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1 Reason for Contribution

The main reason for this contribution is to raise awareness to the OMA MMSG members regarding the rigidity and bad formatting of the OMA MMS Conformance Document V1.3 which may become a blocking factor in the future development of MMS. 
2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution highlights the problems spots in the MMS Conformance Document V1.3 and wants to drive a consensus on the analysis of the document. Once there is enough consensus, Motorola can drive an input paper to reformat the MMS Conformance Document so is easier to maintain and offers no road blocks to the growth of MMS.
3 Detailed Proposal

This is a copy of the content classes table from OMA MMS Conformance Document V1.3, produced here for reference only.(Table 1: MM Content Classes using media formats as per [TS26140])
	MM Content Class
	MM Content Domain
	Message Size (KB)
	PlainText
	Rich Text
	Image Resolution (pixels)
	Still Image
	Bitmap Graphics
	Vector Graphics
	Video
	Speech Audio
	Synth. Audio
	Audio
	PIM
	DRM
	Presentation

	Text
	Core 
	(30
	US-ASCII, UTF-8, UTF-16
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	MMS SMIL

	Image Basic
	
	(30
	
	
	≤160*120
	Baseline JPEG
	GIF87a, GIF89a, WBMP
	
	
	AMR-NB
	
	
	vCard 2.1 MIP, vCalendar 1.0 MIP
	
	

	Image Rich
	
	(100
	
	
	≤640*480
	
	
	
	
	
	SP-MIDI
	
	
	Full DRM 

(FL, CD, SD & Superdis.)
	

	Video Basic
	
	(100
	
	
	
	
	
	
	H.263 & AMR (.3GP)
	
	
	
	
	
	MMS SMIL with video support

	Video Rich
	
	(300
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mega-pixel
	
	see clause 7.1.11
	
	XHTML Mobile Profile
	≤1600*1200
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Content Basic
	Content
	(100
	
	XHTML Mobile Profile
	≤640*480
	
	
	
	N/A
	
	
	
	
	
	3GPP PSS6 SMIL

	Content Rich
	
	(600
	
	
	≤1600*1200
	
	
	SVG-Tiny
	H.263 & AMR (.3GP)
	
	
	Enhanced AAC+
	
	
	


The intent of this document is to discuss the current format of the MMS Conformance Document V1.3 and the problems that may start arising if this document remains in this format. The second point of this input paper is to start a discussion with MMSG about the process to improve the MMS Conformance Document. Will it be via a CR against the current MMS Conformance Document V1.3 or some other means such as launch of MMS 1.4 via new WID. Some companies come so strongly against MMS 1.4 that it makes it difficult for discussions. Motorola will propose that we (MMSG) take every input at it’s face value and not pre-judge that MMS is done after MMS 1.3 and thus no more inputs can be entertained for MMS 1.4.
This input document will explain the issues with aid of examples and pointing to specific areas in the OMA MMS Conformance Document V1.3. The intent of the document is not to list all the issues exhaustively but rather identify a few problem areas to make the case for improvements of the OMA MMS Conformance Document. In some cases these improvements can simply come by way of deletion or re-formatting some sections. So let’s go right into the issues.
First thing when you look at Table 1 (identifying content classes), the reader will see is “Text Class”.
Text Class:
Some basic questions that comes to mind about Text Class are:

So what is meant by “Text Class” that is bounded only by 30KB?
What are some of the implementations of “Text Class” in the market place?
Text is often measured in “Number of Characters” and not in Kilobytes, so then why the reference to Kilobytes?

What are some of the test cases to test “Text Class”? Has anyone in the industry claimed themselves to be text class compliant?

GSMA issued an “Integrated Messaging” client specifications for Phase 1A, in 2005. According to which an SMS message should be able to transition to MMS at “X” segments, where “X” is # SMS segments. This makes sense and was agreed by the major vendors and GSMA operators. 
Motorola questions the legitimacy of “Text Class” and thus any benefits it can offer to the MMS industry as a whole.
Are there are any issues removing the text class from the content classes?

Image Classes:

Now let’s look at the fragmentation in the Image Classes.

Image Basic it was ok at the launch of MMS but does it make sense to keep this class now?
What does this class offer? 
A message size of 30KB and an image resolution of 160x120.

Is there a camera phone in the industry that offers less than VGA Camera Lens?

Is there an MMS client on the market that can only handle a 160x120 resolution and not larger?

So an argument can be made to remove Image Basic as a class.

Now Look at the remaining Image Classes that are: Image Rich and Megapixel.

Consider you have a camera handset that has 1.3 Megapixel Camera but has MMS 1.2 client.

According to the MMS Conformance Document 1.2, the client cannot send a Megapixel images even if its under 300KB because it will violate the conformance document. So the client is always forced (often without notifying the user) to reduce the Image from Megapixel to VGA when sending via MMS.  This is what GCF certification is enforcing as well.
Now what advantage did the user get by purchasing a Megapixel phone when he or she could not transport MP images via MMS?
In this case the worst interoperability fear will be that the recipient client may not be able to handle the Megapixel image but that is why the content adaptation schemes have picked up in the market place. The content adaptation within Imaging is often referred to as minor adaptation. In addition a growing majority of the handset (which are 1.2 compliant) may even be able to handle the Megapixel image.

The point is that time has come or fast approaching that we should abolish, Image Rich as a class as well.

Now comes the Megapixel class. This class defines an image resolution (1600*1200) and XHTML Profile.

What is the problem with a fixed resolution? The camera lenses are advancing fast, 2 and 3 Megapixel camera phones have already penetrated the market place and the trend continues for yet higher Megapixel lenses.

So any 2 or 3 Megapixel camera phones will capture images in higher resolutions then 1600*1200 and the MMS clients associated with these camera handsets may have to do complicated tasks to reduce the resolutions down to 1600*1200, if they want to pass the GCF certification. On top of it the sender and receiver will be deprived of communicating higher resolution images via MMS, even though this could be reasonably easily achieved by existing content adaptation schemes.
Now tying the XHTML profile to Megapixel class. 

XHTML profile are trying to introduce text formatting into the MMS Clients. Can any sane mind tell me what is the logical tie up of a Megapixel resolution to a text that is Bold or underlined. I, for one, can’t put the two together in one classification.

Now look at the issues it can give rise to in the market place. A Megapixel phone (which is becoming a market push) is becoming a common theme in the market place but formatting of text has no significant market push behind it. So there will 1.2 or 1.3 clients that are associated with Megapixel handset but the associated MMS client did not plan supporting the Text Formatting functionality.

Now where will this handset/MMS Client be categorized according to the current content class definition? My bet will be that this phone will not be allotted the “Megapixel” classifications.  

Now the reverse of the above situation. Some vendors may develop the text formatting functionality but if they roll this functionality into non-Megapixel camera phone, what classification will this handset get in the market place? Will these clients be even be able to use their formatted text in any content class under creation mode restricted? I would not think so under the current definitions of the content classes.
This analysis can continue on to discuss the Content Basic and Content Rich class, which are only separated by message of 100KB and 300KB but for now let’s skip over this.
One last thing for the discussion is the message size increase to 600KB and it’s impact on the client functionality and the MMS Market place.

So take an example of a client who wants to support 600KB. This client may be an otherwise Video Rich capable device i.e. no Megapixel camera, no text formatting, no 3GPP SMIL.

This client now composes a message with VGA images that is 600KB, now which content class this message will qualify for?
It is definitely above the 300KB size that Image Rich has defined. Now, will GCF pass this test or fail it? But keep in mind the current market place with (minor adaptation) can very easily handle the 600KB message termination to a legacy handset of 300KB.
There will be many other such use cases that according that will make sense in the market place and the content adaptations will be easily able to handle them thus reducing interoperability issues but if we go by strict GCF rules, clients will be failing those test cases. In most cases, Vendors will be asked to customise their clients to this non-optimized user experience in the market place. This in Motorola’s opinion was not the intent of the MMS Conformance Document.
Conclusion:

The intent of this document is to raise awareness of the rigidity of the current format of MMS conformance document v1.3 and the issues it will bring to Market place rather than help contain the issues. Motorola will propose that we (OMA MMSG)  re-think the MMS conformance document and solicit input paper to improve the document in a way that it maintains it’s goal of promoting interoperability but allow the MMS to become simple for both user and vendors going forward.

Motorola is willing to drive such a contribution if there is no strong opposition to the intent. 
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

The recommendation is that the intent of this document is understood by OMA MMSG and the group is not tangled up in the words this document chose to explain the possible issues we may have in the MMS Conformance Document V1.3.
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