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1 Reason for Contribution

This contribution raises technical concerns with regard to OMA-MMSG-2005-0031R01-Size-of-Megapixel-MM. 
The #0031R01 CR proposes to support:
· In creation, two messages sizes (300K and 600K) for the MM Content Class Megapixel.

· In presentation and retrieval, support of 600K for MM Content Class Megapixel and Content Rich.

2 Summary of Contribution
The contribution lists concerns raised by some operators with regard CR OMA-MMSG-2005-0031R01-Size-of-Megapixel-MM CR. And proposes to postpone its approval until the resolution of these concerns or a wider consensus is reached on Megapixel message size.

3 Detailed Proposal

Background.

The introduction of 600K-message size in the person-to-person MM service will introduce challenges for the MM Service, which needs to be evaluated.

Scenario:

· Network A supports 600K, network B supports 300K

· User in network A sends a 600K message to a user in network B.
Interworking between networks - Options:

1/ Do not send the message. 

    This option is against any interoperability principle.

2/ Send a URL (as in legacy service). 

   This option is against any interoperability principle.

3/ Perform content adaptation in the recipient network.

   This penalizes operators that want to stay in 300K. It is not possible to force operators to accept this option.

4/ Perform content adaptation in the originator network. 

   This option brings new interoperability challenges. Needs to be investigated.

5/ Agree to increase message size by consensus among all the operators. 

   This is a way forward for the whole industry. It ensures a high level of end-to-end interoperability.

This contribution underlines the technical challenges introduced by option (4) as options (1), (2) and (3) seem not to be possible for obvious reasons. Option (5) is still possible, but perhaps difficult to achieve within the time frame of MMS 1.3.

Assumptions: 
In this evaluation the following assumptions were considered:   

· Some network operators will not support MMs of 600K in the person-to-person messaging service for MMS 1.3

· The interworking agreement between networks sets the message size that each network is prepared to accept via MM4 interface. 

· If the recipient network does not support a message size of 600K, then it is responsibility of the originator network to provide content adaptation from 600K to 300K.

· Content adaptation from 600K to 300K is necessary in order to ensure end-to-end interoperability. Otherwise, we will face a potential market fragmentation and interoperability problems. 
Base on these assumptions, we have identified the following challenges:

1/ Interworking between networks.

In the Originator Network.

· The originator network should check what message size is supported by the recipient network prior to forward MMs of 600K via MM4. This will ensure that the recipient network does support the message size. Nowadays, standards do not support this behaviour. Evaluation is needed.
· If the destination network does not support 600K, then content adaptation from 600K to 300K is needed. Content adaptation prior to forward an MM is not considered in the current MMSC implementations. This content adaptation is an extra cost that the originator network needs to assume. This new behaviour needs to be assessed. 

· If a MMSC broker is used as a hub for message distribution towards other networks. Who should perform the content adaptation, the broker or the originator network? Evaluation is needed.
· The extra cost of adapting content in the originator network is clearly not justified by improving the quality of the forwarded message. Potentially, the recipient network will need to adapt the message again, in order to meet the capabilities of the recipient terminal. These duplication of the content adaptation needs to be evaluated. 

Consistency in the first content adaptation across different network operators needs to be guaranteed, as this will lead to a successful second content adaptation. 

In particular:

· What criteria will be followed by the originator network to provide content adaptation to a MM, which contains a 600K video message or DRM content?. Evaluation is needed.
· Will any parameters be removed from the MM during the first content adaptation that may be needed for a second content adaptation? It needs to be evaluated.
· What does happen if the originator MMS Client indicates that content adaptation is not allowed in a MM of 600K and the destination network only supports 300K?. How the recipient network can influence in the decision taken by the originator network? Evaluation is needed.
· What profile will the originator network use to adapt the message from 600K to 300K? At that point in time the originator network does not know the capabilities of the recipient terminal. So, is necessary to define some kind of baseline profile? Evaluation is needed.
· Do we need to define some quality parameters with regards to the content adaptation performed in the originator network?. Evaluation is needed.
In the Recipient Network.

· Currently, the recipient network has the possibility to provide an URL pointing to the original MM, as an alternative to deliver the message. In this case the recipient network doesn’t have the original MM to perform content adaptation. What is the impact of this? Evaluation is needed.
· Do we need to verify the quality of the content adaptation performed by the originator network? This might be needed, as at this point the recipient network is responsible for the quality of the messages provided to the user. Evaluation is needed.
2/ Migration process from 300K to 600K.

· If a network - that only supports 300K - decides to migrate to 600K. How this migration process will be handled? Evaluation is needed.
· A network that decides to adopt 600K will be penalised by the support of content adaptation on its own network. As long as there are some networks that do not support 600K message size, the content adaptation in the originator network needs to be supported. This will represent an extra cost to those operators that decide to move towards message sizes of 600K. Network operators need to evaluate this concern.
3/ MMS Client – evaluation of minimum message capability.

· What evaluation has been done with regards to the transcoding quality of MMs from 600K to 30K or from 600K to 300K and then to 30K. Some operators have a large proportion of its customer-base with terminals that support MMs of 30K only. Evaluation is needed.
4 Intellectual Property Rights

None.

5 Recommendation

Assuming that option (5) “consensus among network operators..” cannot be achieved at this moment, we recommend: 

· That the approval of the CR OMA-MMSG-2005-0031R01-Size-of-Megapixel-MM should be place on hold until the resolution of the technical challenges indicated in this contribution. 

· To keep Megapixel Content Class message size to 300K until a wider consensus is reached among network mobile operators.
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