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1 Reason for Contribution

Document 0255 raises new objections to document 0180, which is the compromise CMF proposal.  This document responds to the objections in document 0255.

2 Summary of Contribution

Document 0180, especially in light of document 0218’s mechanism for allowing an MMS Relay/Server to reject undesirable content, is a workable compromise solution and should proceed.  The new objections detailed in 0255 apply equally to many current and long-agreed aspects of MMS and are thus an objection to all forms of content outside the Core Domain.  It does not make sense for these objections to be used against document 180.

3 Detailed Proposal

Document 0255 talks about “tarnishing of end users’ trust in OMA MMS”.  End users are generally happily unaware of OMA (or 3GPP/3GPP2 for that matter).  End users are normally aware of services offered by operators.  Thus, it is up to each operator to define services as the operator sees fit.  Standards bodies provide for interoperable functionality without dictating specifics of service definitions.

Document 0255 specifically lists two reasons:

1)
no end-to-end interoperability is guaranteed when using CMF for creation and submission.

2)
no 3GPP2-supported mechanism exists to give the user a clue whether he is composing and submitting an “interoperable message” (=belonging to the Core MM Content Domain) or a “message in the bottle” (=not belonging to the Core MM Content Domain).

In regard to point (1) above, the OMA MMS Conformance Document specifically says that end-to-end interoperability is only guaranteed within the Core Domain; yet the Conformance Document includes the Standards Domain, the Unclassified Domain, and the Content Domain.  All of these domains exist, and hence a conforming client is permitted to generate and send content which falls within any of these non-Core domains.  For example, a 3GPP operator may choose to allow its subscribers to forward (perhaps to edit and then forward) PSS SMIL content.  It is up to the operator deploying the MMS service to decide what content its subscribers may send and receive.  It is up to each operator to balance the competing desires for interoperability and enhanced features.  The responsibility of the standards bodies is to provide the operator with the tools to do so.

In regard to point (2) above, it bears no direct relationship to CMF.  Since OMA today has multiple domains, and since only one of these domains has guaranteed interoperability, the situation described in point (2) above already exists and will continue to exist regardless of CMF. An  operator is free to deploy preventative mechanisms if they see fit.  The operator may, for example, choose to deploy Creation Mode and to choose a value such as Restricted. The operator is equally free to choose to not deploy a Creation Mode but to impose other restrictions on their subscribers.  Note that while 3GPP operators must support Creation Mode, they are able to set Creation Mode to ‘free’,   It is not the responsibility of OMA to dictate to the operators how the user interface should operate.

Document 0255 also says:

This will lead to the situation where the MMS user, full of doubts, and tired of spending time and money to compose and send messages without never knowing if the receiver will get any recognizable piece of it, will not dare to use the MMS feature anymore.

We think it is MMSG’s duty to see that the OMA MMS feature does not get a reputation like “we never know when it works”.

Moreover, we believe that the OMA MMS feature reliability provided to the end users must be equally ensured whatever the MMS domain is (3GPP or 3GPP2). 

The assertion in the quoted text above is purely speculative without justification or support.  The fear expressed in the quoted text above applies regardless if CMF is used or not.  It applies to all non-Core Domain content.

Let us assume, for the sake of illustration, that the assumption is true.  If so, it describes a service which subscribers are scared to use.  Since we also assume that operators (both 3GPP and 3GPP2) are rational and are in business to offer a profitable service, no operator would deploy such a service.  Hence, there is no need for OMA to prohibit it.  Now, also for the sake of illustration, let us assume that the assumption is false.  In this case subscribers are willing to use the service.  OMA should not attempt to prohibit operators from offering a service.

Document 0255 goes on to say that the use of Creation Mode solves the problem it describes, and concludes with:

demands that Section 12 of MMS Conf Doc defining the creation modes now be also supported by the 3GPP2 domain, for the sake of end user trust in the OMA MMS reliability feature.   

The above requirement intrudes into an operator’s freedom to define its services and user interface as it sees fit.  Keep in mind that any 3GPP2 operator today is free to use Creation Mode if it chooses.  Despite document 0255’s assertion that Creation Modes are only applicable to the 3GPP domain, in reality Creation Modes are only required within the 3GPP domain.  3GPP2 operators are free to use Creation Mode or any other mechanism as they see fit (or no mechanism).  Obviously, operators have a strong desire to manage their relationship with their subscribers.  OMA should not attempt to impose itself in this relationship or dictate to an operator aspects of the user interface.

It should also be noted that the company which contributed document 0255 participated in the CMF Task Force which, with strong participation from 3GPP and 3GPP2 members, reached the consensus as expressed in document 180.  Despite this, this company has raised an earlier objection to CMF, which was addressed.  Now it has raised yet another objection.  The future of OMA depends on cooperation and compromise.  The formation and operation of the CMF task force, with wide bipartisan participation, is encouraging and shows that the group can indeed work together.  We need to keep in mind that the reason we are participating in OMA MMSG to create a broadly applicable interoperable MMS service which meets the needs of all OMA operators.

4 Intellectual Property Rights

Members and their Affiliates (collectively, "Members") agree to use their reasonable endeavours to inform timely the Open Mobile Alliance of Essential IPR as they become aware that the Essential IPR is related to the prepared or published Specification.  This obligation does not imply an obligation on Members to conduct IPR searches.  This duty is contained in the Open Mobile Alliance application form to which each Member's attention is drawn.  Members shall submit to the General Manager of Operations of OMA the IPR Statement and the IPR Licensing Declaration.  These forms are available from OMA or online at the OMA website at www.openmobilealliance.org.

5 Recommendation

Do not uphold the objection in document 0255.
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