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8
Charging Management

8.1
Charging Plenary

S5-131109
CH Agenda and Time Plan





Source: CH SWG Chair

Discussion:
 The agenda keeps being REVISED, and S5-131109r4 was agreed
Decision: 
The document was revised to S5-131441.


S5-131441
CH Agenda and Time Plan





Source: CH SWG Chair

(Replaces S5-131109)

Discussion:
 None
Decision: 
The document was approved.

S5-131110
CH Detailed Report from LAST Meeting





Source: CH SWG Chair

Discussion:
 None
Decision: 
The document was approved.


S5-131111
CH Executive Report from THIS Meeting





Source: CH SWG Chair

Discussion:
 None
Decision: 
The document will be submitted.
S5-131112
CH Detailed Report from THIS Meeting





Source: CH SWG Chair

Discussion: None

Decision: 
The document will be submitted.


S5-131145
LS on transit IOI exchange over ISC interface





Source: C1-131748

Discussion: Chair: Received during the previous meeting




Go to DP 218 from Ericsson
Decision: 

The document was postponed.
S5-131218
DP Use of Inter Operator Identifiers with Application Servers





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: E// presented: new section IMS arch for AS (compared to previous meeting) 
Decision: 

The document was noted.

S5-131345
Discussion paper on Usage of Transit-IOI on ISC and Mz interfaces





Source: NSN

Discussion: r1 presented by NSN




Chair: indication delegate from DT would support this view, status on network usage could be used for 



e.g end-user to play specific announcement, IMS expert online charging DT would like this info to be 




available




Orange: both E// and NSN are right. Transit IOI should be optional. For AS over ISC, in case of 3rd party 



to be kept as a Home Operator Info, but would need to be available to AS to not rely on S-CSCF.




Ericsson: if the need is AS CDR, no meaning without orig/term 




Orange: orig/term and transit 




ALU: set of IOI on Netw side




Ericsson: no the question is about transit-IOI on ISC, CT1 does not say about term/origin on network side




ALU: no ISC mentioned in the LS




Ericsson: it is our job to define Transit IOI on ISC




NSN: exchanged of term/original already defined, set of netw orig/term and ioi type3 also are already 




passed on ISC




Orange: could ask to CT1 if type 1 already available, clarify with GSMA about transit IOI on ISC




Ericsson: inter-network when 3rd party




Orange: when multiple AS, req should be clarified




NSN: one AS make decision based on received on IOI: depending on content on transit-IOI could 




     need special behaviour end-user per DT.




Orange: in case 3rd party, we should not send info




NSN: LS to CT1 and also GSMA for asking clarifications.




Ericsson: 24.229 clearly states term/orig are not transferred but replaced




Chair suggested to continue offline




Orange: CT1 LS transit fct and Ericsson discussion paper says this case is different than ISC’s one




Ericsson: 5.4.3.2 and 5.4.3.3 in 24.229




ALU: transit IOI to be questioned to GSMA




Ericsson: transit networks will be asked to GSMA




ALU: which IMS fct in CT1?




Ericsson: transit functions




ALU: if transit fct => always assumes transit IOI or is it for us to require this?




Ericsson: I believe yes transit network => transit IOI

Decision: 
The document was noted.

S5-131219
LS on Clarification of transit IOI exchange over ISC interface





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: None
Decision: 
The document was postponed.


S5-131347
Reply LS to CT1 on Clarification of transit IOI exchange over ISC interface





Source: NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 
The document was postponed.

S5-131393
LS  to GSMA SOLU on transit IOI exchange over ISC interface





Source: Orange

Discussion: Discussion on the need to have the set of IOI related to incoming leg S-CSCF conveyed towards AS.




 Ericsson: no requirement exists. Concerns on general concept, incomplete solution.




NSN: if filter criteria contains CCF address the IMS node must generate ACR for the CDR generation
Decision: 

The document was agreed.

S5-131146
LS from CT3 to SA5 on on Indication of NNI Routeing scenarios in SIP requests





Source: C3-130876

Discussion: NSN: may be scenario where IBCF connected to PSTN through IPX, ioi suggested as the one of 





elements for the solution. Not clear if through SIP signalling.




Ericsson: don’t understand




NSN: Is IOI sufficient when received in Node or should it be in SIP signalling




Ericsson: It’s not about specify requirement on IOI




NSN: no clear requirement at the moment




Chair: Our next meeting is after CT3: next time will be too late if we postpone, whenever we have an 




issue could be brought at the mega-meeting (study finalized in Dec).
Decision: 
The document was noted.


S5-131147
Reply LS from GSMA to SA1 (cc SA5) on Response LS to 3GP SA1 on CSFB charging





Source: GSMA RCPG

Discussion: Huawei: we expect SA1 to postpone this LS




Chair: SA1 join session at the mega-meeting?




Ericsson: need to work or only decide?




Chair: we are in copy; no urgent request but we should be involved in further proceeding. If we have 




critical issue, we have to present our interest




Chair: 2 choices





  - we ack SA1 is finalising the view and note this LS




        - in case critical we can note but ask to work with SA1 before SA1 liaise to GSMA




Huawei: we should wait for SA1 (new scenario inter-PLMN)

Decision: 
The document was noted.


S5-131148
LS from GSMA to SA5 on Population of the destination address in VoLTE related charging information





Source: GSMA RCPG

Discussion: Orange: question requested-party-address only available when different from called party




Ericsson:  different between dialled and normalized




ALU: same understanding




NSN: in almost all cases the same. Information from requested-URI




NSN: should be transparent to the end-user.  Calling from US to Germany same whatever we are in US.




Ericsson: very complicated to do this




Chair: inform GSMA about our view (called-party-address from request-URI and not SIP route header)




Orange: SIP Route header only for routing not charging




Ericsson: his is for user chargin , network charging  is ioi.




Orange: correct field, but second question should be based on route destination
Decision: 

The document was replied to in S5-131364.


S5-131364
Reply to LS from GSMA to SA5 on Population of the destination address in VoLTE related 





charging information





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: None
Decision: 
The document was agreed.

S5-131149
LS from CT4 to SA5 on Progress of the TR 29.809 on Diameter Overload Control Mechanisms





Source: C4-131066

Discussion: Chair: official version was available after our last meeting, should we open?




Ericsson: no too old




Chair: input from us is already included
Decision: 
The document was noted.


S5-131185
LS from SA2 to SA5 on CSG related PCC requirements





Source: S2-132923

Discussion: NSN: conflict with our charging characteristics.




Ericsson: no charging characteristics in A.1.3.3 . CSG-information on Gy interface




NSN: CSG as part of specific location information (change of charging conditions), conflict between 




administrative chch setting and PCC provided




Ericsson: PCC information overrides charging characteristics




Ericsson: I cannot find statements on chch. 




NSN: refers to bullet Change of charging condition in the SGSN, and table 5.1 could be configured by 



chch




Chair: is it needed to reply to SA2 on this?




Ericsson: SA2 does not know Charging Characteristics




NSN: ok you are right I have no concrete example from Operators. I can ask DT about this.




Orange: how can we fixed this conflict?




Ericsson: chch is specific to Operators, for controlling their network




Ericsson: why missing description.




NSN: specified trigger conditions, one possible way to control by chch




Orange: we do no more use chch, too complicated. It was used before but no more.




NSN: was introduced by DT, hot topic were the flexibility on operator configuration, an it was a way to 



introduce other criteria without 
introducing new descriptions.




Chair: We are in cc: and can react on reply to CT3
Decision: 

The document was noted.


S5-131186
LS from OMA ARC to SA5 on Request for information about activities relating to application 




driven quality of service available on an end user connection





Source: OMA ARC WG

Discussion: Chair: We can continue by S5-131236
Decision: 

The document was noted.

S5-131236
Reply LS from CT3 cc SA5 on  Request for information about activities relating to application 




driven quality of service available on an end user connection





Source: C3-131148

Discussion: Chair: From the overall view there is a new interface in discussion between the AF and PCC logic (CT3 



is responsible). Do we have a requirement that has an impact on the charging framework? There is a 




reference in the LS to charging, and I see a link with charging per bearer on providing Qos.




Ericsson: Not necessarily bearer, bearer is not mentioned. It means session.




NSN: My view that if operator wants to provide specific resources then it means specific QoS, BW etc.     



then the operator will require knowing about volume.




Ericsson: This is done via PCC rules




NSN: Yes, What I want to point out is that IP-CAN bearer charging is still required.




Ericsson: That is not correct and this is not a support of that issue. That is out of line.




NSN: Ok, that was my assumption




Orange: OMA mention QoS but it is not just QoS information. I may just be a specific BW. Having a 




specific QoS does not mean that the service would have a dedicated bearer.




Ericsson: Agreed. Multiple services may request the same QoS and would have the same bearer. That 




separation is fundamental.




NSN: Question - If you have a specific IP-CAN session with a specific BW, you have only the 






information that this BW is requested for this service. You assume that the BW was provided but you do 



not know 
what data volume was used. Therefore you can only state that for a certain time the BW was 



allocated.




Ericsson: Two ways, from the application domain you get an indication if the resource allocation was 




successful and you can also get information about how many bytes were used. In the charging domain, 



there was PCC rule, which will have its own rating group and charging Id. This information is adequately 



provided.




NSN: If the end user requests a high quality service but it was not provided,  the quality was not 





guaranteed during the period I used the service. How can the operator trust this information from the end 



user if the operator does not have this information?




Ericsson: I don’t believe that is true. We have specifications that make this information available. It 




seems to me that you are using this LS to argue against the CHIPS WI. There is no new information that 



we do not already know from Rx.




NSN: We would like to take this into account in CHIPS discussion. I wanted this LS to be discussed to 



see if we will have future requirements which may impact our current approach to charging. If the group 



does not see any new requirements that we should take into account, then ok.




Chair: I would like to complete this discussion. If we do not see a need to reply to this LS. We have an 



existing solution that can meet these requirements.
Decision: 
The document was noted.

S5-131187
LS from SA2 to SA5 on P4C-F assumptions and status of the work





Source: S2-133080

Discussion: Orange: we can note this LS and wait for BBF




Ericsson: last LS we received from BBF has a nb of items they did not confirmed (Gyd/ are ffs). What we 



do about that. Last time the LS was sent before WID were approved, and now the TR is finished




Chair: status between SA2, SA5 and BBF not aligned.




Ericsson: otherwise BBF will specify different things 




Chair: if BBF confirms the assumption, do we expect BBF will work on this?




Ericsson: different LSs exchanges, not enough to trigger response from BBF




Ericsson: long list of open points from BBF




Orange: already expressed 3GPP going too fast, and we should wait for BBF input.




Chair: we should not exclude




Orange: is it a pb whether BBF does not confirm assumptions. SA2 are not charging experts. 




Chair: framework for WLAN, in case BBF, we may have 2 AAA-based solution. 23.402 3GPP AAA 




section definition of this AAA




Ericsson: WLAN: 2 different aspects interworking scenario and mobile charging. no response is needed 



for this




Orange: interworking should not be separate from convergent.




Ericsson: do not agree. Out of the scope of the study (itw: no charging information from BBF, in 





convergent charging information from BBF domain)




Ericsson: Orange was involved at SA2 level




Orange: are we expecting BBF to confirm our assumptions?




ALU: depend on the level of assumptions (this one more critical as architecture level assumptions)




Chair: for this one I think we have to wait for BBF answer
Decision: 
The document was noted.


S5-131188
Reply LS from SA2 to SA5 on PCC for convergence (P4C-F)





Source: S2-133079

Discussion: Orange: assumes up to SA5 to address this (OCS). SA2 does not take into account inter-PLMN 




Chair: Work task with SA2




Ericsson: wait for the 3 WID to be specified




Chair: work progress will improve assumptions we have today




Ericsson: what are we expecting as architecture change?




Orange: e.g PCRF to select TDF/PCEF and charging triggers in HPLMN and AAA charging triggers.




Ericsson: BBF only supports AAA triggers and HPLMN does not support. How is this addressed for 




TDF-based or PCEF-based in VPLMN?




Ericsson: are we prepared today to respond to this?




Chair: could have a join session




Orange: wait normative work to progress




Ericsson: biggest concern about the triggering




Chair: HPLMN providing may not have information for the others way...
Decision: 
The document was replied to in S5-131365.

S5-131365
Reply to Reply LS from SA2 to SA5 on PCC for convergence (P4C-F)





Source: Orange

Discussion: Ericsson: (on original draft) there is no difference between this situation and the generic LBO situation.
Decision: 
The document was approved.

S5-131201
Reply LS from CT1 to SA5 on providing access network information for charging





Source: C1-133548

Discussion: Orange: CT1 is suggesting that the same solution is used for the charging information as for the location 



 information. We need to wait as they have sent an LS to SA2.




Chair: Question to SA2 is to use the same mechanism as above




Orange: No answer expected from SA5. Not completely defined in CT3.




Chair: Come back to this issue when we receive an answer from SA2 who will be in charge of selecting 



the final suitable solution
Decision: 
The document was noted.


S5-131202
LS from CT4 to SA5 on Parameter Format of AgeOfLocationInformation





Source: C4-131544

Discussion: Chair: Response in relation to SA5 question on age of location information (S5-130698)




Ericsson: Can we look at the CT3 document (S5-131237) before discussing as it is the same issue? 




Chair: Agreed




Ericsson: There are a number of things in the CR that CT3 submitted based on the LS from SA5. What 



has been done is in some cases we use the timestamp but in others the age of location information is used 



instead of timestamp. My preference is to use timestamp everywhere. Age of location is used on some 




older interfaces.




Chair: from a functional perspective it makes no sense to have age of location information without any 



reference to when this was started.Makes more sense to have the age in the timestamp of the user location 



to give a single point of reference




Ericsson: Agreed




Chair: Another point is do we have a reference message (source) in which the information can be copied 



into the charging function?




Ericsson: Tied to Netloc.




Chair: Group preference is to add the timestamp of user location to the charging events. Active companies 



are invited to bring CRs.




Ericsson: What is the scope of this? Original scope was netloc, which means IMS but what about PS?




Ericsson: Second CR is just a mirror




Chair: We have this information available on the Gx interface and therefore have it in the packet core




Ericsson: Not necessarily true. We have everything to fix the IMS layer but the question is do we also 




want to fix the PS layer




Orange: Is this for GTP?




Ericsson: No, concerned more about PMIP




Chair: Companies that are active on Netloc are invited to submit CRs. Take into account the issue in that 



does it make sense to include it in PS charging. The group support the timestamp-based approach.




Ericsson: We should inform CT1 that we chose the timestamp version.




Chair: Yes, can be sent during the next meeting when we get agreement on the CRs.

Decision: 
The document was noted.


S5-131237
Reply LS from CT3 to SA5 on support for user location age or timestamp





Source: C3-131316

Discussion: See discussion of S5-131202
Decision: 
The document was noted.



S5-131300
Discussion paper on Charging aspects for Network Sharing - GWCN MOCN





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: Chair: Thank you for this large amount of work to analyse this request




Ericsson: At the beginning of the document, in your first example, I noticed you mention that the CDR 



need to contain PLMN ID1 which is the selected sharing partner. Do the CDRs contain PLMN ID x?




ALU: via the cell ID




Ericsson: Ok




Ericsson: Excellent analysis




HUAWEI: I agree about the question for SA2. In the architecture picture in section 3, ALU proposed two 



architectures but they have the common problem. I am confused about the location of the OCS.




ALU: That (OCS) is only for the P-GW, this is not shared




Chair: No further comments.
Decision: 
The document was noted.



S5-131312
LS to SA2 on Charging aspects for Network Sharing (MOCN GWCN)





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: Ericsson: Why do we need to do anything for the “exception”?




ALU: There is a section in the discussion paper dedicated to this, in that case the serving network 





captured has to be different.




Ericsson: Direct this question to CT4




Chair: Yes




Ericsson: For CT4 to validate their support for this requirement and how it is handled in the protocol

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131380.

S5-131380
LS to SA2 on Charging aspects for Network Sharing (MOCN GWCN)





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

(Replaces S5-131312)

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.
S5-131313
Discussion paper on 'Support for E.164 representation of the other party identity ' request from GSMA





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: Chair: The consequence of the paper is that we make a requirement for the provision of the parameter, 



stronger than it currently is.




ALU: I am not asking to change our specifications. What I was not sure of was the Oc




Chair: Could also be Om




Ericsson: What aren’t you sure about, it is Oc




ALU: Yes. Was wondering if it could be Om




Chair: The difference is depending on the availability of the interface, in the Om case we must provide a 



default. For Oc we can skip that parameters if the interface does not provide a value.




Ericsson: What we are saying is if you want this to happen you must mandate it in the VoLTE profile and 



there must be a trust relationship between the operators




ALU: Yes




Ericsson: Do we need to say anything about the trust relationship? Part of that would be not delivering the 



number to the terminating user if requested.




Chair: It’s a little out of the charging framework




Ericsson: Everything she has analysed is about what IMS is doing, how much was charging domain. We 



did CT1s job (
Decision: 

The document was noted.


S5-131316
LS to GSMA RCPG on Support for E.164 representation of the other party identity





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: Ericsson: Seems to be inconsistent. In the paragraph above the bullets. 




We do not ask for feedback in the Actions. If we do not need it, remove that statement

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131381.

S5-131381
LS to GSMA RCPG on Support for E.164 representation of the other party identity





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

(Replaces S5-131316)

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.

8.2
New Charging Work Item proposals

S5-131170
Discussion paper on EPC Charging continuty





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Discussion: Already presented during the CHIPS conf call
Decision: 
The document was noted.

S5-131299
Discussion paper on Discontinuing IPCAN bearer Charging -  Consequences





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, NSN, Vodafone

Discussion: Chair: If there are no questions. We will note this document. 
Decision: 
The document was noted.

S5-131180
WI Charging per IP-CAN Session





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: Huawei: For clarification, with regards to the Rel-12 SA5 support session based charging and make 




bearer level charging optional or just have session level charging replace bearer level charging?




Ericsson: There are operators that want to keep bearer level charging. For other operators that want to 




change to session level charging this proposed how that can be done safely in a live deployment. Provide 



guidance on how to make such a change.




Huawei: So in R12 support for two charging types, session and bearer level.




NSN: Why do you require this way forward and not allow operators with existing deployments to 





continue with bearer level charging and make session level charging optional?




Ericsson: To be consistent with PCC architecture




ALU: I think it is not sufficient argument to just state making it compliant with PCC architecture. Please 



clarify why such a requirement implies making IP-Can session charging mandatory.




Ericsson: It is obvious to me as PCC will be session level based. That is why we took this approach.




Huawei: How would the OCS distinguish?




Ericsson: I believe this would be part of the work to be done.




NSN: A comment in regards to the number of Diameter sessions maintained. The argument at the last 




meeting was a performance issue, if you reduce the number of Diameter sessions you increase the number 



of Diameter interactions.Whenever you change a session condition.




Orange: I do not understand the performance issue you are raising. What supplementary messages would 



we have?




NSN: Any condition change for the end user must be updated.Less Diameter sessions but more Diameter 



interactions.




Orange: Are you thinking of event triggers? These are required in both sessions




ALU: My understanding of backward compatibility is that there will be a need to keep a categorisation 



per QoS within the IPCAN session and this is the reason why there may be the same number of updates 



per QCI on event triggers. That is why I am concerned about how the new IP-CAN session can be 





handled. I am not sure we will not have the same amount of signalling. We need to have some high level 



view on what the solution will look like.




Ericsson: This is intended to handle QoS issues. E.g. from Orange, a location change will only be sent 




once in the session case, rather than N times in the bearer case. QoS is something to be worked out.What 



do you mean by laying out the solution before we do it. What form would that take?




ALU: I already expressed this statement. I am not sure we can provide how the solution will work and so 



before moving to IP-CAN session the solution would need to be studied.




Ericsson: You are proposing we produce a technical report. Is that what you mean?




ALU: Yes




Ericsson: Outline all the changes before we make them and use them as a vehicle for discussion.




ALU: I would suggest that we still continue with the current IP-CAN bearer for R12 and define IP-CAN 



session as optional. In parallel have a study item to study the replacement.




DT: Would prefer the current solution not as an option for reasons of backward compatibility and have 



IP-CAN session charging as an additional option. That for us is real backward compatibly.




Orange: Our position is to consider the IP-CAN session as the mandatory approach.




DT: You do not have to make it mandatory




Orange: Last time we discussed this it was postponed as we had to check internally. Have you have some 



feedback about the specific cases?




DT: No




Orange: Just to add about the signalling. Triggers are defined at MSCC level, its not at bearer level or 




session level. So we can still define these messages at MSCC level and therefore have the same number 



or less messages.




Ericsson:  Can we open the other discussion documents before continuing the discussion.




Chair: I already showed the detailed comments. NSN are concerned for operators that have existing   




bearer based deployments. We are proposing a risk reduction for the operators. We are not strongly 




objecting to the view and would like to keep this activity open and negotiate a solution that would be 




accepted by operators that have bearer based solutions, evolution not revolution. 




---Continued discussion after discussion documents were presented




Ericsson: Proposal is to change the last sentence. If that is the general opinion of the group we will switch 



the optionality.




Openet: So session level is optional and bearer level is mandatory?




Ericsson: Yes




Chair made changes to document to make session level charging optional and bearer level charging 




mandatory




Huawei: One question for clarification is regarding FBC? Gyn and Gzn we have ABC and FBC so is this 



work item for both or just FBC?




Ericsson: It is intended to cover everything. That is an interesting point as we have not defined how ABC 



works yet. I do believe that there is synergy for making this at the session level. My view is that it will 



include ABC.




Chair: I share this view 




ALU: I would prefer this work to stick to EPC charging, so not ABC.




Ericsson: I understand that but I believe at the end of R12 I do not want a capability that is not complete. 



ABC needs to be included. Ideally we do not want the interface to be different.




Orange: I do not think it is different on PCEF level. One Gy session would handle both ABC and FBC, 



and on TDF it is different.




ALU: We need to discuss this as ABC is not fully defined. My understanding is that it is not fully clear 



how the bearer binding is applied in the PCEF. As a first step we should handle ABC in the same way as 



FBC, at bearer level also.




Ericsson: Your technical argument makes me believe ABC is easier with session level charging. 




ALU: The bearer binding will be solved in R12 and we will charge for an application under a bearer




Ericsson: I will not agree to an exclusion of ABC This work item is about doing things at the session level




ALU: There is a parallel WI on ABC. By default it should be bearer level.




Ericsson: Not disagreeing. This WI will support specification of how ABC works on session level based 



charging.




Ericsson: In January this year and November last year, I asked about the two WIs in parallel. Was told we 



would be smart about it and do them in parallel to share AVPs etc. So why can I not do mine like that?




ALU: I am not sure you can compare these two. It is not about the AVP. It is about the granularity of the 



charging.




Ericsson: It is not acceptable to not enable ABC using session level charging.




Orange: I want to make sure I understand, you are saying that operators have the choice of doing bearer 



level and session level charging for ABC.




ALU: Yes I agree but the way the WI is described, I am not sure. 




Orange: We cannot keep this one with no reference to ABC.




Chair: The operator can choose Gy session based on IP-CAN bearer that enables ABC or Gy session for 



session based charging with ABC. The Gy session is either bearer or session based.




Orange: Yes




ALU: PCC rules for ABC when pushed to the PCEF there will be a bearer for supporting a certain 





application QoS. 




E:/ I do not understand the concern. From a charging perspective FBC and ABC are identical. That was 



the plan.




Chair: I would suggest we stop the discussion. I will take the updated document and ask to 







incorporate it with the recommendations from Adrian.




Ericsson: I would like to discuss Adrian’s comments.




Chair: I would like to do that during plenary preparation.




Ericsson: I think it relates to all three WIs




Ericsson: The comment is that I defined this WI as a feature as did Maryse with her work item. Adrian is 



saying it is not a feature; it is a building block and should be put under Ch12.




ALU: I was wondering why we are not allowed to create features, initiated from charging.




Chair: I think his intention is to structure things more logically. But I agree this is not related to Ch12.




 I am in favour of having an isolated WI. I would support continuing as a feature WI. Let’s continue to 



handle it as a feature WI. 




Ericsson: I will prepare a draft with his comments.




DT: I would support staying at feature level. 

Decision: 
The document was revised to S5-131366.

S5-131366
WI Charging per IP-CAN Session





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-131180)

Discussion: Ericsson: We can move the deadlines by one meeting




ALU: Would be preferable
Decision: 
The document was agreed.



S5-131150
LS from SteerCo to SA5 on Standardization of a Diameter interface for Circuit Switched (CS) 




Domain Charging





Source: SteerCo

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was noted.

S5-131182
DP Specification of Diameter for Circuit Switched Services Charging





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: Chair: I would suggest to start with question for clarifications. And then proceed with the other 





discussion document.




Chair: Here you listed several references in addition to CS charging. But if we go back to the Diameter    



interface overview, you said only IF1 for voice proxy is requested. 




Ericsson: Yes, I added the others based on the conference call. The group wanted to examine the other 



IFs. I do not want them in there.




ALU: Currently, having a look at the specifications for IF1 it is based on CAMEL so there is an existing 



description for this interface to be provided using existing fields. Is the intention of introducing Ro 





diameter interface as an enhancement as an alternative to CAMEL in the future or is it considered as 




separate from IF1 need?




ERICSSON: We can go to the interface/protocol document and get the answer there




Chair: I will refer to that in my discussion paper




Ericsson: For timing issue CAMEL needs to go out. But in the future for business reasons it will be 




cheaper to have Diameter based only and makes a lot more sense technically.




Orange: Not sure I understand in the LS I thought this was an option.




Ericsson: Yes but in the longer term Diameter makes more sense




Chair: Do we have a common understanding of where this IF is located and how we can map this logical 



view into the 3GPP architecture?




Ericsson: No, but not necessary at this point




ALU: From your statement I understand the need is mainly for ARP, not DSP




Chair: If we do nothing in SA5 we have a solution based on CAMEL, but forces the ARP and DSP to use 



CAMEL. 




Ericsson: SS7 interop is very difficult




ERICSSON: Read section from protocol/interface specification (section 2.2.2)

Decision: 
The document was noted.



S5-131200
EU roaming documents from ETSI TC MSG





Source: ETSI Secretariat

Discussion: Chair: Just to inform you. This file contains 4 elements. High level technical specification, an interface 



protocol specification, Process specification (not sure about this) and the billing provision specification 



(not so related to us).




Chair: For us the high level and protocol specs are important.
Decision: 
The document was noted.



S5-131339
Discussion paper on EU RR III requirements - Consequences for DSP operators





Source: NSN

Discussion: Chair: r1 dur to mistake in one picture.




ALU: I would support this view of defining a proxy service integrating interworking between CAMEL 



and DIAMETER for CS services. I would also view other services to be included in this proxy, such as 



PS data and SMS. I would also support this proxy definition to be in a single document.




Chair: Ok, the proposal was to have this as a solution for IF1, but what you are saying is that it could be a 



solution for IF2/3




ALU: Yes, regarding the location of the proxy. For CAMEL it is in front of the DSP OCS. 




Huawei: I am confused about the architecture. I don’t know what you put the proxy charging function in 



the OCS ARP. My understanding of reading the documents is that the proxy is used to decide which ARP 



OCS to route to and so is located in the DSP.




NSN: Do you agree that the voice proxy is part of the charging system of the DSP.




ALU: I agree




DT: It has to be. 




Ericsson: We have a different view. We believe that the proxy is a standalone entity that a vendor may 



choose to put inside their OCS. Our view is that the proxy is on the other side of where you have it drawn 



(figure 5). We do not support this architecture picture.




NSN: The entry that receives the CAMEL messages is an OCF




Ericsson: The OCSI will route to the appropriate entity and does not need to be an OCF.




DT: I can understand your dialogue. I can also understand that the OCSI should be kept stable. Changing 



the ARP per request would result in a large number of HLR interactions. 




I have a question. How should we be able to handle per service request changeable per ARP?




NSN: Kosmoto requested to be able to change ARP per service




Ericsson: The architecture we are proposing does not preclude being able to do this.The HLR provides 



the O-CSI




DT: It is seldom that the O-CSI changes. What you are proposing is the O-CSI changes based on the 




attached network.




Ericsson: Yes, and my approach will support that. But what you are proposing does not support




NSN: Proposal is not consistent with the requirement




Ericsson: Completely disagree. I believe the NSN view does not meet the requirement.




NSN: There is no Diameter interface




Ericsson: I never said there was a Diameter interface.Cannot limit it to an OCS.




DT: I would like to see the requirement on the screen so we can measure the solution proposals.




DT: This OCSI (proxy) would have to be provided to every subscriber.




Orange: We plan to implement this proxy would be dependent on the deployment. In some all users will 



go through the proxy, in others all roaming traffic will go through the proxy, in others it will only be users 



roaming and that have subscribed to an ARP. The three possibilities will be available in our network.




ALU: A subscriber that has subscribed to ARP and is roaming. Is the proxy expected within this work 




item to do CAMEL interworking with Ro. Do you see this inside the proxy?




Orange: Yes. Just to add we wanted to be quite open about where it should be implemented. Not a 





specific element.




ERICSSON: For us, the proxy is going to be located in different entities in the network depending on the 



traffic 
type. 




Ericsson: Should we scale this back to do voice only? That was what we initially focused on. Would that 



help the discussion?




NSN: The concern that we have is that we have an impact on existing products which will not be 





changed. There should be no impact on the CS domain.




Ericsson: Can you be more specific




NSN: No implicit requirement on any functions inside the CS domain. We only have an SCP in the CS 



domain not an OCF. This should not be changed.




Ericsson: What about data configuration. The HLR has ARP awareness.




NSN Chair: Yes will have impact on HLR




NSN: prepaid relationship between CS domain and prepaid system should not be affected.




Ericsson: All I am talking about is creating Diameter interface for CS voice. That is what came in from 



steerco




Ericsson: Originally I proposed a 27x document




NSN: Why should be standardised a charging interface over Diameter for CS?




Ericsson: Because that is what is needed




NSN: I object to this.




Ericsson: This is what Steerco requested.




Huawei: Yes




ERICSSON: In the original LS from Steerco, the first one.The title Standardisation of a Diameter 





interface for CS domain charging. 




ALU: I see this proxy in the path between CAMEL and the OCS. I propose changing the first objective to 



reflect this.




Ericsson: The most important is to have the Diameter interface




NSN: Could we differentiate between a diameter interface to the CS node and the Diameter interface 




context for CS service.




ALU: CAMEL is the only defined protocol with the capabilities for doing online charging for CS service 



Standardised.




Ericsson: True. But there is not specification for a prepaid charging platform. 




NSN: Prepaid service is part of the CAMEL specification.





Ericsson: There use of it is up to the vendor implementing.




ERICSSON: There are no call flows. 




NSN: The framework is specified but how it is used is up to the operator




Ericsson: I believe my objectives cover what you are saying




NSN Objective number 1 makes me uncomfortable




ALU: Can I suggest a change to this sentence...




NSN: This does not exclude any impact on the CS domain




Ericsson: Does not have any impact on CS domain




DT: Look at 240, there is a linkage of the CS element and OCS to CAP. Figure 4.2. One of the 






specifications with colour coding. Magenta is CAP.




Ericsson: Yes if you read 32.250 it mentions CS domain online charging scenarios. No match for prepaid 



service when searching the document.




DT: This proxy may simply have a CAP interface to the ARP. That is only an idea. You pose a sever 




problem. To be able to next summer provide a connection to an ARP we are already implementing. Then 



you propose a WI to standardise something else which means we have to change our systems again. Good 



money for vendors. Looking at Figure 4.2 of 240 it uses CAP to link the CS-NE and OCS.




Chair: Ok, so going back to the WI proposal. Would it be acceptable to say … (change to objective 1, 




removal of objective 2 and change to objective 3).




Ericsson: Should we limit it to CS voice as opposed to CS services. 




Chair: If we are just talking about IF1 then it is only related to the voice proxy.




Ericsson: The request was for CS services




ALU: And to me SMS is a CS service




Ericsson: No it is CS domain not CS service




ERICSSON: One paragraph of the technical requirements (pg 16 section 2.5 of technical requirement 




document) it 
refers to CS voice, data etc.




DT: Is Diameter requested?




ERICSSON: The present document on refers to Diameter as a future use.




DT: Why do we need to play for the new interface?




ERICSSON: There are different options. It can be specified by the DSP if they want to offer Diameter or 



CAMEL




Orange: It is complicated to align CAMEL between two operators. For this reason we try to use this type 



of Diameter interface for working with MVNOs




Ericsson: I agree to delete the annexes for PS, MMS and SMS. We need a document to define this. I 




propose a 27x document for CS services.




ALU: Instead of the annex?




Ericsson: Yes




Chair: Do we have similarities to Advice of Charge?




Ericsson: Don’t know them well




Chair: Suggest 281




Ericsson: I cannot agree to that. I don’t want to tie the two pieces of work to the one document as the 




proxy could be used for other services




Chair: AoC works for other services




ERICSSON: The mapping is important for the DSP not for the ARP




Chair: What would you suggest for a working title? 




Ericsson: The original title (CS Services charging)




Chair: One specification for Proxy to ARP and one for the DSP Proxy?




Ericsson: Yes. Don’t want to limit what we could later put into the proxy

Decision: 

The document was noted.

S5-131181
WI Diameter for Circuit Switched Services Charging





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: See discussion of S5-131339
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131367.

S5-131367
WI Diameter for Circuit Switched Services Charging





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-131181)

Discussion: Chair: Not sure about the completion time … It’s ok.




Ericsson: The view I had was that the focus on the voice and protocol come first and then modelling the 



proxy function could be in parallel but would follow




ALU: Do you mean the protocol will be defined with the architecture?




Ericsson: Yes they are due in December




Chair: We expect the mapping between CAP and Diameter will be part of 290




Ericsson: I think it is only mapping rules – that is my view 




Chair: Ok, so the mapping table will be in 27x




Ericsson: I do not think that is possible or required, so my understanding was that would be generic and 



so would go into 29x – remains to be seen, hard to judge at this stage




Chair: Currently we want to make progress for the CS voice service, but what happens if there is a need 



to have another service enabled. Do we create another specification, or can we have the current one more 



abstract to say we have s Diameter interface defined that could contain other services later




Ericsson: Do you mean SMS, 




Chair: yes 




Ericsson: Well then no. If we need changes to SMS it goes in the SMS mid-tier specification




ALU: In the case, such extensions are needed, in which part of the SMS specification




Ericsson: Why discuss it, it is out of scope of this work item.




ALU: But it is important in the structure of the document, if subsequent services result in annexes it will 



be inconsistent between the SMS service defined as an annex but part of the main body …




Huawei: In the comments for 29x it mentions proxy application, change to proxy function




Ericsson: Yes




Chair: The problem ALU and I see is to prevent using the term CS, instead use voice call




Orange: We discussed yesterday, voice call is just voice, CS has other services e.g. Fax




Chair: SteerCo defined voice call as including other CS services (read from SteerCo document)




Ericsson: We could, I would feel uncomfortable without putting the definition you read into the work 




item.




Discussion about how readers may interpret 27x title – CS versus Voice call




Ericsson: Will accept whatever title out of suggested titles to get it approved




Chair: What about the last one proposed by ALU




Ericsson: I hate it




Chair: Second one?




ALU: I agree




Chair: No objections




Ericsson: You need to add the text I asked you to put in – voice call definition, that’s a caveat of me 




agreeing to that title.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131442.


S5-131442
WI Diameter for Circuit Switched Services Charging





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-131367)

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was approved.

S5-131336
Rel-12 PCR 32.29x New TS template for Proxy Function





32.29x v..





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was noted.

S5-131335
Rel-12 CR 32.250 Annex template for circuit switched services charging





32.250
  CR-0037  (Rel-12) v..





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



S5-131343
Rel-12 CR 32.250 Annex template for circuit switched services charging





32.250
  CR-0037  rev 1 (Rel-12) v11.1.0





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-131335)

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131340
WID EPC LBO online Charging - OCS in VPLMN





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: Orange: Is this WI dealing with only the case were roaming unbundling is required or is it more generic?



ALU: No, this is different to the currently described local breakout in 3GPP




Ericsson: What is the baseline to compare it to?




ALU: The intention is to the procedure to do this is not clear to me yet. The objective is to update the 




SA2 specifications to capture this




Chair: There is no direct link between the Steerco requirement and your WI




ALU: Yes




Chair: From that perspective, if you want to initiate an activity to change the overall packet architecture to 



allow local breakout. We should ask SA2 first.




ALU: I am open to this




Ericsson: Do not think there is an impact on our specifications




Huawei: I agree we should ask SA2 first. Maybe we should ask CT3 as changes are required to Sy, S6a, 



S9




Ericsson: Problem I have is that we have not been asked to do anything. Should we be the ones driving 



this as it seems to be very architecture specific.The objectives read more like SA2 architecture objectives, 



rather than SA5.




ALU: True, but all relating to charging




Ericsson: Its not all related, you are dealing with other interfaces. 




ALU: I agree it is broader scope that SA5. This topic will not be brought in other groups. It should be 




brought in SA2. I can withdraw it considering your comments.




Chair: Acknowledged but we will wait until we have a requirement for the solution

Decision: 

The document was noted.

8.3
Charging Maintenance and Rel-12 small Enhancements 

S5-131194
Rel-8 CR Bp Support For Gz





32.240
  CR-0360  (Rel-8) v8.6.0





Source: Orange, Openet, Allot Communications

Discussion:  Ericsson: Small comment on Note 1 with regards to the way it is phrased (parsed) – change (offline)




 Chair: I have a problem, Bx is for transfer. There is no equivalence.




Orange: This is what we have in our network. CGF is included in the SGSN




Ericsson: By that logic, Ga and Rf are not functionally equivalent either




Chair: With reference to Figure drawn on flipchart. Two flavours of Gz, GTP’ or Diameter




Ericsson: Not consistent with 32.251 which says Bx can also be used. Therefore, Gz can refer to Bx




Chair: Then 251 is incorrect. Mistake was introduced by SA2 because of the definition of the OFCS




Orange: We have Bp directly from the network element.




Chair: We need to take a look at 251 and define our understanding of Gz




ALU: Should be clarified in general that the OFCS is not a billing system




Chair: The OFCS is an invention of SA2




Ericsson: Agreed but we need to map that to our elements




Chair: We have to progress 251 to explain a reference to the packet core architecture defined by SA2




Ericsson: Think something is required in 240 to say that the node can communicate with the billing 




domain




Chair: This is included (referring to 32.240, – pg34). There is no reason to mention the CDF here.




Ericsson: Where does it state that there is a CTF in that green box




Chair: Here, referring to Figure 4.3.1 (32.240)




Ericsson: You are correct but it is bad from a readability perspective




Chair: CTF was already in the pictures and we recognised that there was no need for it to be in all NE 




figures




Orange: Disagre. Referring to 240 architecture, there is no direct link to the billing domain from PS.




Chair: This was accepted for years




Orange: Jean-luc agrees that something needs to be changed. The main question is how to we make it 




clearer.




Chair: Let’s work on it for the next meeting. I do not want to have any change here (32.240 architecture 



figure)




Ericsson: What about something in the notes?




Chair: In Architecture mapping we should add an explanation …




Ericsson: That is not my comment. I was saying there should be something in 4.2. That was Orange’s 




comment too. Acknowledge that a NE node may have a direct interface to the billing domain




ALU: I am not sure this should be in the architecture itself, but I agree we should have a clarification note 



under the architecture picture




Orange: That is ok with us




Chair: I would not agree to have more detailed architecture aspects in 4.2. I do not want to reject the logic 



we introduced with this specification.




Huawei: Two questions, definition of the OFCS in SA5 and SA2. The two groups have different 





definitions. Second, the Orange idea to clarify the functionality to say that the P-GW can incorporate the 



CGF. 




Chair: No one objects that the P-GW can provide CDR files to the billing system. The way to explain this 



is not acceptable as there no similarity between Ga and Bp. These are totally different.




Orange: And Rf too




Chair: Yes




Ericsson: According to the RFC that Rf is based on, it is a Diameter interface to transfer CDRs. So they 



are functionally equivalent, it is the transport that is different.




Orange: But not in the architecture




ALU: I see a difference between the way it is expressed in 240 and 251. In 251 it is mentioned as not 




equivalent but include the required functionality. It is not the way the protocol conveys the charging 




information. 




Chair: Can we agree to work on that for the next meeting




Orange: The definition of OFCS, was in SA2 first, maybe we can LS SA2 to say that OFCS may also be 



the billing domain.




Ericsson: How much information to we give them, we do not want them to have to show that many 




entities connects to the billing domain.




Ericsson: My suggestion is, rather than saying functionally equivalent – change wording to represents




Orange: Can we add a note to say there may be a direct link via Bx between a NE and the billing domain




Huawei: I think we just have different comments on how to describe the functionality. 




Chair: This is already specified. Everything is here, referring to architecture in 251. I am very surprised 



that we are having this issue. We cannot duplicate the information everywhere.




Chair: Can we note this and work on it to find a solution?




Orange: Yes




Orange: (comment) Not happy with this outcome. Stating that there was significant previous discussion 



on not making modifications is not an argument

Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131195
Rel-9 CR Bp Support For Gz





32.240
  CR-0361  (Rel-9) v9.2.0





Source: Orange, Openet, Allot Communications

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131196
Rel-10 CR Bp Support For Gz





32.240
  CR-0362  (Rel-10) v10.1.0





Source: Orange, Openet, Allot Communications

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131197
Rel-11 CR Bp Support For Gz





32.240
  CR-0363  (Rel-11) v11.6.0





Source: Orange, Openet, Allot Communications

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131198
Rel-12 CR Bp Support For Gz





32.240
  CR-0364  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Orange, Openet, Allot Communications

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was noted.


S5-131177
Rel-9 CR 32.275  Correction on MMTel Online Charging





32.275
  CR-0045  (Rel-9) v9.5.0





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Discussion:  Ericsson: Can we open the mirror? Is there any change necessary to 299 as a result?





Chair: No, 299 is not service specific




Huawei: This is just to remove the reference to the AVP or remove the AVP from the message?




Chair: Just the reference 
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131178
Rel-10 CR 32.275  Correction on MMTel Online Charging





32.275
  CR-0046  (Rel-10) v10.0.0





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131179
Rel-11 CR 32.275  Correction on MMTel Online Charging





32.275
  CR-0047  (Rel-11) v11.2.1





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131214
Rel-9 CR 32.260 Remove RTTI from ACR [Stop] and CCR [Terminate]





32.260
  CR-0218  (Rel-9) v9.13.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion:  Chair: I now recognised that the tariff information is not considered for the event type in online 





charging, but is in offline. Not related to your change. Just an observation.




Ericsson: Is there something about which node it is coming from? I don’t know why that is the case, have 



not researched that point.
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131215
Rel-10 CR 32.260 Remove RTTI from ACR [Stop] and CCR [Terminate]





32.260
  CR-0219  (Rel-10) v10.10.1





Source: Ericsson

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131216
Rel-11 CR 32.260 Remove RTTI from ACR [Stop] and CCR [Terminate]





32.260
  CR-0220  (Rel-11) v11.8.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131217
Rel-12 CR 32.260 Remove RTTI from ACR [Stop] and CCR [Terminate]





32.260
  CR-0221  (Rel-12) v12.0.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.




S5-131262
Rel-10 CR 32.251 Correction on SGW-CDR





32.251
  CR-0286  (Rel-10) v10.10.0





Source: China Telecom, Huawei, Ericsson

Discussion:  Chair: I would like to fine tune the cover sheet to prevent questions about why we do not have the 




mirrors there




Ericsson: I believe that the mirror for release 10 in the package (SP-120360) It was not a mirror, there 




was a cut and paste error.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131368.



S5-131368
Rel-10 CR 32.251 Correction on SGW-CDR





32.251
  CR-0286  rev 1 (Rel-10) v10.10.0





Source: Charging SWG

(Replaces S5-131262)

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.


S5-131169
Rel-11 CR 32.275 Correct use of PS information elements





32.275
  CR-0044  (Rel-11) v11.2.1





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Discussion:  Ericsson: Ericsson supports this. There are 2 fields missing from the CDR for MMtel, user location info 



and MS time zone. So we need to fix stage 3




Chair: We should create a CR to cover this. I can try to create the CR tonight.




Ericsson: I believe this needs to be Netloc and not CH11




ALU: The GGSN address is not really Netloc
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131369.



S5-131369
Rel-11 CR 32.275 Correct use of PS information elements





32.275
  CR-0044  rev 1 (Rel-11) v11.2.1





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

(Replaces S5-131169)

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.

S5-131171
Rel-11 CR 32.299 Missing value for ATCF in Node-Functionality AVP





32.299
  CR-0536  (Rel-11) v11.8.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131172
Rel-12 CR 32.299 Missing value for ATCF in Node-Functionality AVP





32.299
  CR-0537  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131176
Rel-11 CR 32.260  Requested Party Address clarification





32.260
  CR-0213  (Rel-11) v11.8.0





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Discussion:  Ericsson: I am a little confused, are you indicating that in the same CDR this field contains these 





different addresses. Multiple requested party addresses in the CDR?




Ericsson: There are some CDRs in which there is a list of requested party CDRs, so that answers my 




question




ALU: Yes

Decision: 

The document was agreed.

S5-131189
Rel-12 CR 32.260  Requested Party Address clarification





32.260
  CR-0214  (Rel-12) v12.0.0





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.


S5-131159
Rel-11 CR 32.260 Transit IOI occurence correction





32.260
  CR-0211  (Rel-11) v11.8.0





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Discussion: None 
Decision: 

The document was postponed.



S5-131160
Rel-11 CR 32.298 Transit IOI occurence correction





32.298
  CR-0399  (Rel-11) v11.7.0





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Discussion: None

Decision: 

The document was postponed.



S5-131161
Rel-12 CR 32.298 Transit IOI occurence correction





32.298
  CR-0400  (Rel-12) v12.0.0





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Discussion: None

Decision: 

The document was postponed.



S5-131162
Rel-11 CR 32.260 Rules for populating Transit IOI





32.260
  CR-0212  (Rel-11) v11.8.0





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Discussion: None

Decision: 

The document was postponed.



S5-131163
Rel-11 CR 32.298 Rules for populating Transit IOI





32.298
  CR-0401  (Rel-11) v11.7.0





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Discussion: None

Decision: 

The document was postponed.



S5-131164
Rel-12 CR 32.298 Rules for populating Transit IOI





32.298
  CR-0402  (Rel-12) v12.0.0





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Discussion: None

Decision: 

The document was postponed.



S5-131165
Rel-11 CR 32.299 Rules for populating Transit IOI





32.299
  CR-0534  (Rel-11) v11.8.0





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Discussion: None

Decision: 

The document was postponed.



S5-131166
Rel-12 CR 32.299 Rules for populating Transit IOI





32.299
  CR-0535  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Discussion: None

Decision: 

The document was postponed.



S5-131190
Rel-12 CR 32.260 Transit IOI occurence correction





32.260
  CR-0215  (Rel-12) v12.0.0





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was postponed.



S5-131191
Rel-12 CR 32.260 Rules for populating Transit IOI





32.260
  CR-0216  (Rel-12) v12.0.0





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was postponed.



S5-131220
Rel-11 CR 32.240 Clarification on transit IOI exchange over ISC interface





32.240
  CR-0365  (Rel-11) v11.6.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was postponed.



S5-131221
Rel-12 CR 32.240 Clarification on transit IOI exchange over ISC interface





32.240
  CR-0366  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was postponed.



S5-131222
Rel-11 CR 32.260 Remove Transit IOI List from IMS online charging interface





32.260
  CR-0222  (Rel-11) v11.8.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was postponed.



S5-131223
Rel-12 CR 32.260 Remove Transit IOI List from IMS online charging interface





32.260
  CR-0223  (Rel-12) v12.0.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was postponed.

S5-131157
Rel-12 CR 32.299 Correction on the Tariff-Time-Change and Tariff-Change-Usage AVP





32.299
  CR-0532  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Huawei, Nokia Siemens Networks

Discussion: Chair: This was discussed offline. Outcome was to agree to the additional changes to be consistent with 



IETF specification.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131370.


S5-131370
Rel-12 CR 32.299 Correction on the Tariff-Time-Change and Tariff-Change-Usage AVP





32.299
  CR-0532  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Charging SWG

(Replaces S5-131157)

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.

S5-131158
Rel-12 CR 32.299 Correction on on data accounting





32.299
  CR-0533  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks, Alcatel-Lucent, Ericsson

Discussion: None (Change to NSN)
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131371.

S5-131371
Rel-12 CR 32.299 Correction on on data accounting





32.299
  CR-0533  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks, Alcatel-Lucent, Ericsson

(Replaces S5-131158)

Discussion: None (Change to NSN)
Decision: 

The document was agreed.
S5-131183
R12 CR 32.295 Justification on usage of Sequence numbers





32.295
  CR-0007  (Rel-12) v11.0.0





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

Discussion:  Chair: Triggered by external request on reflector
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131372.

S5-131372
R12 CR 32.295 Justification on usage of Sequence numbers





32.295
  CR-0007  rev 1 (Rel-12) v11.0.0





Source: Nokia Siemens Networks

(Replaces S5-131183)

Discussion:  None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.


S5-131211
Rel-12 CR 32.260 Addition of Instance Id for IMS Charging





32.260
  CR-0217  (Rel-12) v12.0.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion:  ALU: For clarification, this new information available to online charging, we also have the 




User-Equipment-Info in the online charging interface may also refer to IMEI




Ericsson: It can’t cover all types of devices covered by IMS. We decided this as the best approach.




Chair: Why should the UE-info not cover all these terminals. Does UE equipment info have the problem 



that it cannot cover all types?




Ericsson: Yes, but it is an IETF defined parameter. We decided it was better to define our own AVP




Chair: What about other IMS areas? Is charging the only user of this UE info for identification or are 




there other service users? E.g. Security.




Ericsson: Don’t understand your question




Chair: Normally defined by IETF, I know it is difficult to get them to define a new parameter. Do we 




have other developments in 3GPP that has the same problem, that need the correct identification.




Ericsson: Maybe. IMS supports more than just PS domain. It is more generic.




ALU: I suspect there may be a need on the Rx interface. For example, for 3GPP2 they created terminal 



information to go beyond 3GPP. Perhaps, on Rx there would be such a need




Ericsson: I did not consider that. This request came from my IMS developers. This will satisfy the IMS 



domain. I am not trying to solve anyone else’s problem




ALU: If we have a UE info with IMEI, will this new instance also have the IMEI. So we have duplicated 



data.




Ericsson: Ok, you are correct. It is in the message but cannot contain all the information we need. 





Ericsson: Referring to RFC4006. Cannot contain all required or future parameters. If concerned about 




duplication an operator can configure their system to send only one of those parameters.




ALU: Introducing this in R12 would mean a backward compatibility issue.




Ericsson: Would not be a backward compatibility issue, just duplication.




Chair: You introduce a new option to identify the subscriber - all terminals.




Ericsson: Yes




Chair: There is a consequence, this will have an impact on the correlation. If you introduce a new unique 



ID to Identify the end user, then this is a new way for the correlation of the events.




Ericsson: Yes, an operator that wishes to use it would have to make sure their systems can use it. They 



can keep using what they have today – I am not taking away any functionality




ALU: I think there is a backward compatibility issue




Ericsson: Please explain, which system




ALU: In the OCS




Chair: In a deployment you cannot use two IMS nodes from different releases




Ericsson: I am not removing anything




Chair: If you get a Diameter CCR without the instance ID it will be rejected




Ericsson: That’s an optional parameter




Chair: It is a very sensitive parameter. We have to make sure there is no conflict in a mixed network




Ericsson: I am not removing that parameter




Chair: I want to explain Maryse’s concern. We have different levels of AVP importance, but this AVP is 



one of the central ones for the identification of the user. 




Orange: We would not like to speak about backward compatibility as both information is there. But my 



concern is the duplication of the information. We must make sure that the information is consistent.




Ericsson: It comes from the same place in the SIP header. Spec does not explicitly state this but it is the 



only place where this information is




ALU: What will happen, having the new AVP the OCS will have to consider this one in all cases.




Ericsson: That is the operators choice




ALU: If we have duplicate information, we will have to clarify this in our specifications. 




Ericsson: I see no problem with that




ALU: It is not clean from a protocol perspective




Ericsson: We have inadequate information going back to R8. We have duplication in the location 





information, I was told that was a feature.




Orange: I would like to discuss with my company before coming back to this




Chair: We will come back to this at the next meeting




Ericsson: Is duplication of data the only comment I need to be concerned about? I want a complete list of 



concerns now before I spend resources working on it.




Ericsson: Why are we passing this over Diameter when it is not stored in any CDRs? 




Chair: It’s part of the subscription ID?




Ericsson: Really? 




Chair: Only in online charging, not sure where we have it in offline charging




Ericsson: OK, so the duplication is only an issue for online charging




ALU: I would like to check this




Chair:  Check consistency of the equipment identification between online and offline charging, and 




duplication




Ericsson: I will remove the online charging reference and revise this.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131373.


S5-131373
Rel-12 CR 32.260 Addition of Instance Id for IMS Charging





32.260
  CR-0217  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.0.0





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-131211)

Discussion:  Ericsson: remove online due to concern, but no issue for offline .




Orange: I would like to check before  why we do not have this for offline. 
Decision: 

The document was noted.
S5-131212
Rel-12 CR 32.298 Addition of Instance Id for IMS Charging





32.298
  CR-0403  (Rel-12) v12.0.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion:  None
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131374.

S5-131374
Rel-12 CR 32.298 Addition of Instance Id for IMS Charging





32.298
  CR-0403  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.0.0





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-131212)

Discussion:  None
Decision: 

The document was noted.

S5-131213
Rel-12 CR 32.299 Addition of Instance Id for IMS Charging





32.299
  CR-0538  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131375.

S5-131375
Rel-12 CR 32.299 Addition of Instance Id for IMS Charging





32.299
  CR-0538  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-131213)

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was noted.


S5-131224
Rel-12 CR 32.260 Additional Access Network Information Field





32.260
  CR-0224  (Rel-12) v12.0.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion:  Chair: Question to Orange, Is it always clear which field is in use ANI or additional ANI field? Is it 



      clear that for non-3GPP accesses?




Ericsson: Was done for backward compatibility




Chair: I will not object but I want to make sure we have the same implementation and understanding. We 



could have different requirements from different operators and I do not want this. 




Ericsson: In R11 we had one field and they chose which type to put in the field




Chair: I would like a solution that gives guidance on how we can implement this feature in an accurate 



way so that we do not have different implementations




Ericsson: Not possible




Chair: ok




Ericsson: I can add notes if you think that will help; I would describe an operator with R11 deployment 



would have a choice on what information when in the ANI field. It is recommended for new deployments 



then we can specify an order …




Chair: I agree
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131376.

S5-131376
Rel-12 CR 32.260 Additional Access Network Information Field





32.260
  CR-0224  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.0.0





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-131224)

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.


S5-131225
Rel-12 CR 32.298 Additional Access Network Information Field





32.298
  CR-0404  (Rel-12) v12.0.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion:  Chair: I would suggest a note on the ANI part




Ericsson: It should only refer back to the section in the other document




Chair: Ok




Ericsson: Is that necessary?




Chair: No




Chair: Two comments, I suggest allocating the number, do not use xx




Ericsson: That was to prevent a conflict




Chair: 56 is available

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131377.

S5-131377
Rel-12 CR 32.298 Additional Access Network Information Field





32.298
  CR-0404  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.0.0





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-131225)

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.
S5-131226
Rel-12 CR 32.299 Additional Access Network Information Field





32.299
  CR-0539  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131263
Discussion paper the requirements for accurate Credit Control





Source: Huawei

Discussion:  Chair: Move to CRs S5-131265 before discussion.




Chair: Regarding the tax issue. I was not sure that during the rating procedure, is the tax always included? 



I assume the tax is taken into account for the final calculation. Not during the operation itself.




Ericsson: You are talking post-paid. For prepaid, tax may be calculated every reservation (interrogation). 



Sometimes at the end of the call, or later from an offline system. Sometimes it is incorporated.




Chair: Different requirements in different countries
Decision: 

The document was noted.


S5-131264
Rel-12 CR 32.296 Correction on Sy message flow





32.296
  CR-0030  (Rel-12) v11.5.0





Source: Huawei

Discussion:  Ericsson: Looking at the inserted policy counter. When we designed this, the actual idea was that the 




policy counter in SA2 was actually the same counter in SA5. I would prefer this to be related to the 




counter we already have.




Ericsson: Relate the phrase policy counter to the counters we defined in the rest of the document.




Chair: We can come back to it during the plenary praparation

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131379.

S5-131379
Rel-12 CR 32.296 Correction on Sy message flow





32.296
  CR-0030  rev 1 (Rel-12) v11.5.0





Source: Huawei

(Replaces S5-131264)

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.

S5-131265
Rel-12 CR 32.296 Supplement for accurate credit control





32.296
  CR-0031  (Rel-12) v11.5.0





Source: Huawei

Discussion:  Ericsson: What is post-tax factors?




Huawei: The tax should be included.




Chair: Is this the right place to mention the tax, it looks functional. Tax is mentioned later on. This is a 



generic list of considerations.




Ericsson: Huawei is proposing that there needs to be some optional capability for a tax determination




Chair: Move tax to the tariff determination section




Huawei: When calculating how much resources the user can have should take into account tax. That is 



why we added it at rating function as it impacts all parameters below this




Chair: I think a better way is to keep the generic description as it is and add the missing text for class A, 



also for class B 




Huawei: Where would you put this?




Chair: What is the difference between price and tariff? Is tax included in the price? I think tax is included 



in the tariff.




Chair: It is country specific. I suggest to say the tax is included instead of may.




Huawei: Fine




 Chair: What is dynamic credit limit update?




Huawei: A user credit limit may be updated due to some discounts




Chair: Is it really part of the rating function or ABMF?




Huawei: I can do the modifications offline




Chair: The change to delete bonus counters is a functional modification
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131378.

S5-131378
Rel-12 CR 32.296 Supplement for accurate credit control





32.296
  CR-0031  rev 1 (Rel-12) v11.5.0





Source: Huawei

(Replaces S5-131265)

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.


S5-131304
Discussion paper on AS description for 'Single Charging Session' - clarification





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion:  Chair: Why for ACR [start] the call ID2 chosen and not 1?




ALU: it is just an example. Could be 1, we prefer to select the remote leg. 




Chair: Should be clear guidance




ALU: referring to the text, either can be selected.




Ericsson: On the IOI values it say they will be the same for both legs, clearly they won’t be.




ALU: This is AS




Ericsson: Ok if this is the AS. With the regards to the transit IOIs we disagree, but this has to be clarified.




(Change Transit IOI List to Not the same for both legs)




Huawei: This refers to the most generic AS




 ALU: Yes, no service specific behaviour

Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131325
Rel-12 CR 32251 on retransmission indication in PS CDRs





32.251
  CR-0287  (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion:  Ericsson: I think we need something in section 6.5.




ALU: Not in CR?




Ericsson: Correct. It’s the bindings section. So that we indicate that it does not come from an AVP. That 



would be my recommendation to make it easier from an implementers perspective.In my mind every field 



that appears needs to be in the binding table.




ALU: You already have some fields purely on CDR level such as record opening time. No binding as it is 



related to the CDR creation.




Ericsson: Then I think that is a gap. I believe all should be in the table or in a note beside the table




Chair: The intention of the table was to explain the gap between existing AVPs and CDR parameters. I 



understand your comment




Ericsson: We will bring a CR to do that




Chair: I see an urgent need to discuss the parameter mapping as we have had several questions about the 



source of CDR parameters.




Ericsson: I agree but want to solve the issue with the table in this document




Chair: We agree and should work on that. I would suggest coming back to this issue with a different CR.




Ericsson: Ericsson agreed to do that




Huawei: Same indicator is added to the MBMS CDR?




ALU: Did not consider that. I think at the moment it is described for CDRs where Rf is used




Chair: If you see a need you can bring a separate CR
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131326
Rel-12 CR 32298 on retransmission indication in PS CDRs





32.298
  CR-0405  (Rel-12) v12.0.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion:  Ericsson: Do we have text for the parameter?




Chair: Its in the document, 5.1.2.2.52.x
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131327
Rel-12 CR 32299 Align RAR/RAA description with other messages description and Correction on proxy-info AVP in RAA





32.299
  CR-0540  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.




S5-131332
DP Furnish Charging Information to CTF





Source: Ericsson

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was postponed.


S5-131333
Rel-12 CR 32.260 Furnish Charging Information to IMS CTF





32.260
  CR-0225  (Rel-12) v12.0.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was postponed.


S5-131334
LS CT1 Furnish Charging Information to IMS CTF





Source: Ericsson

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was postponed.



8.4
Rel-12 Charging

8.4.1
Short Message Service - Service Centre (SMS-SC) Offline Charging (580051)

Chair: No contributions, last meeting 20% completion rate.
Alcatel-Lucent: same 20%

8.4.2
Application Based Charging 

S5-131255
Rel-12 CR 32.240 Modification of Gzn to support Ga





32.240
  CR-0367  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Openet, Allot Communications, Orange, Huawei

Discussion:  Ericsson: I think we discussed yesterday a change to the parsing in Note 1




Openet: Yes, I agree (Change to phrasing in Note 1)




Ericsson: Comment, actually would have been on last meetings CR. Colour choice.




Chair: Should we show it as a different colour, same as Gy?




ALU: I think they should be different




Huawei: Of course they are different




Ericsson: I have a small difficulty with Section 4.4.1.6. Suggests that a TDF can only be in EPS, but also 



works in legacy PS domain




Huawei: Same problem in Note 1




Ericsson: This is too messy, two notes are required. One for PCEF and one for TDF




Chair: I would suggest we have it as it is now. Next meeting we can bring a CR to put a note in 251 to 




solve this.




Orange: We suggested that for clarifying Bp, I would be in favour of removing all references to Gy etc. 



and just keep Ro and in 251 put the explanation




Ericsson: This entire section is copied in 23002 in which it is important to have that information. In that 



document, it is important. So I think this section should be complete. A reader won’t know to go to 251 to 



find that information.




ALU: We can also change the reference in SA2 to point to 251




Chair: I would like to replace the Notes with new text where we have more detailed descriptions of the 



interfaces.




Ericsson: I think that is a good suggestion. But for this WI it is not relevant.




Orange: I support adding a separate note




Ericsson: Change a requirement to an option on the cover page




ALU: I think it should be changed to Category B

 Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131383.

S5-131383
Rel-12 CR 32.240 Modification of Gzn to support Ga





32.240
  CR-0367  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Openet, Allot Communications, Orange, Huawei

(Replaces S5-131255)

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.


S5-131256
Rel-12 CR 32.251 skeleton for ABC modification of 32251





32.251
  CR-0280  (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Huawei,Openet

Discussion:  ALU: For clarification, I see a dedicated chapters for ABC related to the TDF. Why we do not have one 



also for 5.1.2?




Huawei: Separate contribution for that section




Ericsson: It should be integrated, not a separate section. There are paragraphs for the different node types




ALU: We will see this in the other contribution




Ericsson: I have a related comment, we are calling this a skeleton but you have put some changes in. So 



that makes it not a skeleton. I really like the approach but not with modifications. We can always say 




implement this CR first, then the others.




Chair: So to resolve this, it may be better to split the changes to different CRs. One for the skeleton and 



one for the changes.




Huawei: Just the skeleton, not the real changes




Ericsson: Yes




ALU: Is it accepted to bring a contribution for a new feature with an editors note?




Ericsson: Yes, it is required




Chair: As a placeholder




Chair: Does it make more sense to introduce a new chapter 5.2.2.5 for trigger events from TDF?




ALU: Already there




Ericsson: I think there needs to be 5.1.2 should be included with an editors note for ABC related 





requirements




Huawei: That is in another contribution




Ericsson: But that might not be accepted. So let’s focus on getting the skeleton accepted




Chair: We could create a new CR now for the other changes and accept it if we agree




Ericsson: Don’t think we have time for that




Openet: Based on yesterday’s discussion we will not use the acronym ABC in the document so this needs 



to be changed




Ericsson: Yes




Huawei: (referring to 6.3.1.1 editors note) Several possible solutions, so before we have a clear idea. We 



add a note here




Chair: I would put this in PS Information instead




Ericsson: Not putting a note 6.3.1.2, so you should put it on both




Chair: Question for clarification, how would the TDF get the charging characteristics?




Openet: We have a discussion document on that later




Huawei: Needs investigation
new S5-131385 contains change and S5-131384 for skeleton.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131384.


S5-131384
Rel-12 CR 32.251 skeleton for ABC modification of 32251





32.251
  CR-0280  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Huawei,Openet

(Replaces S5-131256)

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.


S5-131385
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Addition of TDF on Rf and Ro





32.251
  CR-0291  (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Huawei,Openet

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.

S5-131257
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Adding new symbols and abbreviations for ABC





32.251
  CR-0281  (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Huawei

Discussion:  Ericsson: We decided in a different document that the TDF would be a PCN




Huawei: Yes, in the previous CRs from Huawei we withdrew that CR. But there are new CRs for this 




meeting




Ericsson: We should add PCC and ADC to the list




Chair: I support not having the ABC acronym as it is used as accounting and billing centre
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131382.


S5-131382
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Adding new symbols and abbreviations for ABC





32.251
  CR-0281  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Huawei

(Replaces S5-131257)

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.

S5-131258
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Introduction of the architecture for supporting application based charging





32.251
  CR-0282  (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Huawei, Allot Communications,Openet

Discussion:  Huawei: Not agreed in the last meeting, some modifications made after some offline discussion





Chair: Regarding the addition of the TDF … Could we have at the same time in the PGW the PCEF 




and the ABC function





Ericsson: Not clear what the correct terminology is when referring to PCEF with ABC





Huawei: In SA2 they say PCC based charging.





ALU: Your comment also impacts what we have reviewed in the skeleton. 





Huawei: 23203, PCC (PCEF) rule and ADC (TDF) rule based charging





Openet: Does that mean we need to change all references to FBC to PCC rule based charging?





Chair: We should come back to this when we know what SA2 have decided based on what their 





changes were





Ericsson: Why is the a reference to FBC?





ALU: Yes, I had the same question





Ericsson: Could remove it





ALU: For offline charging the ABC is provided via PCC rule, you proposed enhancements, but not      




for online charging. Online/Offline should be aligned from a functional perspective.





Chair: Should we add an editors not to say the reference should be clarified?





ALU: Yes, maybe we can do the same for offline charging





Ericsson: Section 4.2, poor grammar in here

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131386.


S5-131386
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Introduction of the architecture for supporting application based charging





32.251
  CR-0282  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Huawei, Allot Communications,Openet

(Replaces S5-131258)

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.

S5-131259
Rel-12 CR 32.251 charging information collected for ABC





32.251
  CR-0283  (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Huawei

Discussion:  Ericsson: I don’t think the sentence in the first paragraph is needed as the TDF is now classified by PCN




ALU: I support this proposal




ALU: Not comfortable with first bullet





Ericsson: I agree, the requirements are different for TDF as it cannot do anything underneath the IP-CAN 



bearer section. For FBC you do IP-CAN bearer at the same time




Chair: It should just be the reference to TDF in the bullet




Huawei: What about an editors note?




Ericsson: We could delete number 1 and add it back later if needed




ALU: Yes




Ericsson: Minor comment, do we need to remove the editors note we put in the skeleton?




Huawei: Can do it in the next meeting




Chair: I prefer to have both included and remove them later on

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131387.


S5-131387
Rel-12 CR 32.251 charging information collected for ABC





32.251
  CR-0283  (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Huawei
(Replaces S5-131259)

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.

S5-131260
Rel-12 CR 32.251 online charging principles of application based charging





32.251
  CR-0284  (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Huawei

Discussion:  Was discussed after official closure of the meeting (19pm), no revision.




Ericsson: SA5 Does not use chapter nb .0




Confusing with TDF, IP-CAN bearer/ session, Clear about PCC Rule.




 There are two kind of PCC Rules




Huawei: is ABC provided by TDF different from ABC provided by PCEF




Orange: yes it is different




NSN: from technical view this is different, but from user’s perspective is there any difference?




Ericsson: should be the same but TDF cannot do all PCEF do from charging’s perspective, every 





Operators, every Vendors will have different implementation




Huawei: I don’t know where it is mentioned whether the functionalities are different when ABC is 





provided by TDF, or when provided by PCEF




Ericsson: if TDF no knowledge of IPCAN session




Does this cover time charging? Last paragraph may be inaccurate here.
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131261
Rel-12 CR 32.251 offline charging principles of application based charging





32.251
  CR-0285  (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Huawei

Discussion:  Was discussed after official closure of the meeting (19pm), no revision.




Ericsson: concern having the PGW here, from OCS it should be the same as for FBC.




I would prefer to not have different from OCS and OFCS: similar.




PGW change?
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131298
Discussion Document on Charging Characteristics for TDF





Source: Openet and Allot Communications

Discussion:  Was discussed after official closure of the meeting (19pm), and presented by Ericsson.




ERICSSON: Pre-configure Chch supersedes by PCRF provided chch => no subscribed Chch is required this is 




wrong.The PCRF may override Chch by other means.




NSN: TDF trigger for PDN cnx estab, and chch requested for bearer establish.How convey them to TDF?




Ericsson: My Question is , is this needed?




NSN: same chch conveyed from MME SGW and PGW.




Huawei: same chch or others?




Orange: need for chch in TDF?




Ericsson: if you don’t have them, they will be different




Orange: I am not sure.




Chair: if needed, in TDF, is there a need to have the same?




NSN: preconfigured can be overrided by those from HSS, and the subsequently overrided by the PCC 




logic




Ericsson 99% TDF or PCEF but not both.




Huawei: sometimes only TDF




Ericsson: Preconfigure something, then PCC Rules




NSN: chch only on GTP, not on Gx.




NSN: No final position on this




Chair: how it should work, and what to do with this?

Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131349
TDF interaction support for OCS





32.296
  CR-0032  (Rel-12) v11.5.0





Source: Openet and Allot Communications

Discussion:  Ericsson: Throughout the charging document, we have made a distinction between the PGW and PCEF. 



Is consistent 23203 but is it correct and is it a change we want to make?




Ericsson: Do people understand that the TDF is PCC? 




Orange: Is it exclusive?




Openet: There is a note that states both may be used at the same time if rules to not overlap.




Ericsson: ‘and’ case is very limited.




Chair: TDF needs to be added to the acronym list




Ericsson: I will handle the small error in the Visio figure 

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131388.


S5-131388
TDF interaction support for OCS





32.296
  CR-0032  rev 1 (Rel-12) v11.5.0





Source: Openet and Allot Communications

(Replaces S5-131349)

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.
8.4.3
Policy and Charging Enforcement Function (PCEF) based Charging for traffic from fixed terminals and NSWO traffic from 3GPP UEs in fixed broadband access networks (600042) 

S5-131328
Rel-12 CR 32240 Introduction of PCEF located in Fixed Broadband access for Convergent 





scenario





32.240
  CR-0368  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion:  Openet: This makes it much easier to read, as opposed to having to refer to the text to know which 




interface the colour refers too.




ALU: I can write a separate CR to fix the diagram 




Ericsson: I am concerned with the other parts of this CR but I like the architecture diagram change




ALU: I think the issue is how to do that in this meeting.




Chair: Ok, let’s come back to this later.




Ericsson: Ok, so the Openet CR does not need to address the colour change.




Ericsson: I have a problem, GSM, UMTS and EPS do not mean the same thing. Seems strange to put 




those together.




ALU: Will remove this change




Ericsson: Uncomfortable putting a non-3GPP node in the architecture




Chair: I share this reservation




Chair: This makes these associated notes more and more specific




ALU: Can propose having a note mentioning the IP-Edge and remove it from the general architecture. 




Have an annex in the general architecture.




Ericsson: I don’t know that the other documents put access specific information in their overall 






architecture diagrams, always done in annex




Chair: You suggest moving the added sentence (in NOTE 1) and put it in as a new note?




Ericsson: WLAN is not correct, interface terminates at a 3GPP AAA or ePDG




Ericsson: Not happy but can leave the note and come back to it later




Chair: maybe we can add an editors note




Chair: If we go back to the figure that the architecture will be revised to remove the IPEDGE node and 



get rid of the colours in the text?




Orange: Yes




Chair: With the editors note this still makes it P4C-F Acceptable?




ALU: Yes




ALU: So everyone agrees to changing the text colours




Openet/Orange/Ericsson: Yes

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131389.
S5-131389
Rel-12 CR 32240 Introduction of PCEF located in Fixed Broadband access for Convergent scenario





32.240
  CR-0368  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

(Replaces S5-131328)

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.





S5-131329
Rel-12 CR 32251 Introduction of  Scope and abbreviations Charging PCEF located in Fixed 





Broadband access





32.251
  CR-0288  (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion:  Chair: I would like to remove the 3GPP in front of the references




Ericsson: Style problem, no line in between the paragraphs




Ericsson: Need to specify which annex in 23.203 in the text




ALU: Not available




Ericsson: In abbreviations, NSWO is incorrect wireless=WLAN

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131390.


S5-131390
Rel-12 CR 32251 Introduction of  Scope and abbreviations Charging PCEF located in Fixed 





Broadband access





32.251
  CR-0288  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

(Replaces S5-131329)

Discussion:  None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.
S5-131330
Rel-12 CR 32251 Introduction IP-Edge (PCEF) Charging Offline and Online Charging 






architectures





32.251
  CR-0289  (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion:  Ericsson: General comment, from here on out I believe all the changes related to this feature should be 



an annex




Orange: Agree




Chair: Similar comment related to the new bullet as IP-Edge is not a PCN




ALU: Do you mean the content of this section is not suitable?




Chair: It has been summarised as PCN but IP-Edge with embedded PCEF is not a PCN




ALU: If we look below where my proposal is to consider it as a PCN and reference it a IP-Edge [PCEF]




Ericsson: Becomes different if in an annex. I clearly is not a PCN




ALU: I have no strong objection to an Annex. I would like comments now in the case I put this text in an 



Annex




Ericsson: When we are dealing with fixed UEs do we call them NSWO. No, so you need to deal with 




both cases – 3GPP UEs and fixed.




Chair: I think the motivation is to have a single point of reference in which to make all PCN related 




statements apply to PCEF in IP-Edge.




Orange: If possible




ALU: So moving to an Annex allows us to avoid saying it is a PCN




Ericsson: Needs further analysis




ALU: Will propose the Annex at this meeting




Ericsson: I am uncomfortable with the statement treating the IP-Edge as a PCN, I am ok with it in 4.2 but 



not through the whole document.




Ericsson: If you are using this CR to do the Annex, in copy Annex note from 23.203.




Orange: Are we going to send our assumptions to BBF?




ALU: Already sent an LS, don’t know what they did with it yet. Prefer to wait and in the meantime 




perhaps we get a reply.




Orange: What are we expecting from them?




ALU: AFAIK, they have on-going work so they could inform us about this

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131391.

S5-131391
Rel-12 CR 32251 Introduction IP-Edge (PCEF) Charging Offline and Online Charging 






architectures





32.251
  CR-0289  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Charging SWG

(Replaces S5-131330)

Discussion:  Ericsson: Numbering should be X. EPS in High level architecture not accurate here.Would expect a 




reference to PCN 

Decision: 
The document was agreed.
S5-131331
Rel-12 CR 32251 Introduction IP-Edge (PCEF) Charging High level requirements





32.251
  CR-0290  (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion:  Ericsson: It was not my understanding that ABC was in scope for the IP-Edge. Have you a reference for 



that?




ALU: It is not the scope of the work item and I can remove it but there may be some references




Ericsson: I think we should clarify within 3GPP




Chair: Will remove the reference to ABC




Ericsson: point 18, are we saying that there is a single charging session for all traffic through the IP-




Edge?




Ericsson: We assume no individual bearers?




ALU: Yes




Ericsson: Am I only counting IP-CAN sessions that go NSWO, not IP-CAN sessions that go to the packet 



core.




ALU: Only to NSWO.




Chair: Regarding the correct ID of that connection




ALU: SA2 has clear terminology. Seems to me IP-CAN session is the terminology used for the fixed user




Orange: In Annex we would have information on when it would be applicable. 
Decision: 
The document was revised to S5-131392.

S5-131392
Rel-12 CR 32251 Introduction IP-Edge (PCEF) Charging High level requirements





32.251
  CR-0290  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

(Replaces S5-131331)

Discussion:  Huawei: date and time? What means QoS for fixed subs?




ALU: high level QoS description




Orange: there may be some DSCP marking
Decision: 
The document was agreed.



8.4.4
Traffic Detection Function (TDF) based Charging for traffic from fixed terminals and NSWO traffic from 3GPP UEs in fixed broadband access networks (600043) 

Chair: No contributions 0% completion rate.
8.5
Any Other Business

Renewal of leaders: One volunteer for SA5 Chair and 2 volunteers for VC. The Chair thanks for volonteers and confirms the candidates to be proposed to Plenary. 

Extension for the coming meeting: no change on the decision to keep start on Monday after lunch (Q3) until the scheduled end of Release 12.
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