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Introduction

As editor, I have prepared this new draft of TS 32.205 based on discussion and agreements at SA5#18 and SA5#19. The changes and open issues are described below.

Summary of Changes Made in TS 32.205 v1.0.1

· Application of the CR (S5-010121) agreed at SA5#18 (Versailles) to correct the ASN.1 object identifier used to identify the Circuit CDR ASN.1 module. The SystemType had already been added in the previous draft. However, the SystemType type definition was actually included in the ASN.1 module, rather than imported from 32.215 as was stated in S5-010121. Is this correct?
· Update of the definitions, acronyms, and symbols to remove non-circuit specific definitions. The ones removed are either available in TS 32.200, TS 21.905, or are not applicable. Where an acronym was unused in the document, it has been removed outright.

· Corrections to the ASN.1 module

· Imports from MAP ASN.1 modules were inconsistent with respect to the version of 09.02 which was referenced. (Both versions 2 and 6 of the ASN.1 modules were referenced. Because these modules are inter-dependent, 32.205 must be made consistent. All imports from ASN.1 modules in TS 09.02 now refer to “version 6” of those modules. Should we now refer to “version 7” of these modules in the latest version of 29.002?
· The module identifiers used in the import statements from MAP ASN.1 modules were inconsistent: both gsmNetworkId(1) and gsm-Network(1) are used; both modules(3) and moduleId(3) were used. Because the source modules (from the MAP specifications) use gsm-Network(1) and modules(3), I have aligned on these.

· Typographical errors which cause compilation errors have been fixed. All other changes to the ASN.1 module are “tracked”. The typographical changes have not been tracked.

· Proposed resolutions to some of the technical issues below. These are described in the text below highlighted in yellow. 

Technical Issues in the Release 4 Draft

The earlier draft TS 32.205-100 included editorial notes regarding several open technical issues. These are listed below. Where no resolution is available at the end of this meeting, CRs to address these are solicited.

1. CAMEL parameters were added in a way that backward compatibility for CAMEL2 application has been achieved. We must check if CAMEL2 is required in Release 99 CAMEL standards. If not, then the backward compatibility is no issues and we can use a more well-formed CDR encoding.

2. Update of CDRs to support the MS Network Capabilities parameter (where this used, rather than MS Classmark).

Where the MS Classmark parameter has been included, I have added MS Network Capability. I propose that both parameters are conditional. MS Classmark must be included when supplied by the mobile. Where MS Network Capability is applicable instead, this must be included.
3. For radio channel-related and speech coding-related parameters, updated the GSM parameter to AMR parameters for 3G. (In analogy to HSCSD for GSM, it is necessary to specify parameters, or new CDR types, for CS connections >64kb in UMTS—i.e. more than on CN channel.)

4. Is the IMEI parameter relevant to 3G.

IMEI appears to apply to 3G, based on TS 23.003-400. I have removed the earlier editorial note and have marked IMEI as applicable to 3G. In addition, IMEISV (IMEI with Software Version) is also supported in TS 23.003. Should this be an option in the CDRs as well?
5. Update of the incoming and outgoing trunk parameters, where appropriate, to reflect the use of ATM connections in 3G rather than trunks.

6. For the MTC CDR: We need to identify the parameters that are not present if the terminating MSC fails to set up the radio connection (MS not reachable, call forwarding conditional, ...), as part of the presence condition for those parameters.

7. For MTC CDR: Are there cases where the GMSC produces a MTC record (instead of or in addition to the incoming gateway record)?

8. For the Roaming Call Attempt, Outgoing Gateway Call Attempt, Incoming Gateway Call Attempt, and Transit Call Attempt: This will not work with optimal routing because the GMSC is not involved if OR is applied.

9. For the Roaming Call Attempt, Outgoing Gateway Call Attempt, Incoming Gateway Call Attempt, and Transit Call Attempt: Is the basic service code applicable in this CDR type?  ASN.1 says it is optional anyway! (this is also contradictory in the MOC CDR).

For the CDRs listed above, my own belief is that the basic service code is not applicable, but this needs to be discussed. I have made no changes at this time.

With respect to the MOC CDR, I believe that this is left as optional due to the MOC call forwarding attempt. The table for that indicates that the Basic Service code may not always be available, e.g. for call forward unconditional. Hence I recommend that we make no change to the MOC CDR ASN.1.
10. In the Location Update (VLR) record, is “registration” the correct term for a MS using IMSI attach and not TMSI+old location? This effects the description for the “old location” field.

11. In the Location Update (HLR) record, it is noted that the ASN.1 for old location and new location fields is incorrect.

This correction has been made, by adding a new type “Visited-Location-Info” to be used for the old location and new location fields in this record. The new type includes an MSC number and a VLR number (a new type was added for this as well).
12. For the SMS-MO interworking record: need to add note that an SMS-MO CDR is also generated where the interworking MSC is also the originating MSC. For the SMS-MT Gateway record, a note should be added that where the GMSC is also the terminating MSC, an SMS-MT record will also be generated.

Done
13. For the SMS-MO interworking record and SMS-MT gateway record, it is noted that System Type is not know to the G/W MSC. 

It appears that for these records no correction is required. However, the ASN.1 for the Gateway and Transit Call CDRs needs to be corrected (for the same reason). The tables describing those records correctly do not include SystemType, but the corresponding ASN.1 definitions do. I have removed the SystemType parameter from the ASN.1 definitions for the Incoming Gateway CDR, Outgoing Gateway CDR, and the Transit Call CDR.
14. In the Terminating CAMEL interrogation call attempt record, it is stated that “The record is generated in the GMSC/gsmSSF carrying out the terminating CAMEL call handling” (see introductory text above).  Is it possible for this GMSC/gsmSSF to know the System Type, e.g. when it is identical to the terminating MSC?  If so, is the System Type relevant in this CDR type?  I expect if the GMSC/gsmSSF = terminating MSC we would also get a MTC record which includes the System Type.

My view is that where the terminating MSC and GMSC are the same, the MTC record is the one which should report the System Type. Hence I changed the ASN.1 for the Terminating CAMEL interrogation call attempt record to match the table, which does not include SystemType.
15. In Section 5.6, “Calling/Called/Connected/Translated Number”: For both the translated number and connected number fields, the document states that the parameter is not included where the value is identical to the called number. Alternatively, should the field be allowed to be included, with the value set to the called number?

I would support this change, provided that it is an option (not mandatory) to include translated number and connected number when the value is the same as the called number. No change has been made to the document pending discussion of this point.
