	3GPP TSG-T2 #18

Velen, Germany

12 -16 August 2002
	T2-020601


Agenda Item:
MMS
Source:
SIEMENS AG
Title:
Restructuring 23.140

Document for:
Discussion
from:

LAUMEN JOSEF 

to:

3GPP_TSG_T_WG2_SWG3@LIST.ETSI.FR

date:

Tuesday, 16 July 2002 19:33

subject:
Restructure 23.140 ?

Dear MMS'ers,

before I leave for vacation I would like to share some (rapporteur's) thoughts with You which I want to discuss in Velen.

I think we have done a real good job on creating a stable REL-5 version of the MMS specification, 23.140. Just, like always, there's room for improvements.

From time to time during REL-5 work we encountered the following:

1.) A new feature was planned but the initial CR only affected some of the relevant clauses. E.g. in the end the introduction of the "presistent storage" required not only the creation of a new clause 7.1.12 describing this feature and changes to the information elements in chapter 8. It also required changes to the clauses 7.1.x on MM submission, MM retrieval, etc.

2.) Often we run in cycles falling back into discussions on whether a certain functionality / service behaviour is implied with the presence of an information element in an MM. E.g. "priority". There's often again the discussion whether the "priority" field is only for the end user's perception (MMI issue) or whether its presence in an MM indicates a high-priority routing of that particular MM.

3.) Also it is not obvious from the specification that the MM1 stage 3 descriptions are to be found in WAP specs and that MM4 and MM7 stage 3 descriptions are part of 23.140. Also it is not obvious where the MM4 and MM7 stage 3 descriptions start.

4.) There's been some confusion about the VALUES of certain information elements when a message submitted over MM1 is forwarded, e.g. over MM7. The values of IEs might be changed by the MMS Relay from its MM1 value to its value on one of the other interfaces. This problem was more than obvious e.g. during discussions on the header mapping MM1 <-> MM7.

Therefore I propose to restructure 23.140 during REL-6 time frame.

Therefore, I would like to discuss the following approach:

a.) The "service behaviour" or functional definition of a feature should be described in a single section. Let's get rid of the redundancy where parts of e.g. persistent storage functionality are also described in sections entitled MM submission, MM retrieval, etc.

b.) There should be one dedicated section per feature. I.e. every section in the service behaviour part describes only a single feature. Let's not mix up many features' descriptions in one section.

c.) Let's make a clear seperation between stage 2 and stage 3 descriptions of the MMS service - for all interfaces. This could be e.g. splitting chapter 8 into two chapters, the first on stage 2 description (like the information element tables) and a new chapter on stage 3, transport protocol binding and PDU format. An alternative would be to split 23.140 into 2 specifications. The first spec would be on stage 2 and a second spec could than cover the stage 3 for all interfaces. (There could also be a separate stage 3 spec per interface, i.e. one for MM4, one for MM7, ...)

d.) The discussions on the purpose of a certain information element (whether a certain functionality / service behaviour is implied with it or not) could be closed once and for all if we'd classify the information elements into e.g. "end-to-end IE" and "service behaviour IE".

e.) That values of IEs might be changed by the MMS Relay from its MM1 value to its value on e.g. MM7 or MM4 could be reflected by a prefix indicating the reference point. I.e. "Sender Address" would become "MM1 Sender Address", "MM4 Sender Address", "MM7 Sender Address", respectively.

My objective is to increase the transparency and readability of 23.140 and to get rid of current ambiguities and redundancies (sometimes even contradictions) in the descriptions. I hope that You share my view.

Any comments and suggestions which help to move this topic further are more than welcome. Did You encounter additional problems with the specification ? Do You see room for further improvements ?

Lookig forward to a fruitful debate,

Josef Laumen

