conclusion: - A deadline was set for 1200 UTC Wednesday 30th January 2002 for responding to the Alcatel/NEC CR
	Tdoc
	Title


	Source
	Comment 

	T2E020022
	Discussion on Rights Management
	Digiplug
	Document not available


Discussion: - The document was not available

Conclusion: - Document not available
OTHER MATTERS

	Tdoc
	Title


	Source
	Comment 

	T2E020008
	CR 23.040 Extended object Data request Command 
	Motorola
	Agreed to go to T2


Discussion: - This document was introduced by Randall  Grund 

This document is a revision of a document presented at T2 Cancun based on discussions at Cancun.

It was noted that CMG had raised some concern at the last T2 but the detail of CMG’s concerns are unclear to the EMS ad hoc.

There was a discussion of the alternative means of transporting the Data Format Delivery Request, which is the response from the mobile:

a) Send a DELIVER-REPORT (as proposed in the CR). Advantage is using a single transaction. Disadvantage is that some networks and SCs may not support it.

b) Send a SMS-SUBMIT in a separate MO-SMS transfer. Advantage is good possibility for use on existing networks and SCs. Disadvantage is a separate tranaction is required, with additional loading, and possible charging complications.

Peter Freitag informed the meeting that T3 is specifying a similar mechanism to convey a response to SIM data downloads. They propose to have an indication (in the MT message) of the required type of response – by DELIVER-REPORT or by a SUBMIT. A relevant T3 document is T3-020014. This approach could offer a suitable compromise for us as well.

Conclusion: - It was agreed to submit the CR to T2

	Tdoc
	Title


	Source
	Comment 

	T2E020009
	CR 23.040 Service Short Codes
	Motorola
	Work by e-mail to produce a CR for submission to T2


Discussion: - This document was introduced by Randall Grund

There was a lack of time to review this CR at T2 Cancun

Brendan McKenna commented that it is already possible to request a list of short codes without any need for standardisation.

Barry Jones commented that the benefit of standardisation is to allow the MS to receive a short code list in a standardised format to enable processing

Ian Harris commented that Operators may not wish to make publicly available  all of their short codes or their use. However, because the IE is optional then it does not have to be implemented neither is there an obligation for operators to send all of their short codes (which may be thousands) 

A number of considerations expressed by delegates to be taken into account were noted by Randall Grund.

Conclusion: - The meeting agreed that a CR should be produced off line for the next T2.

	Tdoc
	Title


	Source
	Comment 

	T2E020006
	CR 23.038 UDH in CBS
	CMG
	Revised to T2E020025


Discussion: - This document was introduced by Gerald Kruizenga

This document was reviewed in a similar form at Cancun.

This document has been amended as the result of e-mail discussions.

Ian Harris commented that if there was a service need for EMS over CBS then we should progress the work but SA1 had reported that they could not identify a need for EMS in CBS.

Ian Harris said he would be happy to take any such CR to TSG T if that was the wish of  T2 but would need sufficient justification to assure TSG T of the need for EMS over CBS despite SA1’s view.

Barry Jones suggested that the expertise concerning the need for EMS over  CBS was probably  more appropriate for  T2 delegates and was concerned that SA1 may not have the necessary expertise without representation for the business case from T2 delegates

Fabrice Segura and Barry Jones explained that there was a discrepancy in 23.038 that needed to be corrected by this CR as a result of incomplete work by the WAP Forum.

The CR adds detail to a previously reserved coding groups. 

The WAP forum do not seem to have been using the coding group allocated to them.

In order to preserve the valuable remaining reserved coding groups it would be more efficient to recover the WAP forum coding group. The coding group previously allocated to the WAP forum could be recovered but T2 has to be sure that the is no risk of causing problems even though the WAP forum does not appear to be using the codes allocated to them.

Delegates were convinced that the WAP requirement was for 8 bit data and so a UDH was required.

It would seem that there is a mis-alignment in that it is not currently possible in 23.038 to send an 8 bit message over CBS and this needs alignment with the WAP forum. There is a current risk of incompatability between WAP’s use of CBS and other uses of CBS for 8 bit messages. The WAP forum seem to be using code points for purposes other than those defined in 23.038.

After some discussion on the detail of the CR it transpired that some further changes are required to the CR which would preserve code points. It was felt that there was no need to indicate language for 8 bit data or to include the need for 23.042 compression.

Fabrice Segura proposed that he should prepare an LS to go to the WAP forum asking confirmation regarding their use of the 23.038 code group allocated to them; our wish to recover it if not used and our intention to correct the problem regarding the use of 8 bit data for CBS. 

Conclusion: - It was agreed that Fabrice Segura would produce an LS to the WAP forum and to pursue this by e-mail through the T2 reflector with the intention of getting an LS to the WAP forum before the next T2 (11th – 15th Feb. 2002)

It was agreed that Fabrice Segura would produce a revised CR  (T2E0200025) for the next T2 and distribute this via the SWG3 reflector. If the CR is to be attached to the LS, the LS needs to be clear that the attached CR is not agreed by T2.

With regard to SA1’s previous statement that SA1 could not identify the need for EMS over CBS it was agreed that Fabrice Segura should draft and distribute via the T2 e-mail reflector an LS to SA1 presenting a case based on new information to substantiate the need for EMS over CBS.
	Tdoc
	Title


	Source
	Comment 

	T2E020025
	CR 23.038 TP-DCS in CBS
	Swapcom
	Not Agreed. To be discussed by e-mail


Discussion: - This is the revised T2E020006.

Insufficient time to discuss

Conclusion: - To be discussed by e-mail before the next T2
	Tdoc
	Title


	Source
	Comment 

	T2E020015
	LS on SMS Testing 
	T1
	Noted


Discussion: - Peter Freitag commented that T1’s response was satisfactory 

Arthur Gidlow proposed that we check that the matter was closed by T1 producing a CR.

Conclusion: - Noted
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	TDOC
	Subject
	Source
	Outcome

	T2E020001
	Agenda for EMS Meeting 3
	EMS #3
	Agreed

	T2E020002
	Report of EMS Meeting 3
	EMS #3
	This document

	T2E020003
	Vector Graphics benchmarking results
	Bijitec
	Noted

	T2E020004
	Vector Graphics benchmarking results
	Motorola Lexicus Division
	Noted

	T2E020005
	Vector Graphics benchmarking results
	Ericsson, Nokia, ZOOMON
	Noted

	T2E020006
	CR23.038 Support of UDH in CBS
	Magic4, CMG
	Revised to T2E020025

	T2E020007
	Comparison of Vector Graphics benchmarking results
	EMS chair
	Noted

	T2E020008
	CR23.040 Extended Object Data Request Cmd
	Motorola
	Agreed.  Send to T2

	T2E020009
	CR23.040 Service Shortcodes
	Motorola
	Not agreed. Work by e-mail on a CR for submission to T2

	T2E020010
	MVG_Overview
	Motorola Lexicus Division
	Noted

	T2E020011
	MVG-SVGCompatibilityMode
	Motorola Lexicus Division
	Noted

	T2E020012
	 MVG GamingApplications
	Motorola Lexicus Division
	Noted

	T2E020013
	EMS MIME profile
	Alcatel, NEC
	Noted.

	T2E020014
	LS from SA4.  2D vector graphics formats
	SA4
	Noted. A T2 matter

	T2E020015
	LS from T1. SMS testing 
	T1
	Noted

	T2E020016
	CR 23.040 Polyphonics
	Alcatel, NEC
	Not agreed. Deadline set for comment.

	T2E020017
	Generalised SVG/CVG Results
	Nokia, ZOOMON, Ericsson
	Noted

	T2E020018
	EMS considerations for Vector Graphics
	Bijitec
	Noted

	T2E020019
	Comparative Byte sizes for each of the 3 proposers test results
	Bijitec
	Noted

	T2E020020
	Comparative Byte sizes for each of the 3 proposers test results
	ZOOMON
	Noted. Replaced byT2E020024

	T2E020021
	Polyphonic discussion document
	Alcatel, NEC
	Noted

	T2E020022
	Allocated
	Digiplug
	Document not available

	T2E020023
	Polyphonics and MIDI Terms for EMS
	Motorola
	Noted

	T2E020024
	Table of message sizes, and benchmarking comparison
	ZOOMON
	Noted

	T2E020025
	CR23.038 Support of UDH in CBS
	Magic4, CMG, Swapcom
	To be discussed by e-mail
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