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1
Decision/action requested

TR 32.815 recommends two possible implementations, the Rating engine (Option 2) and the Extended Rating Engine (Option 3) concerning the rating interface and the Online Charging System (OCS) architecture. 

From the SA #21 plenary report:

TD SP‑030409: New Rel‑6 TR 32.815 v2.0.0 (Charging management; On-line Charging System (OCS) architecture study). This TR was approved and placed under TSG SA change control as version 6.0.0 (Rel‑6). SA WG5 were requested to discuss the options in section 5.1.1 "Functional split between Charging Function and Rating Function" and to decide upon a single option and to update the TR to remove the other options

This document contains arguments for the usage of both options.

Requested Action:

SA5 is asked to decide that both options are required and shall be specified in TS 32.296. 
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3
Rationale

Technical Background:

An extensive background is provided in [2] & [3].
Arguments to support both options:
The options presented for the OCS [1] have both pros and cons.

Option 2 [2] promise a simple solution with fewer number of dialogs in the flow and require less hardware configuration.

Option 3 [3] claims for less integration effort, and a better decoupled architecture.

If we closely look into the arguments, we can see that the two options are targeted for two customer segments.

“Option 2” performance is best for simple pricing plans.

 “Option 3” performance is geared for the sophisticated pricing plans and promotions.

Option 2 will offer a quick entry level for operators who are satisfied with plain pricing plans and mass market segment; while option 3 satisfy the need of operators who target the corporate structures and the sophisticated pricing plans.

By choosing option 2 alone, the high-end requirements will suffer.
Option 3 may be more than needed for most operators.

Hence, a solution that accommodates both Options is required. [Editors note: performance is only one aspect. Extra CAPEX and OPEX for stateful continuously available rating should be mentioned.]
A combined solution can be used for top performance in all cases. In such a solution, the Account Balance Management will manage counters of simple accounts (simple in term of pricing plan) and the rating function will manage counters of complex accounts (complex in terms of pricing plan and hierarchical structure).

The charging function will choose the optimal number of dialogs accordingly. [Editors note: needs clarification. Both charging and rating have to implement the two options independently (even if the message names may partly overlap). The choice of operating in either option is by configuration.] 
As proposed in [4], the two options are combined into a single interface.

The proposed solution uses the same methods for both Options.

Two rating function classes A & B are proposed to accommodate the Options above.

A charging function implementer can start by implementing class A functionality and continue later, supporting class B functionality (or vice versa).

Therefore we can conclude that both Options are required for two operators segments and it can be implemented in a single technical interface.

This conclusion is the best resolution. It serves the requirement of various operators, network vendors and billing providers. By encompassing the options into unified solution (as proposed by [4]) it complies with SA’s requirement to eventually have a single solution.
4
Consequences and implications

Operators should be aware to have no different implemented options in their network and vendors can be flexible to have both options implemented in their products. 

5
Issues of discussion

The solution that includes both Options 2 and 3, best targets all operators and network vendors and is the best alternative if no agreement for the usage of only one option can be reached. 

