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1 Reason for Contribution

Work Item #61 for Messaging Interworking has been approved the Technical Plenary #6 in Berlin.   There are active discussions on use cases leading to the development of a full-fledged Requirements Document.  This contribution describes two additional use cases for interworking between Voice Mail and MMS (VM-MMS), focused on the network economic advantages of establishing interworking between these two very popular messaging services, in a way that is largely seamless to the user.  The revised version of the contribution responds to some of the comments received since the time the contribution was first introduced.
2 Summary of Contribution

The two additional VM-MMS use cases described are:

· VM Delivery via MMS – Congestion on MMS Retrieval

· VM Submission to MMS

The first use case elaborates on the benefits of VM delivery by way of packet communication employed in MMS.  The case of network congestion is used to better illustrate the economic benefits related to impact on network capacity planning, though these benefits are just as applicable at times when the network is not congested.
The second use case is voice-mail submission, as opposed to retrieval (delivery).  It is separately discussed because the underlying requirements are unique, and deemed to be more complex.

Both use cases contain the full description, including Flows (Normal and Alternate), Actor Specific Benefits, as well as Operational and Quality of Experience Requirements.
Three comments made since the contribution was first introduced should be briefly addressed directly:

· Comment 1:  Network congestion is a marginal case;

Benefits of interworking exist with or without hitting network congestion.  A network that implements MMS-VM interworking will be able to handle more traffic than the one that does not, all else being equal.   This directly benefits network operator, as one of the actors, and indirectly other actors (users).  This indirect benefit is best illustrated for the case of network congestion, since the benefit becomes immediately apparent.  But without congestion, the benefit also exists for other actors, since it enables the operator to offer more cost effective communication services to the public.

· Comment 2:  If network is congested for voice, it will also be congested for packet data;

While in a simplistic sense this is true, if we study the problem a little deeper, a few things become apparent.   The effect of congestion of real time services such as voice calls is increased blocking incidence, and hence reduction of volume of communication that is directly user impacting.  The effect of congestion on packet data is increased delay for all packet traffic.  The network handles a mix of traffic of higher and lower degrees of delay tolerance.  The low-delay traffic will be impacted least, while the delay tolerant traffic will be impacted most (delay will be increased more substantially).  In the case we are considering, the voice message delivery has some delay tolerance, which can be controlled.  Thus the negative user impact is minimized, and certainly improved in comparison to the case of voice messages being blocked, if traditional voice mail is used for the submission and delivery.
· Comment 3:  Use case description is delving into too much detail that is more appropriate for an architecture document or for the detailed solution;

Network operator is a very important actor in the use cases, thus the need to describe the use cases from other than just the end user prospective.  Some detail of description is required by the use case template.  To avoid an impression of attempting to pre-ordain a solution, a note is added to the flows stating that the intent of the flow is not to prescribe a solution.  The text should be retained unless and until a proposal is brought forth to modify any specific part of it, or until the group can perform the editorial review of the entire document.  
3 Detailed Proposal

It is proposed for OMA MWG to consider incorporation of these use cases into the Requirements Document for Messaging Interworking.  The full text of these use cases is in an attachment to the contribution, shown as added text to the use cases that had been available in the February 2004 OMA meeting in Beverly Hills.

It is conceivable that some aspects of these use cases overlap with the mentioned draft.  From that perspective, it may be OK to combine the use cases, if it does not require excessive amount of work, and as long as the unique aspects of the newly proposed use cases are not lost.  These key aspects are the economic benefits mentioned above, and the user behaviour largely unaltered relative to the current use of the very popular Voice Mail service.


In answering one of the issues brought up since the contribution was introduced, two points are worth making:
· Traditional voice mail will still exist for a long time, to handle messages originating in the PSTN and from devices that don’t have the capability to interwork.
· Considering potential technical issues in implementing some aspects of the second of the two use cases, it may be prudent to defer them to the second phase of the project.  That decision should be made in the Stage 2/3 development process, upon examining a full set of requirements.
· Rather than being indecisive and hand the use case over to the MMS group, we should consider the use case in the interworking context and concentrate on the requirements development, which eventually may be handled by the MMS group.
4 Intellectual Property Rights Considerations

Not known

5 Recommendation

Review and adopt these use cases.
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