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0
Input for SA5 in Cork (2-5 April 2002)

The draft CDR elaborates the message tables and triggers as agreed in the Industrial meeting. Section 5 is more or less still on the status of that meeting, time was not sufficient. Outstanding is ASN.1.

I’m not able to come to Cork and wish you a successful and pleasant meeting.

1
Outcome of SA#15

· The MMS related CRs approved at SA#15 were examined at the Industrial Meeting, Berlin, 25 March 2002 for possible consequences on MMS CDRs. 

· TSG SA #15 accepted CR 32.235-001 (which had been agreed in SA5 some time before CPWP had looked to the CDRs). See Section 4 for an assessment. I updated the draft CR on CDRs on the basis of the resulting version 32.235-V4.1.0. for the Industrial Meeting.

2
Outcome of CPWP#5

At CPWP#5 I presented a status report on the MMS CDRs. It was agreed to try to make the MMS CDRs ‘waterproof’ until the SA plenary meeting in June 2002. On the particular issue of an exact definition of data volume, it was felt at CPWP#5 that this definition would be primarily a matter for T2, so that a liaison would be necessary.

CPWP#5 discussed the concept of volume class charging and the concept of event + linear charging. It was agreed to elaborate both possibilities in the BARG documents. 

Concerning streaming, it was felt that the concepts are not clear enough for a treatment in 32.235 R4.

4
Assessment of CR 32.235-001

-
Charge Information field: The CR improves the description of the Charge Information field in section 5.2. I suggest a further improvement, as it explains more the function of a reply MM that to define when exactly which type is recorded. 

-
Content Type field: The CR improves the description of the Content Type field in section 5.3. However, I think the description is not yet correct: 

My understanding is as follows: This field corresponds to the MMS information element "content type". It is reflected as a (MIME/STD11) header field in the concrete syntax of the corresponding MM4 and MM1 message. It indicates typically the multipart media type. It looks somehow like this:

     Content-Type: multipart/mixed; boundary="gc0pJq0M:08jU534c0p"

The body must then contain one or more body parts, each introduced by a boundary delimiter line, and the last one followed by a closing boundary delimiter line. After its boundary delimiter line, each body part then consists of a header (possibly empty) area, a blank line, and a body area. The header area of each body area may specify the type of the following body part. 

Another method would be to define a recursive structure.

5
Actions at the Industrial Meeting and later

· To check the CRs approved at SA#15

· To agree on the list of trigger events for generation of MMS CDRs

· To go step by step through the proposed CR on MMS CDRs and to agree in principle on updates

· To agree on the principles for the necessary corresponding CRs to 32.200 etc. (e.g., CDR type on ASN.1)

· To look at the LS from T2 in T2-020217

· To agree on a proceeding with open questions to T2

· To agree on a proceeding on definition of data volume. 

6
Issues of the Industrial Meeting

· It was explained that the messages in stage 2 are ‘logical’ messages and could, e.g., for signalling efficiency purpose, be combined; for example, MM1_notification.RES could be combined with MM1_retrieve.REQ. 

· It is not clear in which cases the MMS Recipient User Agent is requested to acknowledge successful retrieval of an MM with an MM1_acknowledgement.REQ message (maybe the signalling protocols offer a possibility). Stage 2 contains the sentence 

“After receiving the MM1_retrieve.RES, the recipient MMS User Agent shall send an MM1_acknowledgement.REQ to the corresponding MMS Relay/Server, if requested by the MMS Relay/Server.”

It was however argued that for charging purposes it might be important to diagnose in the recipient MMS R/S that an MM has been successfully received by the MMS Recipient User Agent. It was agreed that participants should ask their T2 Colleagues to require (if necessary by use of a corresponding change to 23.140):

· to foresee a signalling means for the recipient MMS R/S to request the recipient MMS User Agent to send an MM1_acknowledgement.REQ after successful retrieval of an MM, or 

· to generally request in the Specifications that the recipient MMS User Agent sends an MM1_acknowledgement.REQ after successful retrieval of an MM.  

· Case of missing MM4 reference point: There was a longer discussion how to proceed when the originator and recipient MMS R/S are the same so that no MM4 reference point exists. But it was analysed that then the CDRs from MM1 generate all necessary information.

· Access correlation: It was argued that in some implementations, this information may not be available, so that the presence condition ‘OM’ might not be appropriate. It was agreed that interested parties should draft an independent CR. The fact that I introduced the field in some new CDRs does not mean that I want the field. 

· Message type: As a split of CDRs is now proposed, there is in most cases no more need for the field.

· Status code: The values given in ASN.1 seem debatable.

· Content type: It was agreed to define the ASN.1 as a set or sequence of length 1 of elements specifying each a content type, so that for Rel4, just the top level is recorder, but in future the structure can be expanded.

· Duration of transmission: It was argued that this field is certainly not relevant in the CDR produced at submission, and that it might only be relevant in recipient MMS R/S CDRs when streaming is applied. However, it was concluded that interested parties should make their proposals independently from the CR under consideration.

· Duration of storage: This was agreed to be unnecessary information, as it can be derived from other information. 

· Message size/data volume: The exact definition should be the matter of an independent CR. It was concluded that the expertise what the data volume should be is mostly with T2; however, there is no need to give a definition in stage 2 (indeed, stage 2 knows the message size as a field of MM1_notification.REQ, however specifying that it is ‘the approximate size of the MM’ – this because the MM might be subject to adaptation at the recipient side. The CR on data volume should follow the Siemens proposal and should be generated during next SA5 (Cork) by the companies represented in the Industrial Meeting. The draft CR should be sent to T2 asking for improvements if necessary. At the SA5 meeting in Sophia Antipolis, the final CR should be approved.

· MMSOF-CDR: This CDR was proposed to be generated when the MM4_forward.RES has been received or reception of the MM4_forward.RES has been abandoned. 
It was discussed whether to replace the CDR by 2 CDRs, one when the MM4_forward.REQ is sent and one when the MM4_forward.RES is received. It was also explained that the time between MM4_forward.REQ and MM4_forward.RES could be rather long, for example several hours or more. Due to that latter fact the additional split is performed in the CR.

· It was proposed furthermore to record whether an acknowledgement by MM4_forward.RES was requested in the MM4_forward.REQ. However, sending of MM4_forward.REQ is specified to be mandatory: 

“The recipient MMS Relay/Server shall respond with a MM4_forward.RES ...” , see stage 2 section 8.4.1.1

even if there is an optional field Acknowledgement Request in MM4_forward.REQ. This is strange. 

· CDR Acronyms: It was requested that the acronyms of CDRs should be logical and at the same time not too long.

· Mandatory, conditional and optional fields: It was reported that some fields have weaker presence conditions in stage 2 than in 32.235. This is not necessarily incorrect but should be examined. Example: Originator address is mandatory in the CDRs, but the corresponding field Sender address is optional in the MM1_forward.REQ.

7 Further observations during the elaboration of the new CR version

· MM4_forward.RES and multiple recipients: MM4_forward.RES contains the field Request Status Code. As there may be multiple recipients, there might be a different status for each recipient. This could be expressed by sending several MM4_forward.RES messages. However, MM4_forward.RES doesn’t allow to specify recipients. This is unclear. I kept the field Recipients address list in the O4FRs-CDR.

· Addresses in forwarded MM: I understand that in MM4_forward.REQ, the field Sender address specifies the originator User Agent of the original MM, whereas the field Forwarded_by specifies the User Agent(s)
 that forwarded the MM. The concept of multiple forwarding User Agents seems vague. Nevertheless, I followed the same approach in the relevant CDRs.

· With some exceptions the CDRs and Stage 2 messages should often have the same fields. The following list compares the fields of the now called Originator MM1 Submission CDR and the MM1_forward.REQ. I added those fields to the CDR that were missing but may be relevant for charging.

CDR Field
Cat
Stage 2 Field
Cat

Record Type
M



Originator MMS Relay/Server Address
M



Message ID
M



Reply Message ID
C
Reply-Charging-ID
O

Originator address
M
Sender address
O

Recipients address list
M
Recipient address
M

Access Correlation
OM



Content type
M
Content type
M

Message size
M



Message class
M
Message class
O

Charge Information
C



Submission Time
M
Date and time
O

Time of Expiry
OC
Time of Expiry
O

Earliest Time Of Delivery
OC
Earliest delivery time
O

Duration Of Transmission 
OM



Delivery Type
OM



Delivery Report Requested  
M
Delivery report
O

Reply Charging
O
Reply-Charging
O

Reply Deadline
O
Reply-Deadline
O

Reply-Charging-Size
O
Reply-Charging-Size
O

Priority
O
Priority
O

Sender visibility
O
Sender visibility
O

Read reply
O
Read reply
O

Status Code
OM



Sequence Number
OM



Time Stamp
OM



Record extensions
OC





Subject
O



Content
O

8
Remarks to Stage 2

· 23.140 mentions in section B.2.3 a MM4_forward_report.REQ and MM4_forward_report.RES. It is unclear what is meant.

Annex: Timetable

SA5:

2-5 April, Cork SA5 plenary

8-10 April, Berlin, SA5 ad hoc on IMS

15-17 May, SA5 ad hoc on MMS and IMS, Sophia Antipolis

20-24 May, SA5 plenary, Sophia Antipolis

T2: 

29 April – 4 May: SWG3 #11, Seattle: Finalisation on MM7

13-17 May: T2 plenary #17, Vancouver

� Stage 2 explicitly allows several





