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Introduction

1) Requirement in TS 32.015:

During TSG-SA5 #12, s5b000010.zip was presented and discussed per the following meeting minutes:

3.6        Tdoc S5B-000010, Ericsson, Principles for accurate volume counting
In UMTS architecture SGSN cannot anymore count exact data volume for downlink in acknowledged mode because acknowledgement takes place at RNC. This CR presents a suggestion to control the accurate charging by the use of enhanced charging characteristics. 

Comments

The principals for implementing a solution to meet the  requirements were discussed and concluded. 

Conclusion
The RNC will be instructed to count the unsent data volumes at RAB setup. Any Unsent data volume will be reported by the RNC at RAB release to the SGSN. The SGSN will add this volume to the S-CDR in a new field ‘RNC Unsent Downlink Volume. 
A revised Cr was drafted as Tdoc S5B-000017. The group approved this CR.
[Action required by S5] The charging group requests SA5 approve this CR.

s5b000017.zip was then drafted and approved.

As a result of the approval of this CR at TSG#8 (CR007 producing version 3.2.0 of TS 32.015), the following requirement now exists within TS 32.015 v3b0, section 5.3a (TS 32.200 section 6.1.4 in later versions of the specs).

The 3G-SGSN shall not use the optional ‘Data Volume Request’ message to RNC in any situation, as this shall cause a significant performance impact to both the RNC and 3G-SGSN.

2) Requirement in TS 23.060:

In TS 23.060 v3f0, section 15.1.1, the following requirement exists:

The RNC shall collect the following charging information for an MS's RABs when instructed by the 3G‑SGSN:

-
the amount of not transferred downlink data, i.e., data that the RNC has either discarded or forwarded to a 2G‑SGSN. Partially transferred packets shall be handled as not transferred. The collected charging information shall be sent by the RNC to the 3G‑SGSN when a RAB is released, or when explicitly requested by the 3G‑SGSN. The 3G‑SGSN shall indicate at RAB setup whether data volume collection and reporting for the particular RAB is required or not.
The red highlighted text appears to contradict the requirement in TS 32.015 v3b0.

Discussion

1) The first issue in this discussion is that there seems to be conflicting requirements between TS 32.015 and TS 23.060.  In TS 32.015, the requirement states that the 3G-SGSN should not use the “Data Volume Report Request” message in RANAP which is a message whose purpose is to explicitly request unsent DL data volume information for specific RABs from the RNC whereas in TS 23.060 this method seems to be allowed.  These conflicting requirements between the Stage 2 specification and Stage 3 Charging specification should be discussed and SA2 should be informed of any changes that may be needed.

2) The second issue in this discussion is that it appears data volume reporting can be achieved either by requesting it explicitly via a RAB Assignment Request (setup or modify) message (or RELOCATION REQUEST message) OR by using a Data Volume Report Request message via RANAP on the Iu interface.  It seems the first message(s) allows less charging feedback flexibility than does the second message even though the first message reduces the amount of overall system messaging over the Iu interface.  It should be discussed as to whether this decreased system flexibility is a good tradeoff in terms of decreased Iu messaging load and RNC processing load.  A related issue is that the RAB ASSIGNMENT REQUEST allows data volume reporting during RAB setup AND modification whereas TS 32.015 only says that data volume reporting shall be done at RAB set-up.  It should be discussed whether or not data volume reporting can also be initiated at RAB modification as well and then make any necessary changes to the appropriate specifications.  

3) The third issue in the discussion is (assuming the contradicting requirement in 23.060 is removed) whether to remove the Data Volume Report procedure in RANAP if it is no longer used.  This issue should be discussed and a recommendation should be sent to RAN3.  The actual implementation of this recommendation and which release it should be done in would be at the discretion of RAN3.

4) A fourth somewhat related issue is the statement “the amount of not transferred downlink data, i.e., data that the RNC has either discarded or forwarded to a 2G‑SGSN. Partially transferred packets shall be handled as not transferred” in TS 23.060.  This statement is a little ambiguous because the RNC reports not transmitted octets back to the SGSN.  In order to ensure correct billing information in the SGSN, a common understanding of not transferred downlink data should be interpreted as octets and TS 23.060 should reflect a more unambiguous requirement.

Conclusion:

  SA5 should discuss the data volume reporting issues listed above and if needed, inform SA2, RAN3, and CN1 as to it’s recommendations.  Motorola will draft any CR’s and/or LS’s that are needed as a result of this discussion.

