3GPP TSG SA WG5 Meeting 137-e

TDoc S5-abcd
electronic meeting, online, 10 - 19 May 2021






Source:
Moderator (SA5 Vice Chair)
Title:
S5-abcd SA5#137e CH rapporteur call agenda and notes
Document for:
information
Agenda Item:

	Rapporteur calls
	Date Time
	Notes

	137e#1
	July.28th 15:00-17:00 CET
	FS_EDGE_CH:
S5-214xxxd1 Rel-17 pCR 28.815 Introduction of a new key issue and solution (Nokia)

CE(Egemen): ABMF/eRF not in flows?

RJ(Joao): will be elaborated

CE: use of "EAS" and "application" redundant  

RT: what reason to have all (e)CHFs?

RJ: to show consolidation. No hierarchy. Interface is the same

CS: no centralized CHF?
RJ: today centralized, the solution is to introduce at the edge

CS: 3 possibilities (all eCHF distributed, only centralized, mixed eCHF and Centralized). Then when UE accesses an application, for accessing other services at the same time which CHF to access for other services?

RJ: CHF at the edge in the most complex scenario, also CHF deployed elsewhere, this is a business related issue.

RT: not agree mandating "centralized" today. Too many questions, need more details. How to manage interfaces between them.

ZL: 7.4.1.X, charging only for application whatever different Network, Operator, infra provider?

RJ: can be different Providers, need to integrate monetization to not suffer from delay for user's experience.

CS: Step 5 needs clarification: sync each eCHF UE may have interaction with?
RJ: sync for transactions not specific to UE (specific to UE is an extreme case which may not really make sense)   
CS: when only for one UE, multiple eCHF(s) to be sync? ( only one eCHF is serving the UE)

CS: the key issue and solution for URLLC are not linked to the use case.

RJ: the use case will be enriched

RT: in the archi are all CCS doing/rating the same thing or different ones (mirror?)

GG: relationship between rating function family group plan?
RJ: Rating function depends on local conditions

RT: worried about copy between systems

RJ: just calculation

RT: very rigid rating logic

RJ: not a lack of flexibility

CE: more clarification on edge meaning

RJ: avoid hierarchy

RT: rules set for RF, data model for ABMF

GG: come back to specific questions related to internal details of OCS in the past. Better to describe CCS as a whole and address internal aspects under study on Nchf phase 2.
5GSIMSCH: 

Discuss TS 32.260 Editor's Note: whether other IMS Nodes use the Nchf interface is FFS: 
RT: could be postponed to the next Release

GG: need input from Operators to still have legacy OFCS for IMS beside the CCS. This should be clear to them
CS: better to postpone this for the next release

MG: postpone to the next Release if no other different strong opinion. Recommend to fetch feedback from Operators in the meantime.
FS_NETSLICE_CH_Ph2:
1. S5-21xxxdraft1 Rel-17 pCR 28.847 Combination of Key issues (Nokia, Matrixx)
CE: use of NB instead of No?

MG: will check 3GPP conventions

CS: keep Editor's Note on NetworkSliceConvergedCharging, whether will be in normative work should wait for conclusion

MG: will rework the Editor's Note
2. S5-21xxxd1 Rel-17 pCR 28.847 New solution for KI#9 (Nokia) 

CS: good solution, no control => remove control (title)

RT: missing answers in charging part: from Tenant CCS to UE CCS

GG: with a response implies control duration

CS: response just to indicate result, no control

MG: will check the Key issue description 

RT: need to know which scenario: IEC, PEC…


	
	
	


