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Introduction:

In the LS from TSG GERAN (GP-011964) ‘LS on charging in the IMS (TR 22.941)’ the group seeks clarification from S1, whether or not the IMS framework document (TR 22.941) includes a particular kind of Operator charging requirement, namely 

“to charge dependent on the service (specifically, on the restriction on the adaptation schemes; e.g., Header Removal) requested by the end user”. 

Discussion:

Siemens believes, that TR 22.941 definitely requires the ability to charge dependent on the service requested by the user. However we also believe, that the sentence in the brackets:

“ specifically, on the restriction on the adaptation schemes; e.g., Header Removal “

is a different issue, which should not create different charges to the user. 

(Note, that the term “Header Removal” refers to a particular technique to optimise IP-traffic over the air-interface whereby for certain codec types the headers of IP packets are omitted)

The reasons for this opinion are:

1. A user does not feel any difference of the service (e.g. speech) whether this kind of optimisation is in use or not. If, on the other hand, a service like speech would be charged differently when delivered over an optimised air- interface and the user uses a different terminal  (or roams in a different network) that does not support this feature, it could not easily be explained to the user, why suddenly the same service is charged differently.

2. The IMS, as a principle, is considered “access independent”, that is, it should not depend on the employed access methods and certain optimisations therein.

Proposal:

Siemens proposes a response to the LS along the lines:

TR 22.941 definitely requires the ability to charge dependent on the service requested by the user.

However, the text in TSG-GERAN’s LS suggests particular IMS charging requirements on the restriction on the adaptation schemes; e.g., Header Removal.

S1 does not see a requirement to charge differently for e.g., Header Removal, since

(a) From a user’s perspective there is no difference in experiencing the service and

(b) The IMS, as a principle, is considered “access independent”.
