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T2M99101 - Agenda
T2M99105 - Draft stage 2 specification as produced in Korea.  

The chairman briefly reviewed this first draft produced at the last meeting.

Siemens questioned how MMs would be transferred between different network operators as the document does not, so far, explain this.  It was suggested that figure 2 could be amended to include another relay.

DoCoMo asked if it was mandatory to have an  MMS server?  The chairman explained that MMS server and MMS relay could be the same device.  Is it necessary to make standardised interface between server and relay?  Certainly if the two are separate then it would be necessary but this is something that should be discussed further.

Lucent - How is a client addressed?  This could be by a variety of addressing mechanisms and it would be the role of the MMS server to map the target address to one that is appropriate to the client environment.

BT asked which MMS terminal should be addressed?  A user can only access MMS with one terminal at a time and therefore the capabilities of that particular device needs to be known by the server before MMS delivery can take place.  Logica commented that there did not appear to be anything in Fig 2 that would be able to do this function.  Sonera explained that it was perceived that the Relay function would perform this.

Logica further questioned about the need to be able to identify when a subscriber becomes active – this is an additional element to the subscription database.  Siemens explained that there should be standardised interfaces that allow an application to know this information.

T2M99102  Mannesmann comments on stage 2

Motorola questioned whether encryption needs to mentioned as it is possibly an application layer function.

Siemens – HLR/VLR interaction is purely a GSM thing and the information provided by these entities should be furnished via service capability functions so there is no need to mention these specific elements.  

Capability negotiation should not only be based upon static information stored in a database but should include a dynamic part as the capabilities of the user client device vary.  Motorola explained that the profile may only need to contain default parameters and that capabilities may need to be also negotiated continuously as conditions change.

Ericsson stated that an MMS application may not be able to be accessed from all access point as it needs completely different application.  BT replied that with internet access to MMS then this is not a problem.  Siemens explained that there needs to be a minimum procedures defined for accessing MMS.  Logica replied that it may be ok to say, yes lets use internet standards but this does not help when access is via 2G; there needs to be more.

Bosch questioned the need to have acknowledgements transmitted in all cases – this should be optional.  Mannesmann explained that the paper is not referring to end-to-end notification but between elements.

T2M99103 Mannesmann view on MMS

Motorola  questioned why MAP and CAP should be the mechanisms of choice as it would exclude, for example, internet based services.  Additionally,  the ability to perform streaming should not be discounted.  WAP capability negotiation is performed by  CC/PP in addition to WDP/WTP.  Personalisation may be performed by WAP but also must reference the VHE user profile.  It was suggested that after the requirements have been analysed, the use of CC/PP for capability negotiation should be considered.

Ericsson questioned whether SMS should be the only mechanism for sending notifications.  MMS should allow the possibility of WAP mechanisms to send notifications.  Also stated that SMTP may have problems with addressing and the use of MSISDN.  Others stated that this problem can be overcome and solutions already exist today.

One2One asked whether it is possible, while a user has assigned a particular address, he can control the actual destination of a message i.e. to a particular terminal.  Siemens stated that the user profile could control this function.

Motorola asked whether IMAP 4 should be defined as the preferred protocol for accessing the MMS server.  Ericsson stated that, according the discussions in the stage 1 adhoc, that protocols are outside the scope of standardisation.  Motorola and Logica further stated that a standard protocol is an absolute requirement.  

Siemens was worried that IMAP was possibly too heavyweight.  Nokia was of the opinion that much of IMAP4 may be unnecessary and that WAP protocols may be sufficient.  Mannesmann agreed that IMAP was very sophisticated, and that we need to further analyse the requirements in order to identify the most appropriate protocol.  In conclusion, the protocol could be IMAP or possibly a enhanced version of IMAP in order to meet requirements of MMS. 

DoCoMo questioned how the WAP gateway may gain access to user profile information.  This may be possible with the use of UAPROF as it can contain URLs to profile web page.  Telia questioned whether there was any security associated with this mechanism – nobody knew the answer.  

T2M99104  Bosch paper on MMSE interfaces.

Mannesmann questioned whether the media conversion was in the network or the terminal.  It was clarified that that it may reside in either.  

Motorola pointed out that paper raises the issue that it is difficult to proceed with stage 2 until stage 1 is finalised, i.e. whether the approach should be simply defining service capabilities and not that of  specifying architectures and protocols.

Siemens asked whether there was a need to have a relay to relay interface.    

Motorola pointed out there may not be a need to have a foreign MMS relay if the ‘home’ MMS server is addressable via IP, i.e. when the roaming user can establish an IP connection directly via the roaming network e.g. via an SGSN in GPRS.

Siemens proposed that an LS should be sent to VHE/OSA outlining what information is required by MMS and requesting whether existing SCFs can cover MMS requirements  for release 99.

It was questioned how for example, an email address gets translated to an MSISDN for delivery of an MM.  Bosch stated that will be performed in the relay function.

T2M99107 Bosch paper on new structure of the MMS stage2

T2M99109 Bosch – Proposed new structure of MMS stage 2

This proposal provides a framework for inputs into the stage 2 description.  Delegates were asked not to look too much at the detail but more on the structure as a way forward for the specification development.

Siemens queried the reason for having the need for Media Formats described in chapter seven.  Bosch replied that they were not sure what should go in this section – it is just an example, indeed the whole section might not be needed.

Siemens requested that a way should be found to provide a simple subset of features that could be achieved for release 99.

Ericsson asked whether performance needs to be considered within the specification – this could be done in the media format sections.

Motorola asked whether it was possible to for a user to connect to a server without a relay function intervention.  This is possible if you consider that the relay is an integral part of the server.  It is conceivable that an operator could provided MMS without regard to the 3GPP specifications by, for example, the user dialling directly into a server.  The fear was expressed that if MMS is too complex, then operators may choose not to implement it.  T-Mobil supported the idea that MMS should be simple as possible.

Sony maintained that there is a need to define at least  a logical architecture and the various elements contained therein. 

The chairman proposed that the new format specification be adopted to form a baseline for the stage 2.  Nobody objected to this and it was agreed to try and produce a stage 2 specification for presentation to the T plenary.

T-Mobil requested that the fixed network part of Fig 2 be removed as that could be represented entirely by the internet.

The new baseline stage 2 document will be sent out as T2M99110
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