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Background

In SA5#27 (April 2002, cork, Ireland) Orange had proposed in S5-024029 to use the FTP protocol as an option for offline charging.  The proposal was completely rejected with no support for this proposal.  As summarized in the SWGB chair report to the plenary (S5-024001):

“…It was discussed whether a potential vote should be prepared for SA5#28 if Orange was to provide the above detailed contribution and the group would not reach a consensus.  However, due to the very limited support of the whole concept by the other SWG-B members, Orange eventually announced that they do not wish to pursue this issue further in Release 5.”

Yet, Orange had resubmitted contribution S5-024326 to SA5#30 requesting that this issue is reconsidered.  The arguments made in the revised proposal are purely quantitative in nature without the support of further technical analysis or data.   In addition, the proposal timing is such that it is made attached to a critical stage 3 document delivery deadline without providing needed Stage 2 requirements. 

Providing Stage 3 specifications of protocol alternatives without properly relating it to the charging architecture can lead to serious misinterpretations and to improper implementations of the interfaces.  The consequences of such hasty rush in the introduction of Stage 3 specifications are undesirable, particularly for vendors that would be faced with higher development costs of interfaces, procedures, testing, maintenance, hardware, and more.   Such added cost should be avoided at all times and particularly in the current environment.

Technical Problem:

When sending Accounting Request (ACR) command with charging information, the client expects an ACA (Accounting Answer) from the server (i.e., the CCF).  If this information is written first into a log file the communication between the client and server may be interpreted (e.g., the client does not receive an ACA. Under such circumstances, it may then re-send the ACR as a possible duplicate). Such potential issues have not been discussed and therefore if included would contain non-acceptable errors.  This operation may be inconsistent with the base protocol.  It needs to be clarified first before further decisions are made regarding the acceptance or rejection of this option.

Additional Problems:

1. Diameter is designed for handling large number of accounting messages with high reliability.  If properly implemented, it should not require any additional “backup” protocols nor should it require persistent storage from the call processing nodes.

2. No such requirements exist for GPRS.  It would make more sense to discuss the need for “backup” protocols first for GPRS since it is already being deployed.  Current data from GPRS experience should be used to analyze if optional backups are deemed necessary.

3. Providing proper analysis of the need for alternatives should precede hasty specifications of requirements.

4. Most of the operators that voiced support for the “FTP option” do not have the intention to deploy commercial IMS network operation for at least a year (or two, or more…).  Hence, it is absolutely premature to reach hasty conclusions regarding protocol implementations that may lead to substantial unjustified cost to the industry.

5. It is fairly easy to add the requirements for FTP protocol implementations in the future, if it is warranted.

6. If alternate protocols or procedures for handling charging data are specified at this juncture, it could no longer be removed even though the “perceived need” for this protocol is turned to be wrong.  On the other hand, avoiding alternatives in Release 5 prevents undesired future consequences.

7. The proposed text to be added into TS 32.225 is very vague and ambiguous. It can easily be misinterpreted.

The balance of risk-benefit is clearly heavily tilted towards taking a cautious approach which is much more prudent in view of the current state of the industry and the deployment time scale.  there is no urgent need to make quick and hasty decisions on this issue, while both the problem and the proposed solution are not well defined.

Recommendation:

To leave Orange proposal (S5-024326) for further study until the need for an alternative solution is made clear (through analysis, data and implementation experience from GPRS, and experience with Diameter when developed).  

In any case, Stage 2 requirements that lay out the architecture implication is required prior to any Stage 3 discussions.
