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1
Decision/action requested

SA5 SWGB is invited to use the information presented as a basis for discussion, and to present a recommended course of action to SA5 Plenary session for approval.
2
Rationale

In Release 6 much of the protocol level charging work (i.e. Diameter AVP use and descriptions, GTP’) was done by charging delegates consulting with their own company protocol experts and occasional liaison with CT4. TS 32.298 and 32.299 are still not finished and are late in Release 6, even though SA5 is normally allowed more time than other 3GPP WGs to complete their work. Still more CRs are needed in Section 5.2.4 of TS 32.298 (where the PoC CDR ASN.1 definitions are actually LCS specific and PoC ones are absent), and in Section 7 of TS 32.299 (where the Grouped AVPs with Diameter in the informative tables. Had this been done alongside CT4 the corrections could have been made long ago. Whilst SA5 SWGB should not do protocol definition the correct alignment and use of AVP descriptions with the IETF specifications could have been much quicker if all CT4 experts were more closely involved, on hand and available (i.e. co-located with SWGB).
CT3 owns the specification for Charging Rule Provisioning over the Gx reference point, which also uses Diameter. Other CT3 specifications define charging rules, functions, and message contents upstream of the Online and Offline Charging Systems (i.e. 29.211, 29.210). Charging specification work follows on from that. Working closer to CT3 can only help.
All the charging functionalities and components currently addressed by SA5-SWGB are real-time network entities (e.g., OCS, CCF, IMS Gateway, etc.) that many operators consider to be part of their Core Network.

SWGB is a discrete entity and could move out of SA5, as there is no common agenda between NW Management and Charging. As such SWGB could report work progress through any TSG and achieve the same result. The expertise required from charging delegates is completely different from that required of SWGC or D delegates. Charging people rarely if ever attend SWGC/D or vice versa. At SA5 Plenary there is little crossover of comments from C/D people to the B part of the agenda. Thus B is really a self contained unit within SA5. On several occasions the SWGB bis meeting has been held away from the other SWGs with no negative effect (i.e. SA5 #39bis, 40bis and 42 bis).

We expect SWGB's Release 7 workload is likely to be much smaller than it was for Release 6, as a lot of time in Release 6 was spent on reformatting the charging specs into Middle Tier and Protocol Specific (St3) ones. This will not need to be done again. Thus SWGB should not need 6 meetings a year (like SA5), probably only 4 (like most of CT).   

Almost all companies that send people to SA5 SWGB also send delegates to CT WGs, so there is no real effect on delegations. In fact we have the opportunity to make SWGB work more efficiently, and to save the cost of attendance at two meetings if it co-locates to CT. Other CT WGs also have St2 specs (in all 26 3G St 2s, even more if you add GSM ones), and CT1 have requirements and basic principles, albeit in TRs (TR 21.904 and 21.910). So CT does Requirements, Principles and Architecture, as well as St3 protocol definition. Since October 2003 CT WGs have co-located with SA2 on three occasions and are due to do so again in February 2006, whilst SA5 has only done so once. 

3
Detailed proposal

SA5 SWGB is invited to discuss the following scenarios, and to propose an agreed course of action to SA5 Plenary.

A) Move to CT as a new CT WG or as a co-located new SA WG. 

Pros: 

· Improves technical work on protocol 

· 2 meetings saved

· Possibly greater co-location with SA2 than SA5 has historically had.

· Closer scrutiny by CT experts, and stewardship to St 3 timescales rather than following later.

· Cons: 

· Extra MCC cost. 

· Possible loss of some charging experts if companies will not send them to CT.

· Some companies concerned about reporting through CT instead of SA.

B) Move to CT as a CTx SWG, in CT3, or possibly CT4. 

Pros: 

· Improves technical work on protocol 

· 2 meetings saved 

· Possibly greater co-location with SA2 than SA5 has historically had.

· No extra MCC costs

· Closer scrutiny from CT experts, and stewardship to St 3 timescales rather than following later.

Cons:

· Some companies concerned about reporting through CT instead of SA. 

· Possible loss of some charging experts if companies will not send them to CT.
C) Remain in SA5 (no co-location)

Pros: 

· No extra costs

· Keep current charging experts. 

Cons:

· No meetings saved (however, this might be possible in SA5 as well if requested by SWGB)

· Do not gain from improvements in the protocol area.

· Timescales - charging may still be finished long after St3.

D) Remain in SA5, co-locate SA5 with CT WGs.

Pros: 

· No extra costs

· 2 meetings saved

· Keep current charging experts 

· Solve the technical protocol issue

· Still report to SA (although reporting to CT is not a n issue for some companies).

Cons:

· Potential hosting problem – more meeting rooms required, fewer venues possible.

· Companies may have no great need or desire to move NW Management work. 

· The advantages for charging will be lost if there insufficient inertia to move all of SA5. 

· Network Management may have to go to one WG in order to lessen the hosting issue. 

E) Remain in SA5, co-locate SA5 SWG B with CT WGs.

Pros: 

· No extra costs

· 2 meetings saved

· Keep current charging experts 

· Solve the technical protocol issue

· Still report to SA (although reporting to CT is not an issue for some companies).

Cons:

· SWG B  no longer meets with the rest of SA5 which will require some discipline

Note : Some best-practice-sharing can be made by looking at SA3,  where independent SA3 LI meetings exist with no evident major problems in several years
