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1. Overall Description:

CT3 thanks SA1 for the clarification of charging requirements for SCUDIF presented in the LS in tdoc S1-050843. To avoid complications when applying the requirements to stage 2 and stage 3 specifications, CT3 would like to ask for further clarification to some issues not clear to CT3 from S1-0505843. 

CT3 would especially like to have SA1’s confirmation/comments on whether the following interpretation by CT3 complies with SA1’s requirements: 

· CT3’s understanding is that the possibility of charging the initiating party for a service change shall apply only to a change from speech to video, i.e. upon the service change from video to speech the initiating party does not have any impact on who is charged for the speech service of the SCUDIF call (no increase in cost after such a downgrade change). 
CT3 would also like to seek guidance with respect to the following scenario:

“User A initiates a SCUDIF CS video call. User A is charged for the CS video call. Network B initiates a downgrade to speech call. User A is charged for the speech call. Network B initiates an upgrade back to CS video. The user B will be asked before the user A for the acceptance to change to CS video. “

· Shall user A or user B be charged for the video call after the network-initiated upgrade?

· To allow charging user A, who originally requested the video call, for video after the network-initiated service change, requires further study on how to signal through the core network if the network or the user initiated the service change. 
· If it is acceptable to charge user B, who can accept or reject the service change, the signalling impacts for the core network can be avoided. 
Note that the current signalling towards the UE already distinguishes between a request for a service initiated locally be the network and a request for service change initiated by the “other party”.change. As  the current signalling identifies the network initiated case to the UE, The UE may display this information to the user and the user may be aware that this is not the result of the “other party” requesting a User Initiated upgrade, i.e. if he accepts the upgrade request from the network that identifies itself as such a CDR will be generated for that subscriber. If the subscriber does not wish to accept the charge for the call then he can indicate to the other party (via ongoing speech connection) that MuMe is now available and the other party can perform a User Initiated upgrade (and thereby bear the cost of the call).
CT3 would also like to ask, whether the SCUDIF charging requirements apply as such also to a prepaid case (meaning that a possible impact on Camel shall be checked).

2. Actions:

To SA1 group.

ACTION: 
CT3 asks SA1 to confirm/comment on the above interpretations by CT3 and to answer the question concerning the prepaid case. Further, CT3 asks SA1 to consider clarifying the issues open to interpretations in the current requirements for the charging of SCUDIF calls.

To SA5 SWG-B group.

ACTION: 
CT3 asks SA5 SWG-B to check for possible impact on CDR specifications. 

3. Date of Next CT3 Meetings:

CT3#38
31st October - 4th November 2005
Berlin, Germany
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