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1
Decision/action requested

SA5 SWGB is invited to adopt the recommendation discussed between its previous leaders and the SA chairman as presented below.  The impacts of the topics discussed shall be carefully analysed before a recommendation is made.  Any such work shall not proceed before Rel-6 charging is completed.
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.

T-Mobile comment.

While there is certain truth in the general statement, in contrast:

· Diameter AVP use specific to the application (e.g. charging) should be done by the WG that is responsible for the application, i.e. SA5.

· Diameter AVP usage that is solely Diameter specific, and AVP code assignment, should have been done by IETF’s Diameter specifications and by the 3GPP WG that has claimed overall responsibility for Diameter in 3GPP.  T-Mobile has not actively participated in defining protocol details but if it is the case that SWG-B did get involved in the above activities then it must be considered as a waste of time – especially with the still incomplete Rel-6 TSs described in S5-054913.

· there was no GTP’ work done in Rel-6 except its extraction from TS 32.215/32.251 into its own TS 32.295.  T-Mobile considers this extraction a necessary prerequisite of moving protocol details (especially where Core Network signalling protocols are reused) to CT and alleviate SWG-B’s core charging work – while it should be considered that GTP’ details are strongly linked with TS 32.297 and TS 32.298.  This is further detailed in the proposal below.
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 Informative and Normative text exists in the same section). Had this been done alongside CT4 the corrections could have been made long ago. 
T-Mobile comment.
The fact that these TSs are still not complete is due to a lack of human resource and not due to this work being done in SA5.  T-Mobile does not see CT4 as being idle and waiting to complete SA5 charging work, so we do not recognize how loading CT4 delegates with this extra effort could have helped.  Furthermore, we can’t follow the argument that if there is an error in the ASN.1 definitions, doing this in CT4 can guarantee better / more speedy results.  Is CT4 involved in PoC and LCS work to a level that would qualify CT4 doing the above work better for the results than SA5?
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).

T-Mobile comment.
The statement that SWG-B should not do protocol detail – especially if presented as above without any reasoning – can be easily challenged.  All other SA5 entities do do there own protocol work and there is absolute consensus about this in 3GPP.  The same holds true for e.g. SA3.

Nevertheless, T-Mobile supports removing some of SWG-B’s protocol work burden in order to free resources for its core work, i.e. charging and subscription management.  We come back to this in the recommendation part below.
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.
T-Mobile comment.
· The fact that CT3 has worked on issues affecting charging and charging systems – with no alignment with SA5 - is the cause of the problems experienced so far, not the solution to them.
· T-Mobile full-heartedly disagree that charging work is to follow on from CT3 detailed protocol work on policy control (or whatever other topic) – it must be exactly the other way round, the protocol details must follow SA2’s overall architecture and SA5’s charging functionality – which are both clearly systems/services aspects and not protocol aspects.
· In fact, it is T-Mobile’s view that 3GPP leaving a functional specification gap for policy control between SA2 and CT3 where this gap is closed by SA5 for charging, is one reason for the misalignment issues in Rel-6.  Charging and policy control are tightly interrelated, and neglecting policy control on the functional side, compared to charging, has resulted in leaving such important items in the hands of protocol experts.  That is one of the main shortcomings of Rel-6 in our view.
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.

T-Mobile comment.
Is the intention of this statement to imply that because there is an entity carrying “Core Network” in its name it should be responsible for everything some people consider (part of) a core network?  If we consider the difficult discussions in 3GPP for system evolution in terms of agreeing what the term “core Network” and “RAN” mean, then such an intention can only be considered awkward and pointless.

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).

T-Mobile comment.
· the common agenda between SWG-B and the rest of SA5 is the overall aspects of Network Management (Architecture, Principles, TOM, TMN, etc.), the use of IRPs, and the area of SuM.

· Indeed SWG-B could report work progress through any TSG – so why even bother spending time debating which one?

· Charging people rarely if ever attend SWG-C/D but they also rarely if ever attend CT WGs.

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).   

T-Mobile comment.
· We expect the charging load to go down, as reported by the previous SWG-B chair, but the overall work load will remain high once SuM is added to SWG-B’s agenda.  6 meetings a year are therefore deemed appropriate.
· Some reformatting of charging TSs will have to occur again in order to separate out the protocol specifics.  In fact this has already been prepared by the structure of TS 32.299 and its relation to the middle tiers that T-Mobile pressed for in Rel-6.  We will come back to this below.

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. 

T-Mobile comment.
· There is no commonality in T-Mobile between delegates to SA(x) and CT(x).  In fact T-Mobile’s attendance to CT is very low based on the stage 3 protocol level mandate of CT WGs.  These are, in T-Mobile’s view, of lesser importance to operators and can easily be done by vendors, once the requirements and functionalities are set by SA1, SA2 and SA5 TSs.

· Although there is nothing principally against co-locating with other groups, we cannot see any reason given above why co-location with CTx would be an advantage for charging and SuM.

3
Detailed proposal

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

T-Mobile comments are embedded below.

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

Pros: 

· Improves technical work on protocol SWG-B shouldn’t be doing detail protocol work – proper alignment between SA and CT WGs will warrant this.
· 2 meetings saved  What counts is not the number of meetings but the work to be done.  What’s the benefit of seeing only 4 meetings on the calendar and then adding adhocs?  (this has happened both in SA and CT)
· Possibly greater co-location with SA2 than SA5 has historically had.  First we should understand the need for / benefit of co-location.  Then it is only an organisational issue to co-locate as needed.
· Closer scrutiny by CT experts, and stewardship to St 3 timescales rather than following later.  See point 1 above – alignment of CT and SA will solve this matter.
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.

· Loss of link to other SA5 entities for the topics described earlier.

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

Pros: 

· Improves technical work on protocol  see above
· 2 meetings saved  see above
· Possibly greater co-location with SA2 than SA5 has historically had.  See above
· No extra MCC costs

· Closer scrutiny from CT experts, and stewardship to St 3 timescales rather than following later.  See above
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.
· No charging expertise in CT3 or CT4
· Loss of link to other SA5 entities for the topics described earlier.
C) Remain in SA5 (no co-location)

Pros: 

· No extra costs

· Keep current charging experts. 

· Easily include SuM & correlate with overall NM topics of SA5 as described above.

Cons:

· No meetings saved (however, this might be possible in SA5 as well if requested by SWGB).  As stated above, the meeting schedule should be determined by the work load, not formalities.  SWG-B has had more meetings than the rest of SA5, and could equally have less (e.g. go down to the four plenary meetings) if deemed appropriate.
· Do not gain from improvements in the protocol area.  See above
· Timescales - charging may still be finished long after St3.  Not if the split with protocol detail work is properly done, as said several times above.
D) Remain in SA5, co-locate SA5 with CT WGs.

Pros: 

· No extra costs

· 2 meetings saved.  # of meetings is a matter of work load, not of which TSG/WG the work is done by, as stated above. 
· Keep current charging experts 

· Solve the technical protocol issue.  Do this in CT and not in SA anyway, as stated above.
· 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.  # of meetings is a matter of work load, not of which TSG/WG the work is done by, as stated above.
· Keep current charging experts 

· Solve the technical protocol issue.  Do this in CT and not in SA anyway, as stated above
· 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. Not 
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
F) Remain in SA5, split off protocol detail work to CT (according to the ToRs of each of the groups).

At SA5#42, the following proposal has been discussed between the former SWG-B chair (T-Mobile) and vice chair (Siemens),and the then-new SA chair.  T-Mobile still believes that this is the right thing to do for the foreseeable future.

· In early GSM phases, with only CS charging in TS 12.05, there was a complex TMN based interface definition embedded in the charging work (note, this has been discontinued for a while now).

· In GSM Phase2+ until (including) 3GPP Rel-4, (with the exception of GTP’) there was no protocol work involved in charging – there was just a simple application of FTAM and FTP for CDR file transfer.
· In Rel-98, a GPRS derived protocol was created to transfer GPRS CDRs.  This was done because of the specific nature of GPRS charging, i.e. including the CGF.   It is debateable whether this work should have been done in (SA5’s GSM predecessor) SMG6, but this is GSM history.

· The situation drastically changed with the introduction of Diameter in Rel-5 charging.

· By now, FTP, Diameter and GTP’ are charging relevant protocols.  While there are numerous functional requirements on the protocols and interfaces applied (aptly worked on by SWG-B), it has also turned out that SWG-B was getting overburdened with detail issues of the above protocols.  This situation was aggravated by the relative novelty (and hence instability) of Diameter.
· SA chair and then-SWG-B leaders agreed that work requiring charging expertise should remain in SA while the above protocol burden should be off-loaded and moved to CT.
· In Rel-6, the extraction of GTP’ into its own TS (done by Siemens) and the structure of the middle tiers in conjunction with T 32.299 (driven e.g. by T-Mobile) have prepared SA5 TSs for splitting off protocol detail work.  However, there will still be significant TS restructuring effort to complete such a separation in order to shift this part of the work to CT.  Hence it should be delayed until Rel-6 charging is finished.
· SA5/SWG-B should elaborate a proposal for the above split / shift once Rel-6 work is finished.  Any such shift, if proposed by SA5, will obviously require the agreement of the affected CT entities in order to be implemented.  Several new work tasks would have to be created in CT.
If SA5 goes ahead in this direction, then a careful analysis of the impacts on the 32.29x TSs is required.  There are numerous links between the TSs (e.g. 32.298 and 32.295), and these must be properly maintained or resolved.  While TSs 32.295 and 32.298 could simply be moved over to CT, the situation for the others is more complex:

· TS 32.299 will have to be cut into pieces, this must be done by SA5 before the protocol pieces can be shifted to CT;

· TS 32.297 has virtually no protocol details (simply reusing FTP) but lots of functional requirements and descriptions.  There is little gain of involving CT, this would result in a slightly shortened TS 32.297 and a new 2-pager TS in CT.  Awkwardly, this 2-pager must then refer to the FT IRP maintained by SA5.

· The fate of TS 32.296 in such a new regime is open – at least the same effort is needed to split it, and then a new work item added to CTx.
CT WGs will then have to maintain the new charging protocol specifications, and additionally be prepared to do extra work such as creation of a more generic protocol for Ga than GTP’.  This will be of particular relevance when it comes to alignment with external entities, see final paragraph below.  In addition, It can be doubted whether a vendor-dominated protocol detail group is a better place to do this than an entity driving operator requirements, such as SA5.
Given that Rel-6 is still not complete (as stated in S5-054913), we urge that the reshuffling of TS content should be further delayed until it can be done without hampering necessary progress of the core charging work.
Additionally, SWG-B should do more functional work on policy control as this item is closely related to charging (as demonstrated again by SA2’s current work on these two areas).  One of the major problems in Rel-6 FBC is its awkward tangling of policy control with charging, and the fact that there was no functional alignment between the two, given that SWG-B was doing charging functionality while a functional gap for policy control was created by moving from SA2 directly to CT.  T-Mobile strongly proposes to deal with policy control in SWG-B to an extent that proper alignment with charging is ensured in the future.

Furthermore, T-Mobile proposes to add a Rel-7 work item on subscription data and interfaces to SWG-B’s agenda.  We believe that 6 meetings per year will still be needed to accomplish the proposed charging, policy control and subscription work.

Finally, an issue that has been totally ignored in S5-054913 is the liaisons that SA5 has for the alignment of charging work with external entities, e.g. NGN.  Given that these external entities maintain their working group structures along the TMN paradigm, i.e. they keep charging I its entirety as one aspect in NM groups, a split responsibility in 3GPP would destroy the common interface that 3GPP currently has towards these external groups.  The impacts of this must be carefully taken into account before making any recommendation or change decisions.
