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1. Background

In response to an SA2 request (LS in S2-022626/T2020842) to evolve MMS for IMS deferred delivery messaging, T2 indicated back about two possible scopes in this regard in an LS (S2-032131/T2-030335). One of the two scopes is about supporting SIP URI in MMS addressing. Consequently, SA2 requested T2 (LS in S2-0302634/T2-030391) to look for a means to provide support for SIP URI in MMS. An analysis has been carried out in Nokia about realizing the request. The following clause outlines the outcome of the analysis.

2. Analysis

Followings are the main identified approaches for evolving MMS for IMS deferred delivery messaging:


1. Interworking ( an MM, submitted using MMS to a SIP URI, is delivered to an MMS UA associated with the SIP URI. 

2. Gateway ( an MM, submitted using MMS to a SIP URI, is delivered using SIP to an MMS UA associated with the SIP URI

3. Protocol replacement ( an MM, submitted using SIP to a SIP URI, is delivered using SIP to an MMS UA associated with the SIP URI

Support for SIP URI in MMS can be achieved by either of the above-mentioned approaches. The approaches are listed in increasing order of complexity; specifically the last two approaches (where SIP is used as a transport) are involved with much more difficult and complex issues. Moreover, it was decided during the Rel-5 timeframe not to define an alternative solution for MM1. So, the last two approaches shall not be elaborated in this document.

Though the first approach seems less difficult and complex, it requires solution for the following potential issues:

· It is identified that SIP URI breaks the addressing syntax defined in the RFC 2822, which is the basis for not only addressing but also message structure for the OMA solution of MM1.

· It is not straightforward to express SIP URI as an address in SMTP [RFC 2821] either, which is the transport for MM4.

· SIP URI points to a SIP resource, and it starts with a scheme (“sip:” in this case). According to the definition of URI [RFC 2396], scheme is the method to access the pointed resource. The idea of using SIP URI in MMS addressing without using SIP as the access method remains questionable.

· There is specified scope of indicating different information (e.g. port number, transport) in terms of component and parameter in SIP URI [RFC 3261]. The information describes the way to access the pointed resource by using SIP. If SIP URI is used on top of the existing MMS routing and delivery mechanism, all the components, parameters, and their values would not be useful, and thus, short-listing the scope might be required for easier implementation.

· Address parsing and address resolution for SIP URI to be described, as present scope for the same in TS 23.140 is limited to MSISDN. It requires mapping a SIP URI to an MMS UA, and it is not easy to find a feasible location for hosting and maintaining the database for the same.

Having the possibility to indicate a SIP URI as recipient address while submitting an MM (as proposed by Ericsson in T2-040052) may appear simple, but it is not the complete solution due to the open issues identified above. 

The IMS-capable terminal supports both SIP URI and MSISDN for addressing [TS 22.340, TS 22.228, TS 23.228], thus allowing one common addressing mechanism between only MMS-capable terminal and only IMS-capable terminal. So, it is questionable how much we achieve by solving the above-mentioned open issues while at the same time introducing more complexities to both the MMS UA and MMS R/S.

As already pointed out, it is an SA2 request to T2 to define support for SIP URI in MMS. There is no stage 1 requirement for the work. Please note that IMS Messaging stage 1 [TS 22.340] only refers stage 1 of MMS [TS 22.140] for the “deferred delivery messaging”.

In summary, support for SIP URI in MMS addressing is neither that useful/simple nor required. Thus, it may not be a good idea to start working on the subject in T2 at this critical time.

3. Proposal

Nokia proposes to discuss on the outcome of the analysis presented in clause 2 above. It is also proposed to send a reply LS to SA2 based on the analysis, if required.

