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Introduction

The present document discusses solutions to the SCUDIF related charging issues, as described in LS C3-050856.

Description of Problem from LS

“Some companies expressed concerns with this requirement and argued that flexible charging schemes could cause an unknown charging situation:

The current signalling solution only provides for the user that accepts the NI upgrade to be charged. It is understood that the agreed changes to the SA1 requirements allow the alternative charging mechanism that the user that initiated the first MuMe call will always be charged regardless of the side that performs the Network Initiated Upgrade. The following problem can then be foreseen:

ChargeMech1 (CM1) = user who initiated first MuMe call gets charged for all subsequent NI upgrades

ChargeMech2 (CM2) = user who accepts NI upgrade gets charged.

User A has CM1, User B has CM2

User B starts the MuMe call and then the Call drops to speech and then later NI upgrade is offered to A. A assumes that he can accept the NI upgrade and will not get charged because he did not start the call (that's his defined charging) but User B does not expect to get charged because he did not get the NI upgrade. So who gets charged?

Several solutions were proposed:

1. Inter-operator agreements prevent that such a scenario occurs and/or the SCUDIF service is not interworked between the operator´s networks in such a scenario.

2. A network-initiated upgrade is prevented in such a scenario, e.g. by the border nodes interconnecting the networks of the different operators.

3. It is indicated to each user when offered the upgrade if they will be charged for the call.”

Discussion

Solution 1.

Interoperator agreements are probably sufficient to solve the outlined issue:

Operators may agree a single billing mechanism, and thus avoid that the outlined scenario occurs.

Alternatively, if one operator applies CM1 and another operator applies CM2, the operators may interwork the SCUDIF services, accepting that the scenario described above occurs. The operators would not loose income due to this scenario, because the outlined scenario would be statistically compensated by another equally likely scenario where both users are billed after a network-initiated upgrade:

Again, User A has CM1, User B has CM2. User A starts the MuMe call and then the Call drops to speech and then later NI upgrade is offered to B. A may be billed for MuME after the upgrade, because in his contract, he accepted to pay for MuME after a network-initiated upgrade, if he requested it before. B may be billed for MuME after the upgrade, because in his contract, he accepted to pay for MuME after a network-initiated upgrade, if accepting the upgrade.

Note that there is also no fraud potential, because the upgrade is triggered by the network rather than users.

Should two operators apply CM1 and CM2, and not be satisfied with a statistical compensation as outlined above, a blocking of the entire SCUDIF service is not recommended, and solution 2 appears preferable. A blocking of the entire SCUDIF services would negatively impact user satisfaction and operator income.

Solution 2.

Should two operators apply CM1 and CM2, and not be satisfied with a statistical compensation as outlined on solution 1, a mechanism that allows preventing a network initiated upgrade in this scenario can easily be included in the proposed CT3 signalling solution, as demonstrated in the attached revised CR against TS 23.172 (see new Clauses 4.3.2.2 and 4.3.3.1a). The basic idea is that during the codec negotiation at call set-up, gateway MSCs may remove the proposed new 3G-324.M2 codec for network-initiated upgrade from the list of supported codec types if the call is received from or routed to selected other PLMNs.

Solution 3.

The so-called Solution 3 in fact is no solution, as signalling to the user if he will be charged for the upgrade in fact does not solve the outlined issue that in the described scenario no user can be charged according to the signed contracts.

Conclusions

Inter-operator agreements are probably sufficient to solve the issue outlined in the LS. A blocking of the entire SCUDIF service is not required.

Should two operators apply CM1 and CM2, and not be satisfied with a statistical compensation as outlined on solution 1, a mechanism that allows preventing a network initiated upgrade in this scenario can easily be included in the proposed CT3 signalling solution, as demonstrated in the attached revised CR. It is up to SA1´s decision if this functionality is required.

Solution 3 is not workable.

