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1. Overall Description:

CT4 thanks SA5 for the incoming LS on Enhancement on Charging Identifier Uniqueness Mechanism.

As specified by 3GPP TS 32.255, Charging ID generated by V-SMF needs to include additional information to avoid collision between PLMNs. Accordingly, String based Charging ID was specified on PCF and CHF interfaces from Rel-17. CT4 has discussed the possible solution to support String based Charging ID from Rel-17 on SMF interfaces. During the discussion CT4 has observed some possible issues in 3GPP TS 32.255.

Issue-1: Globally Uniqueness of charging ID cannot be ensured with a String Based Charging ID only including the VPLMN ID.

Although the V-SMF assigned Charging ID is unique within the V-SMF, there is a possibility that multiple V-SMFs from the same VPLMN may assign the same Charging ID, which will lead to Charging ID collision (between different PDU sessions) in VPLMN and HPLMN CDRs if only VPLMN ID is included in the String Based Charging ID. It is thus recommended that the String based Charging ID instead includes the SMF NF Instance ID which is globally unique. See the attached draft CR to 3GPP TS 29.571 with the CT4 proposed common data type definition of the String based Charging ID.

CT4 kindly ask SA5 to provide feedback on whether the common data type proposed in the attached draft CR is agreeable by SA5. If so, the common data type would have to be used by all SBI interfaces (SMF, PCF, CHF) for the new attributes carrying the String based Charging ID.

Issue-2: The charging ID handling for certain scenarios do not seem specified in TS 32.255, including:

· [bookmark: _Hlk119533642]Inter-PLMN mobility form HPLMN to VPLMM, i.e., V-SMF insertion
· Inter-PLMN mobility between R17 VPLMN and pre-R17 VPLMM for a HR PDU Session
· 5GS to EPS Mobility for a HR PDU Session with String based Charging ID assigned by R17 V-SMF
· EPS to 5GS mobility for a HR PDU Session with R17 H-SMF and R17 V-SMF

Without a clear definition of Charging ID handling for above scenarios, it is not possible to correctly specify the SMF SBI interface.

CT4 has discussed these scenarios and a possible solution relying on the following principles for Charging IDs handling:

· String based Charging ID support is negotiated between the V-SMF and H-SMF (whereby an SMF indicates support of String based Charging ID if the SMF, PCF and CHF all support the String based Charging ID)

· Rel-17 SMF, PCF and CHF shall support String Based Charging ID.

· For a HR PDU Session with Pre-R17 H-SMF (i.e. H-SMF not supporting String based Charging ID), then
· the Legacy Charging ID (as defined from Rel-15 onwards) is always used and reported in CDRs in VPLMNs and HPLMN.

· For a HR PDU Session with R17 H-SMF (i.e. H-SMF supporting String based Charging ID), then
· R17 V-SMF always report String based Charging ID in CDRs
· Pre-R17 V-SMF always report Legacy Charging ID with Uint32 value in CDRs
· R17 H-SMF always report BOTH Charging IDs in CDRs 
· Legacy Charging ID are always passed between V-SMFs, String based Charging IDs passed between R17 V-SMFs or R17 H-SMF/R17 V-SMF. 

NOTE:    This will require PCF/CHF interface on H-SMF to support both Charging IDs for one PDU session.

More detailed information can be found in the attached discussion paper.

CT4 kindly ask SA5 to clarify requirements for Charging ID handling for the missing scenarios, and to provide feedback on the possible solution outlined in this LS to allow CT4 to specify corresponding protocol extensions for the SMF interface for Rel-17.

2. Actions:
To SA WG 5.
ACTION: 	CT4 kindly ask SA5 to: 
· provide feedback on whether the common data type proposed in the draft CR for String based Charging ID is agreeable by SA5. 
· clarify requirements for Charging ID handling for the missing scenarios, and to provide feedback on the possible solution outlined in this LS, to allow CT4 to specify corresponding protocol extensions for the SMF interface for Rel-17.
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