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Introduction

At the Singapore meeting of the Parlay group, the Content-based Charging workgroup had to discuss three proposals:

· The LS sent by TSG CN WG5 (Tdoc N5-000348),

· The Functional Description contributed by Siemens,

· The UML-based specification contributed by Ericsson.

The workgroup focused mainly on merging the three contributions. There was no time to discuss all method parameters in detail. We would like to continue the discussion at the Helsinki meeting of 3GPP.

We are well aware of the fact that in Helsinki there are again two competing UML models to discuss. We are confident that TSG CN WG5 will come up with a common model which combines the best of both worlds, and that in the future both Parlay and 3GPP will work on the same model.

This contribution is about parameters passed between the Parlay or OSA client (called the charging client below) and the Parlay Service or OSA service capability (called the charging service below). The proposal refers to the Parlay UML model, but the same considerations apply to the current OSA model, so we believe they will apply to a merged model as well.

Proposal

TpCHSParameterID “P_CHS_PARAM_RESULT”

The description says that a TpCHSParameter value with the id P_CHS_PARAM_RESULT represents the result of the service, where result probably means success or failure. But, when determining the tariff (as in createReservationReq()), the result of the service is typically not yet known. 

Nevertheless, the result should be known when the debit() operation is called, so it can be passed to that operation. We propose to pass the information about success or failure of a service as a volume information. The request engine might specify 100% as the delivered volume in case of successful service delivery, or simply release the reservation without doing any debit() in case the delivery failed. If a partial delivery can occur, something like 50% might be debited.

· We propose to omit the value P_CHS_PARAM_RESULT for TpCHSParameterID.

· We propose to define an additional value for TpUnitID:

Name
Description

P_CHS_UNIT_PERCENT
Percentage of service delivered so far

TpCHSParameterID “P_CHS_PARAM_QOS”

· We propose adding another id to TpCHSParameterID:

Name
Description

P_CHS_PARAM_QOS
Quality of service that the OSA or Parlay client provides for the customer currently being charged.

If the OSA or Parlay client has a means to specify the QoS to the charging server, the charging server may take this information into account when doing the rating.

TpCHSParameterSet

In a TpCHSParameterSet, TpCHSParameters with the id P_CHS_PARAM_ITEM and P_CHS_PARAM_SUBTYPE will not appear more than once. So, this type does not really need to be a set type.

· We would like to discuss if this data type could be a sequence. Eventually some elements are specified as optional.

We understand that in terms of extensibility and backward compatibility the set type has some advantages, but it is less handy to use than a sequence. We need to discuss this issue to decide if we focus on flexibility or on simplicity.

TpCHSAccess

· We propose to add another data type that specifies the capabilities of the device that is used to access the service:

TpCHSAccess

This type defines what bearer is employed by a customer to access the client application that requests the charging.

Name
Value
Description

P_CHS_ACCESS_UNSPECIFIED
0
The client application cannot specify how the customer accesses it

P_CHS_ACCESS_WAPBROWSER
1
The device is able to run a WAP browser.

P_CHS_ACCESS_WEBBROWSER
2
The device is able to run a Web browser.

P_CHS_ACCESS_SMS
3
The device can receive an send SMS messages.

P_CHS_ACCESS_VOICE
4
The device can answer phone calls.

P_CHS_ACCESS_RUNTIME
0x10000000-0xFFFFFFFF
The semantics are specified at runtime.

This information is useful for the Charging service (or Charging service capability) when performing an interactive authorization. Although interactive authorization of a payment is not in scope of this API, it may be required. To authorize the payment, the Payment Engine will ask the customer to explicitly confirm a payment or a reservation. The mechanisms to be used here highly depends on the terminal equipment available. It may be implemented by sending back and forth SMS messages, or by prompting the user with an voice announcement, or by pushing a page to the WAP browser.

· We propose to add a parameter access: in TpCHSAccess to all operations that possibly require interactive authorization.

These operations are:

· createReservationReq

· createRatingAndReservationReq

· debitUserReq

at the interface IpChargingManager.

We do not think that the debit() operation at the IpAmountReservation or IpRatingReservation interfaces will require interactive authorization, since they target on a previously reserved amount. The authorization shall be done during reservation rather than during the debit().
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