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During the CAMEL phase 4 editors' meeting shortly before CN #15, several concerns were raised over the transfer of the IMEI and MS classmark information to the gsmSCF. This contribution attempts to answer those concerns.

1.
Q: Is the "IMEI" parameter functionally different from the "IMEI (with software version)" parameter?


A: Strictly speaking, yes: 23.003 distinguishes between them. In protocol terms, they are identical; 29.002 uses the same data type to transport both. The IMEI can be distinguished from the IMEI (with software version) by the fact that the last octet of the IMEI contains the value 11110000B, but the last octet of the IMEI (with software version) contains a TBCD encoding of the software version.

2.
Q: When "GPRS Class" and "MS Classmark" are in the same information flow table, should they be marked as "S" (Specific Conditions) and also "E" (or can both be available at the same time?).


A: Vodafone could accept having these information elements marked as "S, E". However the practical reality is that they will not be present at the same time, because an SGSN can only supply the GPRS MS class, and the MSC/VLR can only supply the MS classmark. The IF which includes both IEs is the ATI ack HLR -> gsmSCF, and the HLR will simply forward what it received from the SGSN or VLR in the PSI ack, which is why the GPRS MS class and MS classmark are indicated as "C" (shall be sent if available).

3.
Q: Can we rely on the software version being included with the IMEI?


A: GSM 04.08 for Release 97 (and by inheritance all later versions of GSM 04.08 and TS 24.008) has a mandatory requirement for the MS to return the IMEI with software version if the network asks for it.

4.
Q: Are IMEI, Classmark etc. only returned when requested by the gsmSCF? This needs to be clarified in the description of the IEs in ATI ack and PSI ack.


A: Yes, the serving node should send the information only when the HLR asks for it (and the HLR should ask the serving node only if the gsmSCF asks for it). A CR to 23.078 to provide the clarification is provided in N2-020338.

5.
Q: The new IEs seem to be missing from PSI ack from VLR to HLR and possibly also PSI between HLR and SGSN.


A: The delta for PSI ack in 23.078 does not show the new IEs, because they are included in the 23.018 CR (N2-020209). The PSI HLR -> SGSN in 23.078 is again a delta on what is defined in 23.018 (see N2-020205), and it does include the new information in what the HLR can request from the SGSN. For the PSI ack SGSN -> HLR, N2-020205 also covers the new IEs.

6.
Q: Which version of the CAP protocol and which version of the CAP specification should include the additional parameters to be transferred in the InitialDPSMS message for MO-SMS?


A: Vodafone's view on this is that since the new parameters have been added in a backward compatible way (after the ellipsis…), the enhanced message should continue to use version 3 of the protocol. On the issue of the version of the specification where the enhancement should be documented, we take the view that (based on the approach used with MAP), the "enhanced version 3" protocol should be documented in the version of the specification for the UMTS release in which the enhancement is introduced, i.e. in 29.078 version 5.x.y. This simplistic approach ignores the fact that version 4 of the CAP protocol is defined in 29.078 version 5.x.y for MT-SMS support, so it would be necessary to define in 29.078 v5.x.y both "enhanced version 3" of the protocol and version 4 of the protocol. This is not so daunting as it might seem: we would be (nearly) replicating only that part of the protocol which is specific to SMS handling. This approach does have the advantages that we would avoid having to introduce category B CRs to the Release 99 and Release 4 versions of 29.078, and that the protocol definition(s) for CAMEL phase 4 would be concentrated in the specification where one would expect to find them: 29.078 for Release 5.


If it is considered unacceptable to have two versions of the same application context documented in 29.078 for Release 5, we should seriously consider whether the least painful approach is to accept that for CAMEL phase 4, both MO-SMS and MT-SMS will use version 4 of the appropriate CAP application context.
