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This document is intended to summarise the discussion on the MMS Draft Stage 1 Specification 22.140 v0.1.0 which was presented to SA1 after the TSGT2#4 meeting. The statements presented within this document were mainly copied directly from the various E-Mails, however not all were captured but those which found to be significant to provide an impression of the major topics.

Presentation at TSG_SA_WG1 Meeting in Quebeck 

Due to lack of time the content of TS 22.140 was not addressed at all. However, just mentioning the name "Multimedia Message" raised a debate on whether or not this feature should be standardised. The S1 chairman stopped this  discussion and noted the document. It is now to be discussed within S1_MM mailing list during the summer. The document will be discussed again within the next SA1 plenary which is scheduled to September, 27th - October 1st. It was suggested to have an MMS AdHoc within this meeting.

Discussion on S1_MM List

From a general point of view there were two major criticisms :-

· the document is not in line with the general service principles specified in 22.101

· the document is to technical (looks more like a Stage 2 )

More specific the discussion went though the following topics:-

· new Services in UMTS

· MMS mandatory 

· MMS protocols

· Definition of MMS

New Services in UMTS

The MMS was mentioned to be the first new service in UMTS.  So it was stated  that the MMS must confirm the requirements specified in 22.101 Section 4.2 and Section 6 (e.g. UMTS shall therefore standardise service capabilities and not the services themselves. Service capabilities consist of bearers defined by QoS parameters and the mechanisms needed to realise services.) The current version of 22.140 was felt in contradiction to these basic service principles of UMTS as it proposes a 2G solution to a 3G service. Another comment was made whether or not such services can or cannot be supported based upon the service capabilities defined in the VHE stage 1 specification. If it is proved that they cannot then either  these capabilities must be extended or if this proves unsatisfactory then a formal standardised approach must be conciddered. Within this light a “Toolkit approach” was proposed meaning to build the MMS on top of the current available toolkits which are Camel/SAT/MExE. A corrected version of 22.140 was proposed aiming to incorporate the VHE principles, however also with not much support.

Another view was given as if applications that perform similar tasks produced by different manufacturers are to interwork then at least the communications protocol and the information coding scheme to be used must be specified. So the Stage 1 MM document should describe how the service should work. The implementation of the service may or may not use MExE and other toolkits. From that it was pronounced that the MMS Stage 1 must make clear and specific user requirements.

MMS mandatory 

The discussion upon mandate MMS or not was initiated by a comment that SMS was an agreed mandatory service and is in most networks the next most significant contribution to revenue. For 3GPP T2 have agreed to provide SMS functionality through MMS and at the same time take the opportunity to enhance SMS by adding features and removing restrictions. It was raised that such changes can only further encourage the growth of SMS traffic but only provided SMS provision under the MMS umbrella is mandatory. Concerning the use of Toolkits unfortunatly the implication here is that e.g. MExE is to be used for MMS it would seem that a Java and WAP environment is also required to be mandatory. Further it was highlighted that in order for MMS to be successful the groundwork must be laid for every terminal to support MMS. If the toolkit approach is adopted then MEXE at least have to be made mandatory. Then this might result in an operator having to make one version of MMS per MEXE classmark which would mean 2 versions at present, and if more then one toolkit is to be considered (e.g. also SAT) it will become even more. Further comments on that shows that there are concerns for making MExE mandatory. 

An interesting contribution to this discussion was that instead of trying to use the already existing toolkits for such an important service as MMS, a new toolkit could be developed especially when already existing toolkits hardly seem appropriate. Actually the different tools could correspond to the API related to the messaging Service Capability Features of VHE.

MMS protocols

The question related to this discussion topic was:-

 “Why do we need to consider the task of defining a new 3GPP protocol for MM messaging?” It was mentioned that developing a UMTS-only standard, the rest of the (internet/software) world will develop something else, leaving the UMTS-only standard behind”  (Just look at the difference that currently exists between SMS and e-mail today). In order for MMS to be successful it is not the protocols which are essential *towards the terminal* but the capability of the terminal to handle the protocol.  This means fundamentally that either the protocol has to be standardised so that basic capability can be installed, or MEXE has to be available such that any protocol can be used. One way out might be for 3GPP to specify an example protocol which is mandatory for mobiles which do not have MEXE.

Another comment says that it seems to be agreed that if applications from different vendors are to communicate with each other then a protocol is required. Simply saying use toolkits does not achieve this unless the protocol is part of the toolkit. It is true that in 3G we would like to standardise as little as possible but only as far as it makes sense.

There was the general feeling that there are existent protocols which are sufficient to support MMS. One comment summarises this by highlighting   the interworking between operators and also with existing MM messaging systems in the IP world, where it seems to be the best way to use existing protocols and if there will be really a need for mobile-specific add-on to these protocols the relevant groups (e.g. W3C "Mobile access working group") should be informed to incorporate this requirements in their standards.

Definition of MMS

Throughout the discussion it becomes clear that there was no common understanding of the definition of the MMS and further the distinction between MMS and (Internet)E-Mail.

One definition was proposed that the MMS should enable non realtime transmission for different types of media. One message could contain several elements of one or more media types. Each element could be handled independent so that different delivery mechanisms should be possible for different elements within one message, e.g. Text only elements are directly delivered to the users terminal (SMS like), Video is stored at the server until some external devices for the terminal become available and the user will explicitly request this element and a desktop element is automatically forwarded to the home and/or office account. The user should have the possibility to configure this handling upon his personal preferences (other handling criteria could be the element size). In any case, the user should be informed of the server action. Further there should be not distinguishing between the message itself and a possible attachment.

Summary

In summary so far there is no consensus at all however, it was required to enhance the current stage 1 document to identify the MMS requirements form a users point of view together with respect to the 3G approach for defining and designing new services.

If a UMTS specific MMS service will be standardised, it must be ensured that this UMTS specific service allow  interworking between different service providers/network operators, mobile manufactures and also allow interworking with existing MM messaging system in the IP world.

