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1. Overall Description:

CT3 thanks SA1 for their reply to the SCUDIF charging questions. CT3 has considered in particular the answer: "SA1 would also like CT3 to support the possibility to allow the user A to accept a network B initiated upgrade and consequently to be charged. In case CT3 considers adding this case significantly too complex to be supported, the indicated minimum case is acceptable." CT3 notes that the proposed CR to the SA1 requirements indicates that solutions to provide flexible charging mechanisms is desired. However CT3 is concerned that the flexible charging schemes could cause an unknown charging situation as far as the user is concerned unless further signalling support is developed. The current signalling solution only provides for the user that accepts the NI upgrade to be charged. It is understood that the changes proposed to the SA1 requirements allow the alternative charging mechanism that the user that initiated the first MuMe call will always be charged regardless of the side that performs the Network Initiated Upgrade. The following problem can then be foreseen:

ChargeMech1 (CM1) = user who initiated first MuMe call gets charged for all subsequent NI upgrades

ChargeMech2 (CM2) = user who accepts NI upgrade gets charged.

User A has CM1, User B has CM2

User B starts the MuMe call and then the Call drops to speech and then later NI upgrade is offered to A. A assumes that he can accept the NI upgrade and wont get charged because he didnt start the call (that's his defined charging) but User B doesnt expect to get charged because he didnt get the NI upgrade. So who gets charged ?

This cannot be solved by operator agreements as the users dont know this, nor who the operator is of the caller they are calling and should know who will be charged before they accept the upgrade..i.e. in real time. In CT3 there is a proposed solution that signals the NI upgrade between users but does not solve this issue. In order to solve this we would need to indicate to each user when offered the upgrade if they will be charged for the call.

This solution would seem rather complex to resolve in Rel6 and thus CT3 asks further guidance from SA1 and SA5 if the issue should be solved.

2. Actions:

To SA1, SA5 group.

ACTION: 
CT3 asks SA1 and SA5 group to consider this case and indicate if the intended charging flexibility included resolving such issues.
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