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8
Charging 

8.1
Charging Plenary

S5-131509
CH Agenda and Time Plan





Source: CH SWG Chair

Discussion: The agenda keeps being REVISED, and final version was agreed
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131850.



S5-131850
CH Agenda and Time Plan





Source: CH SWG Chair

(Replaces S5-131509)

Decision: 

The document was approved.



S5-131510
CH Detailed Report from LAST Meeting





Source: CH SWG Chair

Discussion: 
-

Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131511
CH Executive Report from THIS Meeting





Source: CH SWG Chair

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131849.



S5-131849
CH Executive Report from THIS Meeting





Source: CH SWG Chair

(Replaces S5-131511)

Decision: 

The document will be submitted.



S5-131512
CH Detailed Report from THIS Meeting





Source: CH SWG Chair

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document will be submitted.



S5-131544
Resubmitted LS from CT1 to SA5 on transit IOI exchange over ISC interface





Source: C1-131748

Discussion: 
Received during the SA5#89 meeting/

LS have been opened after reviewing the incoming CRs regarding the IOI (source DT, NSN).

E//: we cannot answer this LS since we have no answer from GSMA.

Orange: we had 2 issues last meeting. One is to know if transit IOIs may exist on ISC interface. This was the question sent to GSMA. The second issue is that “set of IOI” is required to be available at AS level.

Decision: 

The document was postponed.



S5-131605
LS from SA2 to SA5 on the provision of IPv6 prefix length to SGW/SGSN





Source: S2-133832

Discussion: 
NSN are wondering why SA2 reopen this issue that has been discussed several years ago. It was required that packet domain elements have prefix info available.

Ericsson: The context of this LS is that in SA2 meeting, Huawei submitted CRs making the info prefix available from PGW back to SGW because the info is not available as specified today. The CR was rejected: visited network has not to know the prefix. It is more home network and UE issue, but not visited net issue.

Huawei: most companies in SA2 think that we should not bring changes. That’s why it was rejected.

NSN: NSN and DT figured out that this was discussed and agreed in S5-113820, S5-113793 and S5113853: In case we have not fixed length we need to have the prefix. Otherwise identification is not complete. 
LS to CT4 (S5 113820) CC SA2 for information to ask for having to have this prefix length from Rel 10 which introduced dynamic prefix length.

Ericsson: Why do SGSN need to know the prefix length?
NSN: because SGSN provide the prefix length in CDR.

Orange: The purpose of this LS is to remove prefix length from the SGSN and SGW!

Chair: We are requested from SA2 to discuss the need of prefix in SGSN/SGW CDR. The LS has to be postponed and based on discussion we’ll know what we have to do. Are we required to answer?

Ericsson: We do not need to answer but we have an action.

Decision: 

The document was postponed.



S5-131606
LS from SA2 to SA5 on ULI reporting enhancements





Source: S2-133865

Discussion: 
Chair: ALU see we have to check what we have in our CDR when we have PGW or SGW indicating that the user location is provided after bearer release. ALU also see potential impact regarding NAS QoS provided at bearer release that can be considered in our CDRs.

E//: which CDRs?

Chair: PGW and SGW CDRs.

E//: but AF (P-CSCF) is also mentioned in the LS. Should IMS be considered?

ALU: I am not aware of this but Ok for considering all impacts for charging. LS is postponed.
Decision: 

The document was postponed.



8.2
New Charging Work Item proposals

S5-131538
Discussion paper on Charging for IMS centralized service (ICS) control





Source: NSN

Discussion: 

China Mobile: suggests considering the use of “related ICID’ in ICS CDR for correlation.

Ericsson: “related ICID” is only for SRVCC service not for ICS.

ALU: current MSC SRVCC are independent (purely for SRVCC).

NSN: Objective is to enhance the MSC CDR with ISC call indication + IOI info + new ICS- register CDR 

Decision: 

The document was noted.

S5-131539
WID on Charging for IMS centralized service (ICS) control





Source: NSN

Discussion: 
DT: Comment on section 2.3.3 - why these specifications only?
NSN: This is simply copy and paste from the CT3 WID

Ericsson: 2 questions.
- Q1: Release 8 WID – but work in release 9 for SRCVV 
- Q2: why not BB R8 feature?
NSN: Not sure on how we can create WID for previous releases. MCC said that BB should be under CH12 WID and then a reference to R8 feature. This reference to Rel-8 is to have the option, if the group agrees, for the correction of this functionality in previous releases.
E//: section 2.3 should better say umbrella feature Rel-8 instead of Rel-12
NSN: I will check it.

Vodafone: Is this already treated in CT groups?
NSN: yes CT1 and CT3 with specific CT work (not charging). + Work task in CT3 
Vodafone: They stopped the work in CT?
NSN: In the WID you can find reference to work that have been done in CT1 and CT3. There is still an active WI in CT3 that is not stated.
Vodafone: We don’t want the duplication of the data. I want to make sure we don’t get the data double.
NSN: We have the ICS-in-use info available at home network but no info in the visited PLMN. Operators might have more accurate correlation options. At least ICS active indication is needed.

Huawei: In the WID objective. SRVCC CDR will be modified?
NSN: Modification is required to a subset of SRVCC CDRs. 
Huawei: Then we should make it clear in objective.
NSN: no pb to introduce this statement “modification for MO and MT originated calls for ICS.”

Huawei: This WID is stage 2 and 3. In which scenario SA5 WID is stage 2?
NSN: This is an old discussion. We have stage 2 architecture and we have abstract charging data description as stage 2 framework. Then we have protocol definition at ASN1 level which is stage 3.
Huawei: new type of CDRs, then it is considered as stage 2.
NSN: GSMA has to take this into account (TAP) ( this is the motivation for having a WI instead of maintenance.
Ericsson: Stage 2 does not only mean architecture. It is also functional description (CDR for example)

China Mobile, Huawei, and Ericsson: as supporting company
DT can tell later. DT is still waiting for internal confirmation of support for this Work item.
Vodafone is objecting this WI (due to duplicated work with CT3).
NSN: Is it possible to remove the concern by offline discussion?
Vodafone: Ok

Document is kept opened: decision is postponed to plenary preparation. NSN will have offline discussion and bring a new version of the WID.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131734.


S5-131734
WID on Charging for IMS centralized service (ICS) control





Source: NSN

(Replaces S5-131539)

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was approved.
8.3
Charging Maintenance and Rel-12 small Enhancements 

S5-131555
R8 CR 32.299 Removal of CR implementation error





32.299
  CR-0541  (Rel-8) v..





Source: NSN

Discussion: 
Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



S5-131556
R9 CR 32.299 Removal of CR implementation error





32.299
  CR-0542  (Rel-9) v..





Source: NSN

Discussion: 
Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



S5-131557
R10 CR 32.299 Removal of CR implementation error





32.299
  CR-0543  (Rel-10) v..





Source: NSN

Discussion: 
Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.


S5-131710
R8 CR 32.299 Removal of CR implementation error





32.299
  CR-0541  rev 1 (Rel-8) v8.20.0





Source: NSN

Discussion: 

revision of S5-131555

See S5-131558
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131711
R9 CR 32.299 Removal of CR implementation error





32.299
  CR-0542  rev 1 (Rel-9) v9.15.0





Source: NSN

Discussion: 

revision of S5-131556

See S5-131558
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131712
R10 CR 32.299 Removal of CR implementation error





32.299
  CR-0543  rev 1 (Rel-10) v10.10.0





Source: NSN

Discussion: 

revision of S5-131557

See S5-131558
Decision: 

The document was noted.


S5-131558
R11 CR 32.299 Removal of CR implementation error





32.299
  CR-0544  (Rel-11) v11.9.0





Source: NSN

Discussion: In SA5 plenary, documents were noted since only dealing with text colour.
The changes will be part of MCC Quality check for other CRs implementation on the same document 32.299.
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131559
R12 CR 32.299 Removal of CR implementation error





32.299
  CR-0545  (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: NSN

Discussion: See S5-131558
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131578
Rel-8 CR 32.299 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.299
  CR-0546  (Rel-8) v8.20.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: 

Orange: We support this contribution. Howe ever we have a general question on routeing procedures.
In CT documents there are “Routing considerations” sections that define how destination-host / realm should be used.
Do we have such routeing considerations in our specifications? If not do the group consider it could be interesting to be added?

Ericsson: No such description exists. It can be brought to Rel-12. Not to previous releases.

Chair: ok for having such routeing considerations but not with this contribution.

NSN: Should we warn our cooperation partners of this change?

Ericsson: This is an interesting point. Preference is ‘no’ from E// point of view. But how can we know the parties to which we have to notify?

NSN: We have some known cooperation partners. Draft a LS to OMA at least?

Chair: this is a general issue that has to be clarified more generally. What partners should we notify of such changes? And do we have to do so?

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131579
Rel-9 CR 32.299 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.299
  CR-0547  (Rel-9) v9.15.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: 

See S5-131578
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131580
Rel-10 CR 32.299 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.299
  CR-0548  (Rel-10) v10.10.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: 

See S5-131578
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131581
Rel-11 CR 32.299 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.299
  CR-0549  (Rel-11) v11.9.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: 

See S5-131578
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131582
Rel-12 CR 32.299 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.299
  CR-0550  (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 

See S5-131578
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131611
Rel-8 CR 32251 Correction on Serving Node PLMN description in EPC CDRs for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0296  (Rel-8) v8.14.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 

HW: Agrees that we need to have the information in the CDR. Why did you choose to modify the existing AVP rather than creating a new AVP?

ALU: the current field for Serving Node PLMN was not clear. Prefer to clarify the existing field and use it for the new cases.

HW: Concerned that this field is also used in the P-GW. Will this new definition also apply to the P-GW?

ALU: With the new definition, the S-GW and P-GW will have the same value for the Serving Node PLMN Identifier. In the previous definition, it is not clear if the value would be the same in S/P-GW.

ALU: Gave an example for roaming in which the fields would have the same value in the S/P-GW. 

Orange: Open discussion paper from previous meeting, S5-131300. MOCN is shared radio access network. GWCN is shared radio and shared core network.

HW: In your CR, according to your modification, you can only satisfy the GWCN requirements, there is no radio access network identification.

ALU: In the Serving Node PLMN Identifier field was not meant to carry any information related to the shared radio network.

HW: There is a new WID for network sharing that was discussed at a previous meeting where it was decided to wait until SA1 requirements. Is this CR addressing the work from these new requirements?

ALU: These CRs are designed to align with SA2 for network sharing for prior requirements back to Release 8. This is different from the WI in progress.

ALU: Reviewed the status of outstanding LS (S5-131380) to SA2 on other aspects of this topic. We should expect a response at a future meeting.

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131612
Rel-9 CR 32251 Correction on Serving Node PLMN description in EPC CDRs for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0297  rev 1 (Rel-9) v9.15.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 

CR Quality Check: contains the wrong document
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131735.



S5-131735
Rel-9 CR 32251 Correction on Serving Node PLMN description in EPC CDRs for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0297  rev 2 (Rel-9) v9.15.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent
(Replaces S5-131612)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.


S5-131613
Rel-10 CR 32251 Correction on Serving Node PLMN description in EPC CDRs for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0298  (Rel-10) v10.11.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131614
Rel-11 CR 32251 Correction on Serving Node PLMN description in EPC CDRs for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0299  (Rel-11) v11.7.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131615
Rel-12 CR 32251 Correction on Serving Node PLMN description in EPC CDRs for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0300  (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.


S5-131684
Rel-8 CR 32298 Correction on Serving Node PLMN description in EPC CDRs for Network Sharing





32.298
  CR-0413  (Rel-8) v8.17.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 

NSN: Asked a language question about the CR. Original text for PLMN-Id was "1:1 copy from". The proposed new text uses "the same format".

ALU: The information can now come from two different places as per the description. It could be from the RAI for some scenarios, but may also come from the service network IE.

HW: The text related to Octet 1 = Octet 2, etc. should be moved.

Ericsson: Propose adding the phrase "in the same format as Octets 2, 3, and 4 of RAI".
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131736.


S5-131736
Rel-8 CR 32298 Correction on Serving Node PLMN description in EPC CDRs for Network Sharing





32.298
  CR-0413  rev 1 (Rel-8) v8.17.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

(Replaces S5-131684)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.


S5-131685
Rel-9 CR 32298 Correction on Serving Node PLMN description in EPC CDRs for Network Sharing





32.298
  CR-0414  (Rel-9) v9.15.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 

Mirror CR
ALU: Same corrections to be made as above for Release 8.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131737.



S5-131737
Rel-9 CR 32298 Correction on Serving Node PLMN description in EPC CDRs for Network Sharing





32.298
  CR-0414  rev 1 (Rel-9) v9.15.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

(Replaces S5-131685)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131686
Rel-10 CR 32298 Correction on Serving Node PLMN description in EPC CDRs for Network Sharing





32.298
  CR-0415  (Rel-10) v10.12.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 

ALU: Same corrections to be made as above for Release 8.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131738.



S5-131738
Rel-10 CR 32298 Correction on Serving Node PLMN description in EPC CDRs for Network Sharing





32.298
  CR-0415  rev 1 (Rel-10) v10.12.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

(Replaces S5-131686)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131687
Rel-11 CR 32298 Correction on Serving Node PLMN description in EPC CDRs for Network Sharing





32.298
  CR-0416  (Rel-11) v11.7.1





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 

ALU: Same corrections to be made as above for Release 8.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131739.



S5-131739
Rel-11 CR 32298 Correction on Serving Node PLMN description in EPC CDRs for Network Sharing





32.298
  CR-0416  rev 1 (Rel-11) v11.7.1





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

(Replaces S5-131687)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131688
Rel-12 CR 32298 Correction on Serving Node PLMN description in EPC CDRs for Network Sharing





32.298
  CR-0417  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 

ALU: Same corrections to be made as above for Release 8.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131740.
S5-131740
Rel-12 CR 32298 Correction on Serving Node PLMN description in EPC CDRs for Network Sharing





32.298
  CR-0417  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

(Replaces S5-131688)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.
S5-131616
Rel-8 CR 32251 Correction on Serving Node MCC MNC description in PS information for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0301  (Rel-8) v8.14.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131617
Rel-9 CR 32251 Correction on Serving Node MCC MNC description in PS information for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0302  (Rel-9) v9.9.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131618
Rel-10 CR 32251 Correction on Serving Node MCC MNC description in PS information for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0303  (Rel-10) v10.11.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131619
Rel-11 CR 32251 Correction on Serving Node MCC MNC description in PS information for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0304  (Rel-11) v11.7.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: None

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131620
Rel-12 CR 32251 Correction on Serving Node MCC MNC description in PS information for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0305  (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 

ALU: Tdoc number in contribution is wrong.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131741.



S5-131741
Rel-12 CR 32251 Correction on Serving Node MCC MNC description in PS information for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0305  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

(Replaces S5-131620)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.

S5-131621
Rel-8 CR 32251 Correction on missing Serving Network in PS CDRs for Network Sharing





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 

-

Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.

S5-131622
Rel-9 CR 32251 Correction on missing Serving Network in PS CDRs for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0306  (Rel-9) v..





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 

-

Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.
S5-131623
Rel-10 CR 32251 Correction on missing Serving Network in PS CDRs for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0307  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 

-

Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



S5-131624
Rel-11 CR 32251 Correction on missing Serving Network in PS CDRs for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0308  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 

-

Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



S5-131625
Rel-12 CR 32251 Correction on missing Serving Network in PS CDRs for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0309  (Rel-12) v..





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 

-

Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



S5-131626
Rel-8 CR 32298 Correction on missing Serving Network in PS CDRs for Network Sharing





32.298
  CR-0406  (Rel-8) v..





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 

-

Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



S5-131627
Rel-9 CR 32298 Correction on missing Serving Network in PS CDRs for Network Sharing





32.298
  CR-0407  (Rel-9) v..





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 

-

Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



S5-131628
Rel-10 CR 32298 Correction on missing Serving Network in PS CDRs for Network Sharing





32.298
  CR-0408  (Rel-10) v..





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 

-

Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



S5-131629
Rel-11 CR 32298 Correction on missing Serving Network in PS CDRs for Network Sharing





32.298
  CR-0409  (Rel-11) v..





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 

-

Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



S5-131630
Rel-12 CR 32298 Correction on missing Serving Network in PS CDRs for Network Sharing





32.298
  CR-0410  (Rel-12) v..





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 

-

Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.

S5-131715
Rel-8 CR 32251 Correction on missing Serving Network in PS CDRs for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0306  rev 1 (Rel-8) v8.14.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: 

HW: Editorial comment "This fields" should be "This field" throughout.

Orange: There is no information about where to retrieve the information as done in the other ALU CRs above. It is recommended to use some text from TS 29.060 to clarify the source of the information: "The serving core network operator ID is the PLMN ID of the SGSN which is currently serving the UE. An SGSN which supports multiple PLMN IDs is considered as logically different SGSNs." This is required to denote in the CDR which PLMN is serving the end user.

NSN: We have only one PLMN ID related to the served UE, but the SGSN node could have more than one PLMN ID. From the charging point of view, looking at only the serving UE, there is only serving PLMN ID and this is the one that should be captured in the CDR.

Orange; Would like that the text in the CR notes that there could be multiple and that which one should be captured in the CDR.

Several editing options were explored and a final proposal agreed.

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131742.



S5-131742
Rel-8 CR 32251 Correction on missing Serving Network in PS CDRs for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0306  rev 2 (Rel-8) v8.14.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

(Replaces S5-131715)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131716
Rel-9 CR 32251 Correction on missing Serving Network in PS CDRs for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0307  rev 1 (Rel-9) v9.9.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: 

ALU: Same corrections as Release 8.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131743.



S5-131743
Rel-9 CR 32251 Correction on missing Serving Network in PS CDRs for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0307  rev 2 (Rel-9) v9.9.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

(Replaces S5-131716)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131717
Rel-10 CR 32251 Correction on missing Serving Network in PS CDRs for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0308  rev 1 (Rel-10) v10.11.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: 

ALU: Same corrections as Release 8.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131744.



S5-131744
Rel-10 CR 32251 Correction on missing Serving Network in PS CDRs for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0308  rev 2 (Rel-10) v10.11.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

(Replaces S5-131717)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131718
Rel-11 CR 32251 Correction on missing Serving Network in PS CDRs for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0309  rev 1 (Rel-11) v11.7.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: 

ALU: Same corrections as Release 8.

ALU: Indicated the difference here was the introduction of SMS in the MME in Release 11.

NSN: Is there a difference for Release 11 due to the S4-SGSN with GTPv2? 

After discussion, it was determined that there was no impact.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131745.



S5-131745
Rel-11 CR 32251 Correction on missing Serving Network in PS CDRs for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0309  rev 2 (Rel-11) v11.7.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

(Replaces S5-131718)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.

S5-131719
Rel-12 CR 32251 Correction on missing Serving Network in PS CDRs for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0310  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: 

ALU: Same corrections as for Release 8.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131746.



S5-131746
Rel-12 CR 32251 Correction on missing Serving Network in PS CDRs for Network Sharing





32.251
  CR-0310  rev 2 (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

(Replaces S5-131719)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131720
Rel-8 CR 32298 Correction on missing Serving Network in PS CDRs for Network Sharing





32.298
  CR-0406  rev 1 (Rel-8) v8.17.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131721
Rel-9 CR 32298 Correction on missing Serving Network in PS CDRs for Network Sharing





32.298
  CR-0401  rev 1 (Rel-9) v9.15.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131722
Rel-10 CR 32298 Correction on missing Serving Network in PS CDRs for Network Sharing





32.298
  CR-0408  rev 1 (Rel-10) v10.12.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131723
Rel-11 CR 32298 Correction on missing Serving Network in PS CDRs for Network Sharing





32.298
  CR-0409  rev 1 (Rel-11) v11.7.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131724
Rel-12 CR 32298 Correction on missing Serving Network in PS CDRs for Network Sharing





32.298
  CR-0410  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131584
Rel-11 CR 32.260 Rules for populating Transit IOI





32.260
  CR-0212  rev 1 (Rel-11) v11.9.0





Source: NSN, Deutsche Telekom

Discussion: 

NSN: In 32.260 we only have editorial change. 

In 32.298 and 32.299: Discussion with DT on the ordering of the list of transit IOIs (chronological order). Then a note is added for the ability of an index header.

DT: Within IETF, syntax is shown for the transit list. There should be a reference to this RFC.

E//: We should first finish opening the documents before comments.

NSN: In 32.299 a new note added – same content as for CDR parameter.

E//: Question for clarification on 32.298. I cannot understand how this definition will handle all scenario?

NSN: referring to concern last time: what if there are more than one sip request?
We still believe that we only have one SIP request and response. We do not take into account that case.

E//: MRF in visited domain you’ll have many signalling legs (inbound and outbound sip leg to TRF, to MRF)
You cannot consider this case with your description.

DT: Is it new transit IOI scenario? Not sure about the requirement. For example this is what we have if we have forking or multiple invite: I am wondering if this should be chargeable event? Announcement cannot be a chargeable event.

E//: This definition is brought to handle transit ioi populating. However I have a fundamental issue since Transit IOI list from request is different from the response.

DT: if you have different INVITE, you’ll have different call Ids. ‘From’ header will have another tag. 
E//: How is that reflected in CDR? It is not in CDR today.

Chair: Today we have one CDR per dialog. The only case is B2BUA where we have different dialogs in it.

E//: I would like to have a reference to this statement. (no explicit statement was provided)

Chair: Comment?

E//: concern about the semantics. For several meetings we documented the IOI exchange introducing signalling/SIP leg concept. Now: with this encoding, there is a fundamental difference in the semantic usage. I have to interpret it differently according to if I am a SCSCF / TRF or IBCF.

DT: I have your point. That has to be checked.

Ericsson: Do you understand the SIP path? Each set of IOI is different. Confusing to use the same transit IOI list.

DT: We need specific distinction. Is it CT1 work?
E//: we sent requirements to CT1 to what needs to be supported. They answered but I don’t want me do their job, but not they do ours neither. I can accept this encoding for TF and IBCF. But not SCSCF

NSN: do you accept that we keep the CR for TF and IBCF by adding a note?

Orange: If we discover afterwards it is completely different handling for SCSCF it would not be good.

DT: offline discussion required.

Chair: Set of CRs noted and will be handled in San Francisco

Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131585
Rel-12 CR 32.260 Rules for populating Transit IOI





32.260
  CR-0216  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: NSN, Deutsche Telekom

Discussion: refer to S5-131584 discussion
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131586
Rel-11 CR 32.298 Rules for populating Transit IOI





32.298
  CR-0401  rev 1 (Rel-11) v11.7.1





Source: NSN, Deutsche Telekom

Discussion: refer to S5-131584 discussion
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131587
Rel-12 CR 32.298 Rules for populating Transit IOI





32.298
  CR-0402  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: NSN, Deutsche Telekom

Discussion: refer to S5-131584 discussion
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131588
Rel-11 CR 32.299 Rules for populating Transit IOI





32.299
  CR-0534  rev 1 (Rel-11) v11.9.0





Source: NSN, Deutsche Telekom

Discussion: refer to S5-131584 discussion
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131589
Rel-12 CR 32.299 Rules for populating Transit IOI





32.299
  CR-0535  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: NSN, Deutsche Telekom

Discussion: refer to S5-131584 discussion
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131590
Rel-11 CR 32.260 Transit IOI occurrence correction





32.260
  CR-0211  rev 1 (Rel-11) v11.9.0





Source: NSN, Deutsche Telekom

Discussion: 

E//: At this time we cannot agree to the AS CDR. This change is dependant on the CRs we did not agree.

List parameters refer to one direction (rather than a Path)

NSN: ok take it as noted

Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131591
Rel-12 CR 32.260 Transit IOI occurrence correction





32.260
  CR-0215  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: NSN, Deutsche Telekom

Discussion: refer to S5-131590
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131592
Rel-11 CR 32.298 Transit IOI occurrence correction





32.298
  CR-0399  rev 1 (Rel-11) v11.7.1





Source: NSN, Deutsche Telekom

Discussion: refer to S5-131590
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131593
Rel-12 CR 32.298 Transit IOI occurrence correction





32.298
  CR-0400  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: NSN, Deutsche Telekom

Discussion: refer to S5-131590
Decision: 

The document was noted.


S5-131691
Proposal for CDR extension for Mobile Originated Calls





Source: Deutsche Telekom

Discussion: 

With WID RAVEL roaming with loopback was introduced in 3GPP IMS. This document describes requirements for the charging of IMS (VoLTE) subscribers which are roaming in foreign networks. This includes a description of the CDRs which are generated in the most Nodes.
E//: Is there any reference of a claim that is present in the DP (Same as Orange comment)? Or is it DT specific requirement?

DT: This is how we do in legacy network and we’d like to have it now with IMS/RAVEL.

ALU: Do DT request to have this clarified in 3GPP and GSMA? Or only 3GPP ?

DT: Unclear if there is clarification needed or if we have to describe it anywhere. It is this way how it is implemented today.

E//: in Mobile Originating Call – P-CSCF CDR (indication whether TRF CDR exists). How could the P-CSCF know that there was loopback?

DT: we were assuming that if loopback applies than TRF is generating CDR. 

ALU raises a risk: intention is to concentrate the charging from the P-CSCF. 

DT: This can be done by net operators (of visited net)

ALU: What would happen if home net decided not send the loopback? You would not have the indication of loopback.

DT: I see. Question is how is trust operation between operators. NNI profile in the connection. 
We live with that in SS7 too. Regulation handles this.

ALU: What about the error cases?

DT: the case is that LB would apply, then LB indication is sent back.

E//: in section generation tap CDR – what is RBP system?

DT: something in our net (different IMS Providers)
E//: under P-CSCF CDR for home network section. IOI do not have implication to home net.

DT: who is owning the HW?
ALU:  is this linked to transit IOIs?

DT: no to home net so no transit IOIs.

E//: is there any work in 3GPP to deal with IMS MVNOs? We should have a specific WI. If yes what is the reference?
DT and Chair: not aware of such work.

ALU: What about Instance ID and IMEI ?
DT: instance ID and IMEI. For fixed lines, it represents something built in the device.

E// user name: I don’t understand how it is used and why we don’t use P-served- user header

DT: this P-served-user header is built in another way (private ID). It does not contain all required info.

ALU: for proxy CSCF we have NNI info, but from my understanding this is needed for TRF not for P-CSCF. How P-CSCF would have this info?

E//: IBCF section. Description of link ID for the media. Seems that information in SDP data.

DT: proposal for next meeting. Further contribution is expected. 

E//: §detailed proposal under PCSCF CDR. Is there a need for both route hearer and home net ? 

DT: route header can point to IBCF, or FQDN with no indication of the HN

E//: how is it used for charging ? unclear

DT: I check

Comments:

NSN: Thinking about the best way forward for having a common understanding. For some points, would suggest to have rather have a work item as a way to present CRs. 

NSN: Sees relocation information from the RAVEL function that was introduced to satisfy the billing rules, but this information is going to be transferred to the Originating P-CSCF. Question for clarification is it sensible for charging at the TRF in that case.

Orange: Share the concerns of DT and of NSN. Orange sees many common issues with analysis of the CDRs and are studying if the IBCF could be sufficient for interconnection cases. Perhaps they will not need P-CSCF or TRF. If their study determines that IBCF information, then do we really need a per call CDR or would some kind of volume accounting be acceptable. Propose to have a study work item to clarify the operator requirements. 

ALU: When you suggest work item to address concerns of operator? Does this mean the too many CDRs issue or does it go beyond that?

Orange: One purpose is to identify which CDRs are really required and can be removed from the network. Second purpose is to understand whether IBCF will be sufficient.

ALU: Sees that the purpose of this paper is to make sure all information is available at the P-SCF requiring signalling transfer of the data. A balance is required for the processing to insure that the real time domain is not affect adversely. Concern that this will break the basic principle of how charging is done in IMS that relies on correlation where each node provides the information that it knows and it is up to CDF or CGF to apply the correlation and filters required. This appears to be a major violation of the charging system architecture.

ALU: (To Orange) Are we talking about CDRs or Rf events? 

Orange: For the moment talking about CDRs, but will need to check if Rf is also a concern. Will need to check internally. One known issue is the number of CDRs and the effort for the correlation. 

ALU: Inside the discussion paper, there were several observations regarding alignment between 32.260 and 32.298, specifically. This is due to the ASN.1 description includes also the ATCF functionality into the P-CSCF and IBCF CDRs.

NSN: Regarding the observation that this discussion paper is related to Release 11 which is more or less in development. See backward compatibility issue right now. It might happen that we cannot confirm all the proposals.

Ericsson: The figure does not show the internetwork path between S-CSCF and the TRF.
Decision: 

The document was noted.


S5-131689
Additional CDR Field Home Network for P-CSCF and TRF





32.260
  CR-0227  (Rel-11) v11.9.1





Source: Deutsche Telekom

Discussion: 

An additional field needed for the correct filling of CDR and TAP records:

CR quality check: wrong CR number format
ALU: In case there is no IMS MVNO configuration, is the current information in the CDR sufficient? Do we really need this information in the case of a single IMS operator? Specifically,P-CSCF.

DT: There could be a route header present between the S-CSCF and TRF, but this does not represent the home network.

<No answer given>

NSN: We see no difference between the IOI type 1 and the new parameter. Therefore, this parameter is not needed.

Ericsson: I have to agree with NSN for the single IMS operator scenario.

ALU: What will be in the SIP Route header from the P-CSCF? Why wouldn't this be sufficient for identifying the Home PLMN.?
DT: Yes. This is sufficient for the P-CSCF, but will not be available from the S-CSCF to the TRF. There will be no indication of the home network in the Route header.

Orange: Propose noting the entire set of CRs. The outcome of the discussion paper is that we don't agree on the solutions that are mentioned, so we shouldn't look at each individual CR.

NSN: One of the services of the group is to present the CRs and collect comments from them. The author can take these other views that may be beneficial.

NSN: For this particular CDR field, the content is already covered in another field and, second concern, is that any R11 fields added should not be mandatory.

ALU: Can we agree to note the contributions related to the discussion paper? And DT can bring a work item proposal.

Orange: NSN proposal was that we should open each document and provide comments.

Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131690
Additional CDR Field Home Network for P-CSCF and TRF





32.260
  CR-0228  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Deutsche Telekom

Discussion: 

An additional field needed for the correct filling of CDR and TAP records:

CR Quality Check: wrong CR number format
Decision: 

The document was noted.

S5-131692
Additional CDR User Name for P-CSCF and TRF





32.260
  CR-0229  (Rel-11) v11.9.1





Source: Deutsche Telekom

Discussion: 

CR Quality Check: wrong CR number format
Questions:

Ericsson: I don't know how they are used, but there is also a Proxy-Authorization header defined with a user name. Are there scenarios where you might use this header also?

DT: Does not think the Proxy-Authorization header is used because IMPI is provided during registration in the Authorization header.

NSN: Sees that this field is available in the list of Subscription-Ids. There is a type in the Subscription-ID of type NAI. This is exactly the same as END-USER-NAI.

DT: The subscription id field is defined to be the public user identities. This NAI for registration contains the private user identity (IMPI). So, it is different.

NSN: Probably the definition of the field is not so good. The ASN.1 currently supports a comprehensive set of subscription id types including END-USER-NAI. 

DT: This information is available in the P-SCSF CDR, but not available in the TRF CDR.

NSN: We have a functional split in IMS and expect the information to be collected from the different nodes.

Comments:

Ericsson: I think the transfer of user name part of Authorization header beyond the S-CSCF further into the network is a security issue. This is CT1 area to decide.

Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131693
Additional CDR User Name for P-CSCF and TRF





32.260
  CR-0230  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Deutsche Telekom

Discussion: wrong CR number format 
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131700
LS on need for Home Network Id between S-CSCF and TRF





Source: Deutsche Telekom

Discussion: No need to this LS due to status of CRs.
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131703
DRAFT LS on need for User Name transfer between S-CSCF and TRF





Source: Deutsche Telekom

Discussion: 

LS on need for User Name transfer between S-CSCF and TRF

No need to this LS due to status of CRs.

Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131704
Additional CDR Field NNI Information and NNI Type for P-CSCF





32.260
  CR-0231  (Rel-11) v11.9.1





Source: Deutsche Telekom

Discussion: 

CR Quality Check: wrong CR number format
Questions/Comments:

ALU: Has a concern having loopback indication coming to the P-CSCF based on potential fraud between the HPLMN and VPLMN. The P-CSCF and TRF CDRs should be correlated rather than relying on the P-CSCF CDr to conclude that loopback was applied.

Orange: Shares ALU concern about the possible fraud.

DT: It would be nice to have the indicator in the P-CSCF in order to know whether to look the TRF CDR. Does not see the possibility of fraud in all of the national and international roaming cases.

Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131705
Additional CDR Field NNI Information and NNI Type for P-CSCF





32.260
  CR-0232  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Deutsche Telekom

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was noted.
S5-131707
Rel-11 CR 32.251 Correction for User Location Info Time





32.251
  CR-0319  (Rel-11) v11.7.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 

ALU: Why explicitly stating that this is for bearer deactivation or UE detach procedure?

E//: This is how CT3 describes the info. It is copied.

ALU: So then this is not related to the timestamp of current location. Location may have changed and you need timestamp as well, don’t you?

E//: Interesting issue. May be I have copied badly the definition.

ALU: Issue of consistency between user location info and the use location time otherwise.

E//: I don’t understand how this container works. How and where stage 2 should be defined. Maybe I am wrong here.

NSN: User location time is exactly the time when the user location information was acquired. Independently of behaviour of user. No link with the situation of the bearer.

Chair:  Let’s proceed reading of the LS on UL time info format from CT4 to CT3. The LS deals with the format only not with the usage of the user location time. 

NSN: the LS is asking CT3 to change their format. Are E// contributions based on CT3 format?

E//: Yes the diameter AVP is based on the CT3 format.

NSN: Should we wait then for their changes.

E//: Not sure that the changes would be done in CT3. They will LS to us if any changes are required.

ALU: why not SGSN CDR in this CR?

E//: In my knowledge SGSN CDR does not contain ULI. In R11 it was only added to SGW CDR.

ALU: We may have it for the start.

E//: we have to see with CT3 if there is an issue there. 
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131747.

S5-131747
Rel-11 CR 32.251 Correction for User Location Info Time





32.251
  CR-0319  rev 1 (Rel-11) v11.7.0





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-131707)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131708
Rel-11 CR 32.299 Correction for User Location Info Time





32.299
  CR-0553  (Rel-11) v11.9.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 

-

Decision: 

The document was agreed.

S5-131748
Correction for User Location Info Time





32.251
  CR-0321  (Rel-12) v..





Source: Ericsson

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131749
Correction for User Location Info Time





32.299
  CR-0554  (Rel-12) v..





Source: Ericsson

Decision: 

The document was agreed.

S5-131729
Reply LS from CT4 cc SA5 on  support for user location age or timestamp





Source: C4-131815

Discussion: LS is noted since no actions are required (cf discussion in S5-131707)
Decision: 

The document was noted.
S5-131572
DP Furnish Charging Information to IMS CTF





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 
E// presents a new feature for IMS charging called IMS furnish charging information

NSN: why isn’t this requirement from operator?

E//: only some operators are present in the room.

Orange: What do you mean with “The charging data should be added by a node to a container in a structured way...”? 

E//: Info could be standardised or vendor specific. This document does not deal with the format. As an example: we may have the identification of the node generating the info + structure of data.

NSN: this is opposite proposal compared to the one from Telefonica.

E//: But these are for different purposes. OCS has info that you need for CDR. The other ex: If you want to do charging, the info is not always available in a specific AS: the operator wants to duplicate their business logic in OCS (more and more real time).

NSN: Requirement from vendor side: we have extension to transfer some specific parameters. You can instruct operator on how you can perform this transfer.

E//: the point is not to allow vendor specific info. It was just an example as an answer to Orange question.

NSN: this is for more efficient Billing system correlation. But you can put some info to improve the correlation efficiency. But increase signalling. Or give some more detailed info for correlation to make it more efficient.

E//: I understand the issue of signalling. 

China: I agree. But is it only for MGCF or AS?

E//: no this is only an example. It can apply generally to any SIP node.

Huawei: is this operator configurable?

E//: yes.

Huawei: you refer to CDR and online charging

E//: yes: for aggregation and for solving some operator business logic explained in the DP.

NSN: online charging from AS is not able to have info from MGCF today. But this is not the only case. Should we have in SIP signalling more online charging elements: which AS should be selected to take over the online (control of the session in case on potentially more than one AS - iFC). 

E//: this was not the motivation of this DP

NSN: the motivation is not to select the node that should take over the online charging?

E//: it could be. But for the moment it is not dynamic, it is operator configurable.

NSN: about enabling MGCF online charging: operators were asked. And the answer was only SCSCF and AS should be enabled with online charging.

E//: operators may have new features/requirements.

NSN: this implies that online charging should be on MGCF

E//: this is NSN interpretation, not E//’s.

ALU: comment. Somehow from your example means that we need info from MGCF. Each node provides the info to online charging. The cleanest way from a principle point of view would be to have online charging on MGCF.
Moreover, we do not know what info is conveyed: isn’t it dangerous not to control which kind of info is inside?
Ericsson: I am surprised that operator configuration cannot make this control!

Orange: we require the data structure to be more specific.

Huawei: in the request or response? Additional signalling may be required from MGCF? Concern about performance on AS.

DT: From SIP signalling point of view. Main body may be used if the information is “bigger info”. How much would be included? If I have to send something in one message, than I have to know the address of the AS. It must be secured that this info we’ll go to the AS and not to other nodes.

E//: It was our intention that the info is small so header should be ok.
For securing, this info should always be removed for untrusted net.

ALU: we cannot have a discussion on how it can be done dependant on the size requirement. It is CT job. We cannot say to CT1, this info will be tiny or huge. We cannot influence the work of CT1. We have to agree on the principle: not on the quantity of the info to be transferred.

NSN: could we agree this in SA5 or should we ask CT1 first? There is a signalling issue and data issue. I would like to ask CT1 if they accept or not the transfer of charging information in SIP. In previous requests they refused! If we agree to a charging container and send a liaison and CT1 that do not accept, then this CR do not make any sense
China Mobile: can we have ACR between IMS nodes?

NSN: no you can’t.

DT: AS is subscribing to MGCF for one dialog.

ALU: ICID may be used?

E// time critical

Orange: for charging requirements SA5 used to ask CT for new charging specific SIP headers. With this new concept we no longer need them. Should we get rid of these previous charging specific headers? Issue of retrieving same info in 2 different ways.

DT: CT1 will ask what kind of elements or parameters should be packed. They will ask for details.

ALU: not in favour of having such transparent charging info transferred: open the door to many fields.

E//: operators have control. Why restricting operators?

NSN: do we have a concern on the unstructured data container? 

Orange: let’s send LS to CT1

NSN: not objecting to send questions to CT1. The concern is that info is not clearly defined.
clearly def meaning which param is needed. 

E//: node id and octet string for 30 bytes is not sufficient? In CAMEL we have this possibility; in PS domain we have it. This is not new concept.

NSN: requirement on real time info exchange has to be specified.

E//: I gave an example of MGCF

NSN: if you have 2 AS, you may have 2 online charging interfaces. We are changing principles agreed from the beginning.

E//: I do not agree.

Let’s open the LS to CT1.
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131573
Rel-12 CR 32.260 Furnish Charging Information to IMS CTF





32.260
  CR-0225  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 
We have to wait for CT1 answer.
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131574
LS CT1 Furnish Charging Information to IMS CTF





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 
Only DP to be attached to the LS.

ALU: I would like to remove offline correlation issue 

E// Let’s leave both online and offline since they are stated in the DP.

Orange: prefer having both issues.

NSN: I would like to remove the word ‘furnish’ since it can be misunderstood (cf Ro interface).Replaced by ‘delivered’.

Huawei: why not multiple IMS nodes instead of one IMS node. 

Orange: this may be confusing. 

Final version is agreed after some group discussion.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131750.



S5-131750
LS CT1 Furnish Charging Information to IMS CTF





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-131574)

Decision: 

The document was approved.



S5-131575
Rel-12 CR 32.260 Addition of Instance Id for IMS Charging





32.260
  CR-0226  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 
ALU: set of user equipments are identified by IMEI, 3GPP2 IMEI. What are we expecting from other formats?

E//: UUID (universal unique identifier), RFC defined by IETF. 

ALU: Is it MAC address?

E//: Not for sure and it doesn’t matter. The point is that we’ll have the info whatever how the encoding is. No work from CT1 or IETF.

ALU: will we have the info in 2 different “fields”?

E//: depends on operator configuration since these are Oc. This issue exists already in location headers. 
We already know that the other AVP cannot be always used since it cannot handle other formats that IMEI.

Orange: We agree with the requirement of having this info available for charging and that this is not covered today. 
In previous meeting my concern was about if IMEI and SIP instance id were transported differently in SIP: after check, SIP instance ID is always the unique source. So this concern is over.
However in current 3GPP description, IMEI in SIP cannot be found outside the REGISTER transaction whereas in GSMA RCS implementation doc this is supposed to be transported in all messages with contact header field.

In 3GPP context, we have to check if sip instance Id only in REGISTER is a problem for having the info available in some nodes. (E// CRs deal with all nodes)

DT: We have to reconfirm how this info is transferred and if it might be changed.

Orange: one other comment before closing the session. The equivalence between instance id and device is not sufficient if we have many IMS clients on the device.

--

E//: Open issue is whether or not 24229 provides SIP instance ID in more SIP messages than in REGISTER.

DT: I checked and found for the moment only this in Registration section. But it is still unclear.

Orange: But sometimes parameters for online and offline are not available and we put them however as possible offline or online parameter.

E//: But if there is no chance to receive it, it is cleaner not to add it. Suggestion to LS to CT1 if this info is available and if it is not available then ask if can it be available?

Orange: ok to LS- but let’s make sure to ask if it is available at each single node (see list in the contribution)

ALU: then we would have 2 IMEI presence into the online charging? Proposal to align offline (with both encodings)
E//: accepts to add to it the other encoding into the CDRs. Question is I don’t have a reference to do that (ASN1 terminal info and not user equipment info).Unclear how to solve this.

ALU: we may check in the 32.299

E//: maybe we already have it in PS domain: served IMEI and terminal information in PS information
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131803.
S5-131803
Rel-12 CR 32.260 Addition of Instance Id for IMS Charging





32.260
  CR-0226  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-131575)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131804
LS on Availability of SIP Instance Identifier





Source: Ericsson

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131576
Rel-12 CR 32.298 Addition of Instance Id for IMS Charging





32.298
  CR-0411  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 

E// I can come in with contribution next time. I have to think about ASN.1
NSN: we have to deal with the whole set of CRs (and keep the possibility of reviewing it next meeting).

E//: revision marks to be added. Octet string option so no other changes. Revision to have revision marks + find a way to add User equipment info to the ASN.1. The number 57 has to be checked.

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131805.


S5-131805
Rel-12 CR 32.298 Addition of Instance Id for IMS Charging





32.298
  CR-0411  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-131576)

Discussion: 

OPTIONAL and i.e. to e.g. (about IMEI)
Decision: 

The document was agreed.


S5-131577
Rel-12 CR 32.299 Addition of Instance Id for IMS Charging





32.299
  CR-0552  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 

NSN: It has to be added to the list reused PS information

NSN: 3402 – AVP code assigned + The overview of 32.260 has to be reviewed

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131806.



S5-131806
Rel-12 CR 32.299 Addition of Instance Id for IMS Charging





32.299
  CR-0552  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-131577)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131599
Rel-12 CR 32.296 Correction on the functionality for class B rating function





32.296
  CR-0033  (Rel-12) v12.0.0





Source: Huawei

Discussion: 

NSN:  price Request is not included in the overall description. It should be added for completion.NSN volonteers to fix this.
Decision: 

The document was agreed.


S5-131600
Rel-12 CR 32.296 Correction on the message flow of class B rating function for PriceRequest





32.296
  CR-0034  (Rel-12) v12.0.0





Source: Huawei

Discussion: 
-

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131601
Rel-12 CR 32.296 Correction on the Rating Function





32.296
  CR-0035  (Rel-12) v12.0.0





Source: Huawei

Discussion: 
ALU: what is this “Rating considering”?

Huawei: Rating function does not provide directly the benefits and allowances but just the rate.

NSN: what is the reason to introduce this condition to the functionality? 

Huawei: general description is required if you have a look into the text around the modification.
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131775
LS from CT1 to SA5 on encoding of MS Time Zone for NetLoc





Source: C1-134489

Discussion: 

Ericsson: Note that CT1 has provided a solution in Release 12 only. We need to solve this problem in Release 11.

NSN: Let's think about this and discuss at the next meeting.

Decision: 

The document was postponed.



S5-131776
Reply LS from CT3 cc SA5 on new work item on "IMS support for RTP / RTCP transport multiplexing





Source: C3-131627

Decision: 

The document was postponed.



S5-131816
Draft TS 32.276





Source: Rapporteur

Decision: 

The document was Left for email approval.



S5-131817
Draft TS 32.293





Source: Rapporteur

Decision: 

The document was Left for email approval.



8.4
Rel-12 Charging

8.4.1
Short Message Service - Service Centre (SMS-SC) Offline Charging 

S5-131631
Rel-12 CR 32274 Introduce Charging Data Request/Response in flow description





32.274
  CR-0020  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 
Huawei: In the last change, 5.2.2.4.3. 

ALU: Yes, Figure 5.2.2.4.3-1 needs to be corrected.

Huawei: Need to identify the mapping relationship between Charging Data Request and Accounting Request.

ALU: This mapping is in 32.299.

Huawei: Is there a statement referring to this?
NSN: It is in the first change.

NSN: In the message flow of the last change, I recognize a change of the trigger.

ALU: Will correct the figure to match previous figure with only the name change of the request.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131751.



S5-131751
Rel-12 CR 32274 Introduce Charging Data Request/Response in flow description





32.274
  CR-0020  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

(Replaces S5-131631)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131632
Rel-12 CR 32274 Introduction of offline charging Diameter error cases





32.274
  CR-0021  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 
None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131633
Rel-12 CR 32274 Introduction of Rf message content





32.274
  CR-0022  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 
NSN: Is it really the "Charging Data Transfer operation"?

Ericsson: Yes. This is consistent with 32.299.

NSN: We should add the word "operation" to make it clear.

NSN: Should we add Destination-Host AVP?

ALU: Yes, will be done.

Huawei: The description for Error-Reporting-Host indicates "tbc". What is TBC?

ALU: All of the mid-tier specifications currently indicate "tbc". To be consistent, it was left in.

Ericsson: Propose to replace tbc with reference to 32.299.

NSN: Correct the subscript on "OC".
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131752.


S5-131752
Rel-12 CR 32274 Introduction of Rf message content





32.274
  CR-0022  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

(Replaces S5-131633)

Discussion:  

E//: destination host cannot be Mandatory. It should be Oc

Decision: 

The document was agreed.


S5-131634
Rel-12 CR 32274 Introduction of new SC-SMO and SC-SMT CDRs description





32.274
  CR-0023  (Rel-12) v..





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 
-

Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



S5-131669
Rel-12 CR 32274 Introduce Charging Data Request/Response in flow descriptions





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 
-

Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.
8.4.2
Charging per IP-Connectivity Access Network (IP-CAN) Session (610041)
S5-131706
DP Discussion on PS Domain Traffic Volume





Source: Ericsson, Orange

Discussion: 

ALU: We had an exchange with SA2 on the topic of having the bearer level charging for roaming case. We modified the specifications. For ALU, it was clear that we would need a new CDR for the incoming traffic.

Ericsson: We have not implemented the requirement as agreed in prior meeting.

Vodafone: We like to support the first and second option. The overall numbers of CDRs become quite a lot, for many operators, it would be better because the information available in a single CDR is a better choice for them.

Orange: Actually, Orange has the same problem and would like a smaller number of CDRs. In this proposal, we deal with this because we only generate these CDRs for the roaming cases. 

NSN: Also supporting #1 with the bearer rating group as the right approach. The view of the delegate is that there are two counts in the message – one total amount and one specific for each service data flow.

Orange: Case 1 is not acceptable due to the semantic issues with the same container containing both types of data. For Orange, it is much easier for processing to have it separated.

ALU: Understands that the current statement in the specification is that we do not have them at the same time. If we have specific RG for the bearer level then we won't have the more specific service data flow level.

Ericsson: Clearly we have two different interpretations and clarification is required.

Huawei: It appears there are two issues: 1) vendor-specific RG; 2) correlation of volumes. If we already have a solution, why do we need another solution.

Orange: The SA2 work does not resolve the issues related to volume misalignment. This is complementary to what was discussed in SA2. We will never have 100% resolution to have identical volumes.

Huawei: Now that we already requirement to maintain incoming and outgoing traffic to be reported. 

Orange: PCEF included in P-GW is the new thing, so mediation systems collected the GGSN/PGW CDRs and the PCEF was a separate system with its own CDR generation. So, moving PCEF inside P-GW with single CDR is new and their mediation system department complained and so, they have proprietary solution to do this separation. 

NSN: It seems that this is in conflict with the statement to reduce the number of CDRs.

Ericsson: It is important to have separate CDRs for different purposes.

Orange: We would be willing to accept more CDRs in this case with the limit to roaming.

Decision: 

The document was noted.

8.4.3
Charging using an Alternative Roaming Provider (610042)
S5-131565
LS on Standardization of Diameter for Circuit Switched Services





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 
E//: In plenary, it was requested to send LS back to steerco and to many other groups + attaching the approved WI.

ALU: the attachment does not include the WI as a ZIP file. Maybe we should add OMA since they define some API for subscription (provisioning).

NSN: are the GSMA groups listed here involved in the initial LS? I am in favour of adding OMA ARC.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131753.



S5-131753
LS on Standardization of Diameter for Circuit Switched Services





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-131565)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131566
Rel-12 CR 32.240 Introduction of SimgleIMSI architecture for EU roaming





32.240
  CR-0369  (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 
Orange: Cover sheet (affected clause to be corrected)

ALU: question about the references, specifically the location of Regulation III. Why?

Ericsson: They are arranged in ETSI.

NSN: in annex A (3GPP/ETSI).

NSN: suggest to have no different colours on one level. 

E//: it is quite clear to me

NSN: use of abbreviations (ARP, DSP...). In Annex.

E//: it is defined above in the annex (not in the general abbreviations)

NSN: could you change the description of the title of the specification.

E//: why not

NSN: comment on the architecture figures.

E//: is it clear that the dotted line seperates visited and home net ? we are in 3GPP : we have knowledge of visited and home net. Suggestion is to have explicitly the home network.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131754.



S5-131754
Rel-12 CR 32.240 Introduction of SimgleIMSI architecture for EU roaming





32.240
  CR-0369  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-131566)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131567
Rel-12 PCR 32.276 New TS 32.276 Voice Call Service Charging Skeleton





32.276 v..





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 
E//: we combined the general template and the one from middle tier TS.

offline charging is out of scope (FFS)
Decision: 

The document was approved.



S5-131568
Rel-12 PCR 32.276 General Sections for Voice Call Service Charging





32.276 v..





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 
E//: Offline charging not part of this doc. 

Vodafone: In 3.1, definition of charging.Suggestion to add “quota” with the account balance.

NSN: Comment on the usage of charging definition. It may be used in all specifications and it has to be aligned. Otherwise we would have inconsistency.

E//: I agree with NSN on consistency however I disagree with the comment since we do not have the same definition of quota. It may be balance depending on context.

ALU: we should have the same style for all the specifications. No need for having all the symbols here since we do not know yet what will be used.

E//: all is copied from middle tier TS template.

NSN: format of the references is unusual
E//: it is clearer than a random list

Comments on Definitions section: These are full copy of template with addition of voice call (not including VoLTE).. ALU is against having all these definitions. But the group agreed on keeping it as it is.

Comments on Symbols section: unlike the definitions symbols should contain only ones that would be in use. Then E// proposes to keep CAP and Ro. Agreed by the group.

Comments on Abbreviations section:  Vodafone is ok to keep the list as it is even if they preferred reducing the list. ALU’s preference is to have on a per case basis. But the group agreed to keep it as it is.

DT: general editorial comment. Example naming of TS with 3GGP space TS...
NSN do we need the reference 3GPP inside a 3GPP spec?

Allot: rule is to have 3GPP in front of the spec.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131755.



S5-131755
Rel-12 PCR 32.276 General Sections for Voice Call Service Charging





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-131568)

Decision: 

The document was approved.



S5-131569
Rel-12 PCR 32.276 Architecture Considerations for Voice Call Service Charging





32.276 v..





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 
NSN: one picture for overall roaming 

E//: all what the WI deals with is voice call. The figure 4.1.1 could be removed but there has to be 

Vodafone: proposed to introduce this as an alternative to direct CAMEL based charging.

NSN: remove 3GPP from TS. Voice Proxy Function with capital letters: so is this a new abbreviation? Please define it if yes.

E//: ok for 3GPP removal. But I do not want to use an abbreviation. Proxy function has to be capitalized since it 

B, C, D, Ge and Gr are not defined. Should be defined in previous CR.

ALU: suggests separation showing 2 different providers for OCS and voice proxy.

E//: I propose to reflect the separation in figure 4.3.1 by a binding line between 2 operators. Not in favour of using EU regulation vocabulary (DSP ARP.)
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131756.



S5-131756
Rel-12 PCR 32.276 Architecture Considerations for Voice Call Service Charging





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-131569)

Decision: 

The document was approved.



S5-131571
Rel-12 PCR 32.293 New TS 32.293 Proxy Function Skeleton





32.293 v..





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 
E//: group position on if Section 6 applies (functionalities and Message flows).

E//: One observation - because this is draft TS, if we decided to change the section afterwards it can be done.
Decision: 

The document was approved.



S5-131602
Rel-12 pCR 32.293 General Sections for Proxy Function





Source: Huawei

Discussion: 
Huawei: We’ll change the symbols to keep only Ro and CAP.

E//: Scope section – proxy function 32.276 should not be listed + Should we add 32.250 to the list (since you list diameter on the one side). + in scope delete the CS voice call.

NSN: remove the headlines of the ref. Definition there is a generic comment to have alphabetic order of the def

NSN: technical comment. What is the Domestic provider?
Huawei: it is used in EU regulation

E//: better to have just DSP (within domestic provider)

DT: editorial – bullets should be with the good format

E//: this is also in 

NSN: abbreviations to be aligned with the final version of David (discussed earlier)
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131758.



S5-131758
Rel-12 pCR 32.293 General Sections for Proxy Function





Source: Huawei

(Replaces S5-131602)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.

S5-131603
Rel-12 pCR 32.293 Architecture Concept for Proxy Function





Source: Huawei

Discussion: 
E//: Are you reusing the other picture in 32.240? however it is not consistent.

Huawei: we’ll update this figure to remove SCP and OCS. + removal of CAP proxy and Ro proxy. There will not be any routing mentioning of the voice call (since call control will always be in DSP). 

E//: There is no logic in the proxy to identify if it should be directed to ARP or not. This is not standard issue.

NSN: Union word is confusing

E// all the regulated issue is not to be present into the 32.293.

Orange: we do not want this to be restricted to regulation: it does not bring anything.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131807.



S5-131807
Rel-12 pCR 32.293 Architecture Concept for Proxy Function





32.293 v..





Source: Huawei

(Replaces S5-131603)

Document is noted since changes in the figure are required. 

Decision: 

The document was noted.

S5-131570
Rel-12 PCR 32.276 Definition of Charging Information for Voice Call Service Charging





32.276 v..





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 

-

Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.

S5-131709
Rel-12 PCR 32.276 Definition of Charging Information for Voice Call Service Charging





32.276 v..





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 
Revision of S5-131570.

E//: there are 2 functions here. Proposed text + 2 of the editor’s note where discussion is required.

NSN: Editorial capitalized specification. Same style required everywhere. Example Online charging.

E// online charging not capitalized.

NSN: introduction of CS information. Renaming to Proxy information. In LS we say that this is proxy for voice call service.

E//: I can agree but proxy info is already taken (IETF). Preference to Voice Call Service (VCS).

NSN: how to extend “this” to other services?

E//: this is a document dealing with voice call service only. And this is not dealing with other services. But Proxy can be extended and then depending on the service in use we can have that service specific info (e g SMS information)

NSN: Consistency has to be checked in the 32.240 to see if the Proxy is indicated as generic enough to next meeting.

VCS to be added in the other CR.

NSN: CS-information with ‘-‘ and then without. It has to be used only for AVP. 

ALU: service information with only voice

ALU: 6.2.1.2 sentence unclear (independent of receiving VP and the CCR request type)

E//: request type (update, initial) does not introduce changes of format CCA. But E// will remove the other part (independent of receiving VP) 

Huawei: alignment– in this PCR Proxy function or voice proxy.

E//: we should say proxy function (not voice to make it extendable)

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131757.
S5-131757
Rel-12 PCR 32.276 Definition of Charging Information for Voice Call Service Charging





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-131709)

Decision: 

The document was approved.



8.5
Application Based Charging

8.5.1
Charging for Application Based Charging (600011)
S5-131594
Rel-12 CR 32.251 online charging principles of application based charging





32.251
  CR-0317  (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Huawei

Discussion: 
CR Quality Check: drafting rules: automatic bullet lists are not allowed. Style should be "B1"

Allot: Rephrase "application traffic" with "detected application identifier". 

Allot: Add description of the ADC rules in a similar manner as the PCC rules in the FBC section.

Huawei: Yes.

Ericsson: Remove general comments of PCEF in the ABC section and put a statement.

ALU: Support the Ericsson view for PCEF.

NSN: Support the Ericsson view for PCEF.

NSN: Has additional comments to be provided offline.

Chair: We have finished the time allocated and move to offline discussion.

Huawei: will provide an update to be used during email discussion for additional comments and review.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131759.



S5-131759
Rel-12 CR 32.251 online charging principles of application based charging





32.251
  CR-0317  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Huawei

(Replaces S5-131594)

Discussion: 

E//: How are we dealing with this modification?

Chair: We check if this can be agreed after quick review. The delegate can tell the modifications he made.

Huawei: Major change =  PCC rules PCEF and PGW and only cover TDF case

E//: complementary comment on application start vs application detection.

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131595
Rel-12 CR 32.251 offline charging principles of application based charging





32.251
  CR-0318  (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Huawei

Discussion: 
CR Quality Check: drafting rules: automatic bullet lists are not allowed. Style should be "B1"

Allot: Event-based charging is defined and needs to be included.

Allot: Two chargeable events have to be added to the list.

Allot: ADC rule structure should be added.

Orange: Your comment is that events for FBC should be replicated here for ABC.

Allot: Yes, as re-written for TDF.

Allot: You should remove all references to PCEF and PCC rules.

Huawei: Do we need to define the events here?

Allot: We do not define the nature event here, but we need to support event-based charging.

ALU: Is it possible to have charging condition QoS change in the TDF?

Allot: No, there is no such event because there is no QoS for bearer.

NSN: There is a clear relationship between bearer and QoS and we should have a new term here.

Allot: Propose use "bandwidth limitation" for TDF session.

Orange: Understand bearer level is not available at the TDF. Is it a requirement to have bearer level information in the TDF? Have to check if it is interesting to have that information in the OCS.

Ericsson: Delete P-GW (PGW-CDR).

Chair: Move to email discussion of the comments on this document. We will review revision at plenary preparation.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131760.



S5-131760
Rel-12 CR 32.251 offline charging principles of application based charging





32.251
  CR-0318  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Huawei

(Replaces S5-131595)

Discussion: 

Huawei  Major change =  PCC rules PCEF and PGW and only cover TDF case

Description of ABC rules as described in CT3 specification.

New bullet for new event of CDR closing (expiry...)

E//: very confusing (2nd sentence). I understand that we define that ADC is not defined in 23.203 but the ADC rule based charging are.

Allot: in favour for removing this.

E//: ADC rule based charging = application based charging?... this is very confusing.

E// : “In general the charging of application ..” not ok since we have TDF (not PCEF)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.

S5-131596
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Triggers for application based online charging in TDF





32.251
  CR-0294  (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Huawei, Openet, Allot Communications

Discussion: 
CR Quality Check: drafting rules: automatic bullet lists are not allowed. Style should be "B1"

Ericsson: Quota is only assigned per RG, not RG/SI.

Huawei: Mistake. Will correct.

Ericsson: The delayed start of charging session at start of application traffic.

Allot: Stage 2 in 23.203 may be more flexible. Will verify and propose to align this ABC text with FBC. Perhaps the group can handle this separately as a possible enhancement to the system.

Huawei: Clarification that stage 2, there is more flexible. 

NSN: Propose to delete the full subject of operator configuration. Start the sentence with "CCR initial is sent to OCS when:"

Huawei: Will propose a new version offline.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131761.



S5-131761
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Triggers for application based online charging in TDF





32.251
  CR-0294  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Huawei, Openet, Allot Communications

(Replaces S5-131596)

Discussion: 

E//: we may understand that PGW can terminate TDF session and vice versa: Huawei has to make a change.

End the Gy session and code is sent to PCRF. On PGW there is an instruction for terminating the session.  
Decision: 

The document was agreed.
S5-131597
Rel-12 CR 32.251 PS-Information AVP usage for TDF to support application based charging





32.251
  CR-0295  (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Huawei

Discussion: 
Ericsson: Remove Application-Detection-Information. Plus many other comments.

Allot: TDF Emergency Service is not required at this time. TDF has no visibility into this. Remove the editor's note and associated flags.

Allot: Add TDF to list before Table 6.3.1.2. 

Allot: Instead of Negotiated QoS Profile, use something about "authorized bandwidth limitation".

NSN: No discussion, but there is a discussion about an Editor's note. So, why include?

NSN: Also agree with Allot on Negotiated QoS Profile.

Ericsson: I don't have a problem with putting Editor's note in the document now.

Allot: Would support this way forward and thought we could come to agreement on some of these issue. Editor's note can also be used to identify open issues that need to be addressed at the next meeting.

NSN: Received feedback that we have several Editor's notes in our documents over the years that have not been resolved.

NSN: Mixture of use of "-". Do not use a dash in this table.

NSN: Saw some relationships of QoS and TDF. Also AVPs include QoS information for online and offline charging that should be removed.

Huawei: Want some clarification. It was said that negotiated QoS is not available for the TDF, but there is still some QoS for the application. There was some discussion to use bandwidth limitation. If we go forward with these comments, do we need a new AVP to describe the bandwidth limitation?
Huawei: Asked for clarification of what "service condition change" means. 

ALU: There is a table describing the service condition changes. 

Ericsson: Should we use a different name.

ALU: Propose to put "-" in the table for fields in the editor's note until the issue is resolved.

Huawei: The application-detection-information was included because of the application identifier. Thinks the SA2 specification is not clear regarding the application identifier.

Allot: It is not necessary to include this. It was agreed to use only rating group and/or service identifier.

Ericsson: Perhaps keep the data tables but put in an editor's note.

Allot: Agreed. This will allow people to look on this more seriously.

Huawei: Let's try to agree as much as we can at this meeting.

ALU: Prefer to postpone this one.

Allot: We are not making progress on this item. Rather than postponing, we should accept the work that has been done with an Editor's note.

ALU: What is the difference here?
NSN: In the reality is that we will not discuss this work item over the next three years. It is better to spend a little more discussion. We can postpone and work via email discussions.

Allot; So at the next meeting, we will be opening the same contribution. We should not postpone the contribution.

ALU: Would you agree to postpone this CR for the next meeting? 

Allot: Propose revising with all comments that have been made with a general editor's note.

ALU: Does not support this.

Huawei: Also does not agree to editor's note. So, will be postponed.
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131643
Rel-12 CR 32251 Requirements for Application Based Charging functionality





32.251
  CR-0311  (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Allot Communications, Openet

Discussion: 

Requirements for Application Based Charging functionality are introduced through the document.

Allot: All PGW impacts will be removed based on earlier discussions and remove all sections that overlap with the Huawei contributions.

Ericsson: 5.3.1.3, text for service level PS FCI should also be supported in TDF.

Ericsson: Needs more time to review the CDR fields.

Allot: Proposes to delete the fields that we have already discussed and add an editor's note that further study is required.

NSN: Rephrase "application".

Allot: All of those PGW changes are removed based on earlier discussion.

Ericsson: Delete Application-Detection-Information.

NSN: Will all of the "highlighted rows" in the TDF-CDR be deleted?

Allot: Proposes keeping them with an editor's note.

ALU: Cannot provide so much detailed analysis at this time. Suggest to keep only the part related to the principles until 5.3.1.5 and remove the fields until next time.

Allot: Disagree with this concept. Not a productive way forward.

NSN: There is an assumption that when we come back, we will be able to come back and remove fields with a detailed proof why we don't need the item.

Chair: Propose revised version by email and review agreed offline revision at plenary preparation.

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131762.



S5-131762
Rel-12 CR 32251 Requirements for Application Based Charging functionality





32.251
  CR-0311  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Allot Communications, Openet

(Replaces S5-131643)

Removal of sections covered by Huawei’s contribution.

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131642
Rel-12 CR 32296 Completion of Application Based Charging functionality into specification





32.296
  CR-0036  (Rel-12) v12.0.0





Source: Allot Communications, Openet

Discussion: 

Completion of Application Based Charging functionality into specification.

Ericsson: Is this NOTE really required in this document?

Allot: Purpose is to remove the editor's note inserted in the last meeting.

Ericsson: Delete reference to PCEF for ABC.

Allot: OK

NSN: In the 3rd sentence of the NOTE. It seems that there is a conflict with the second sentence.

Allot: This text is taken directly from TS 23.203 and there is no contradiction.

NSN: Will trigger SA2 if a clarification is necessary.

Orange: Can we make a requirement that this overlap will not occur?

Allot: Some of the scenarios, it can work, but it will not work in all scenarios.

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131763.



S5-131763
Rel-12 CR 32296 Completion of Application Based Charging functionality into specification





32.296
  CR-0036  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.0.0





Source: Allot Communications, Openet

(Replaces S5-131642)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.

S5-131598
Rel-12 CR 32.299 AVP enhancement  for application based charging





32.299
  CR-0551  (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Huawei

Discussion: 
Huawei: First change will be removed; Application-Detection-Information will be deleted.

Ericsson: ADC-Rule-Base-Name should be marked "-" for CCR until there is an agreed Stage 2.

NSN: Why does ADC-Rule-Base-Name appear in both the PS-Information and in the Service-Data-Container?

Allot: Because Charging-Rule-Base-Name appears in both.

Several alternatives for capturing this issue were discussed.

Orange: Agrees not to duplicate an error, but need to be consistent.

ALU: Propose adding an Editors note regarding applicability of ADC-Rule-Base-Name to Service Data Container.

Huawei: ok.

Allot: Propose to put editor's note.

Ericsson: The proposed TDF-CDR does not use the ADC Rule Base Name, so it is not required in PS-Information.

Huawei: Will delete from PS-Information and the table.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131815.



S5-131815
Rel-12 CR 32.299 AVP enhancement  for application based charging





32.299
  CR-0551  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Huawei

(Replaces S5-131598)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.


S5-131644
Rel-12 CR 32298 Requirements for Application Based Charging functionality





32.298
  CR-0412  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Allot Communications, Openet

Discussion: 
Requirements for Application Based Charging functionality are introduced through the document.

E//: Section 5.1.2.2.8, Charging Characteristics Selection Mode – E// asked about the sentence related to relevance of “Serving Node Supplied” to TDF.

Allot: The means of transferring charging characteristics to be moved 

Allot: 5.1.2.2.8, will remove the serving node not applicable for TDF.

Ericsson: Application Detection Information is to be removed.

Allot: Yes.

ALU: Section 5.1.2.2.24 List of Service Data – This section should include an Editor’s note regarding ADC_Rule_Base_Name

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131814.



S5-131814
Rel-12 CR 32298 Requirements for Application Based Charging functionality





32.298
  CR-0412  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Allot Communications, Openet

(Replaces S5-131644)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131713
Addition of Charging Characteristics for TDF





32.251
  CR-0320  (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Openet, Allot Communications

Discussion: 
Has no CR number. 

It's the ADN title that must contain the convention for naming ("Rel-12 CR...") not the title on the CR cover.

Orange: Does this use pre-configured values or receive subscriber value from PCEF?

Allot: No. This proposal is that Charging Characteristics are pre-configured. However, PCRF is mandatory when TDF is involved, the ADC rules can provide certain parameters.

Orange: After internal checking, the Charging Characteristics should be handled as in the same way as the P-GW. Since in the P-GW today, then this information should be able to be sent to the TDF via the PCRF.

Orange: Going forward, Orange would like to see if there is an interest in having the PCRF involved in the Charging Characteristics.

Allot: Understand the second point, but it should be part of the different discussion.

Allot: Now that there is interest in transfer, is there any other company support for this?

NSN: We are still investigating internally whether to support the transfer of this information. 

Allot: Does it make sense to transfer without having any control with transfer?

Orange: Yes, this is the same as transferring access network information.

Huawei: You are requesting that the PCRF transfer the Charging Characteristics be transferred without PCRF control. 

Orange: Yes.

Allot: Should we send an LS to SA2 for the transfer?

Orange: Yes.

NSN: Yes.

Allot: So proposal is to change the CR now to reflect the transfer, add an editor's note regarding the method of transfer in A.1.

NSN: Section 5.2.3 sentence regarding default charging characteristics in TDF should be removed.

Orange: Will write the draft LS in S5-131800.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131799.



S5-131799
Addition of Charging Characteristics for TDF





32.251
  CR-0320  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Openet, Allot Communications

(Replaces S5-131713)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131800
LS on providing charging characteristics to TDF





Source: Orange

Decision: 

The document was approved.



8.6
BB1: Policy and Charging Control for supporting traffic from fixed terminals and NSWO (Non Seamless WLAN Offload) traffic from 3GPP UEs in fixed broadband access networks

8.6.1
Policy and Charging Enforcement Function (PCEF) based Charging for traffic from fixed terminals and NSWO traffic from 3GPP UEs in fixed broadband access networks (600042) 

S5-131547
LS from BBF to SA5 on P4C-F assumptions and status of the work





Source: bbf2013.1025.02

Discussion: 
NSN: The attachment says that it only IETF 4006? Not 3GPP 32.299?

E//: Not sure BBF makes any difference between the RFC 4006 and 3GPP 32.299.

NSN: Who is in charge of defining Gya interface? BBF or 3GPP?

Orange: The same question applies to PCEF based charging as PCEF is located in BBF domain. Moreover this solution is supposed not to be limited to BBF (IP EDGE instead of BNG).

ALU: I have another view. PCEF is defined by 3GPP; Gy is part of 3GPP responsibility.

Orange: We define the interface from our perspective but there is a risk anyway to have BBF not implementing what we decide. We just try to make it as close as possible to what BBF accept. 

Allot: Let’s stop the discussion on responsibility since no work item here.

Chair: Is Orange expecting to bring a Work item to SA5?

Orange: Is interested in AAA based solution. But not in the way it is defined for the moment in SA2. Actually we are interested in a solution in continuity with the interworking solution defining online charging from 3GPP AAA for 3GPP UEs. In this LS BBF confirms that the 3GPP AAA will never be the client for this online interface and that BBF AIF will be located in BBF. But this is not to be said in SA5, it has to be raised in SA2 instead.

Chair: Ok. Let’s wait for SA2.
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131604
Reply LS from SA2 to SA5 on PCC for convergence (P4C-F) roaming scenarios





Source: S2-133831

Discussion: 
Orange: Recall of initial LS answered here. There were 2 points. 1st point deals with charging triggers that are different depending on the solution that is in use in visited network: question on how these triggers are adapted to visited net for the 3 solutions. 2nd point deals with specific charging triggers for AAA based charging.

In the answer we haven’t answer on the 2nd point; And we have answer about 2 out of 3 solutions for the 1st.
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-131714
Rel-12 CR 32.240 Introduction of Charging architecture description for PCEF located in IP-Edge





32.240
  CR-0371  (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 

E//: In first change you say: “charging principles, architecture and framework” whereas in the scope of the document we only have “architecture and principles”. Why 3 items instead of 2?

ALU: Ok for changing it.

E//: Comment on terminology (logical ubiquitous architecture, information flows....)?

ALU: It is copied from text present elsewhere in the document.

E//: That makes sense then.

E//: General comment – this document doesn’t show that this is limited to fixed devices and NSWO 3GPP UEs.

Allot: Suggest to describe in the scope. + You state that the main body do not apply and then the contrary.

ALU: I accept comment to remove the specific mention.

Allot: Y.4.1 and Y.4.3 + Gy and Gz – “same mechanism apply but in addition” and you state the specific items.

TDF and PCEF have to align sections.

NSN: Pb with the figure depicting the new architecture. Conflict for interface between Gz and Rf. SA2 defined OFCS and we fixed it by saying Gz is equivalent to Ga or Gz.

Allot: no clause in cover page. How to deal with new section in SA5, should they be indicated?

E//: you need to have it in cover page.

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131808.



S5-131808
Rel-12 CR 32.240 Introduction of Charging architecture description for PCEF located in IP-Edge





32.240
  CR-0371  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

(Replaces S5-131714)

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131818.



S5-131818
Rel-12 CR 32.240 Introduction of Charging architecture description for PCEF located in IP-Edge





32.240
  CR-0371  rev 2 (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

(Replaces S5-131808)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.

S5-131695
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Refinement on Charging architecture description for PCEF located in IP-Edge





32.251
  CR-0312  (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 
Allot: comment on FBC. Prefer having previous sentence (D.2.3). BBF haven’t answered if they will implement all defined requirement. TDF is in 3GPP domain so we know that we have same as any TDF charging.

E//: we may solve it by adding an Editor’s note. 
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131809.



S5-131809
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Refinement on Charging architecture description for PCEF located in IP-Edge





32.251
  CR-0312  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

(Replaces S5-131695)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131696
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Introduce Charging principles and additional requirements for PCEF located in IP-Edge





32.251
  CR-0313  (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 
Allot: you say requirement replace the previous ones and then you give the same

ALU: it is only a subset

Allot: it should be said that way then.

NSN: requirement 8). We have the application and PCC approaches.

Allot: BBF said that there would be application. Then in last LS it seems to be less clear now. SA2 is waiting for BBF officially saying they don’t support application based charging.

NSN: should this requirement be here?

Allot: the point 8 should be removed anyway. And if BBF confirm not supporting application then just add something to say application ID not supported.

Huawei: Why IP CAN bearer instead of IP CAN session in req 1 and 2?

ALU: It is proposed from charging perspective to be similar to PGW with bearer concept which applies to 

E//: not in favour of this change since there are no bearers in BBF.

ALU: agreed that there is no bearer defined within the IP EDGE but the proposal is to have the charging view to be proposed similar to what we have in 3GPP domain

E//: it should be at session level 

Orange: maybe you are referring to per QoS charging ? But this is not bearer?.

ALU:  Ok for changing it to QoS level with IPCAN session concept.

E//: do not accept this since this is similar to PMIP case. We just have IP CAN session.

ALU: ok for removing bearer level concept.

E//: Name of the BBF document in the reference list to be checked.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131810.



S5-131810
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Introduce Charging principles and additional requirements for PCEF located in IP-Edge





32.251
  CR-0313  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

(Replaces S5-131696)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131697
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Introduction of Charging Information -  PCEF located in Fixed Broadband access





32.251
  CR-0314  (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 
Allot: we have to remove the bearer concept in all contributions as discussed in S5-131696

Huawei: what is RG? Rating Group?

ALU: no it stands for Residential Gateway. May be we should add reference?

E//: Abbreviations are already there.

E//: Comment on identity of the UE. If NAT no charging. But if no NAT: how to identify the RG for example? 

ALU: we may add editor’s note + remove the “user name or access identifier”

E//: you are still talking about categorizing by QoS in first bullet (based on DSCP marking)
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131811.



S5-131811
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Introduction of Charging Information -  PCEF located in Fixed Broadband access





32.251
  CR-0314  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

(Replaces S5-131697)

Discussion: 

E//: a specific section for the new concepts have to be introduced (NSWO APN, IP can session...) : to be done in the future.

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131698
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Introduction of Offline Charging scenarios -  PCEF located in Fixed Broadband access





32.251
  CR-0315  (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 
CR Quality Check: drafting rules: automatic bullet list, wrong style used.

Allot: MM Context Charging should be removed.

Allot: the list of events should only contain the differences.

Ericsson: I missed what changes you are going to make to D.4.1.

ALU: Charging data per IP-CAN session; Charging data per service data flow within an IP-CAN session.

Ericsson: Remove QoS categorization.

ALU: Same Editor's note as previous CR will be added.

Ericsson: Identification of the charging conditions that are for further study should be identified.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131812.



S5-131812
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Introduction of Offline Charging scenarios -  PCEF located in Fixed Broadband access





32.251
  CR-0315  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

(Replaces S5-131698)

Style pb in the title.

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131699
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Introduction of Online Charging scenarios -  PCEF located in Fixed Broadband access





32.251
  CR-0316  (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 
CR Quality Check: drafting rules: automatic bullet list, wrong style used.

ALU: Proposes to delete IP-CAN Bearer Charging section; apply only modifications compared to main body; replace bearer session; Editor's Note related to QoS categorization.

Allot: Since PS Furnish Charging Information procedure will likely be the same as the normal case.

Allot: Support of Failure Situations will be normal PCEF handling and should just be removed.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131813.



S5-131813
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Introduction of Online Charging scenarios -  PCEF located in Fixed Broadband access





32.251
  CR-0316  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

(Replaces S5-131699)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.




8.6.2
Traffic Detection Function (TDF) based Charging for traffic from fixed terminals and NSWO traffic from 3GPP UEs in fixed broadband access networks (600043) 

S5-131640
Rel-12 CR 32240 Definition of TDF based charging in case of Fixed Broadband Access scenario





32.240
  CR-0370  (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Allot Communications, Openet

Discussion: 
Definition of TDF based charging in case of Fixed Broadband Access scenario.

NSN: we discussed several CRs last meeting and we decided not to introduce much text that should be in other parts of the specification.

Allot: This is not normative (note).

NSN: we have to improve the style. The text will be relocated. We said we would not add additional node. 

E//: we should not be stopping the WI. We haven’t 

Allot: this has to be captured by node.

ALU: This note is not consistent with the other notes. It is more detailed. We do not need that whole note. Since we already have Gyn/Gzn. It may be moved to a specific annex?

Allot: Revision so that we see the other contributions to be similar to IP EDGE.

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131801.



S5-131801
Rel-12 CR 32240 Definition of TDF based charging in case of Fixed Broadband Access scenario





32.240
  CR-0370  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Allot Communications, Openet

(Replaces S5-131640)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.

S5-131641
Rel-12 CR 32251 Definition of TDF based charging in case of Fixed Broadband Access scenario





32.251
  CR-0310  (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Allot Communications, Openet

Discussion: 
Definition of TDF based charging in case of Fixed Broadband Access scenario.

ALU: applicability of the whole clause 5.1.1 of TDF. There are statements about SGSN for example.

Allot: OCS may require but TDF do not have that kind of changes anyway.

ALU: prefer to have an editor note – 

Allot: restrict the functionality?

ALU: I have to check based on your statement. 

Orange: so you mean you do not think about any new requirements?

Allot: I thought about this but haven’t found any new.

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-131802.



S5-131802
Rel-12 CR 32251 Definition of TDF based charging in case of Fixed Broadband Access scenario





32.251
  CR-0310  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Allot Communications, Openet

(Replaces S5-131641)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



8.7
Any Other Business

Due to workload, a set of contributions were moved to offline discussions through email: based on feedback from delegates that too short time was left for handling this before the plenary preparation, it was recognised that sufficient delay would be needed for this offline process. It is therefore decided to start on Monday Morning, if possible, at next meeting.  

After confirmation on room availability, it is decided that San Francisco #92 meeting will start on Monday 8:45 am

Annex A: List of contribution documents

LS_in
	Document
	Original
	Title
	From
	Decision
	Reply in

	S5-131544
	
	Resubmitted LS from CT1 to SA5 on transit IOI exchange over ISC interface
	C1-131748
	postponed
	

	S5-131547
	
	LS from BBF to SA5 on P4C-F assumptions and status of the work
	bbf2013.1025.02
	noted
	

	S5-131604
	
	Reply LS from SA2 to SA5 on PCC for convergence (P4C-F) roaming scenarios
	S2-133831
	noted
	

	S5-131605
	
	LS from SA2 to SA5 on the provision of IPv6 prefix length to SGW/SGSN
	S2-133832
	postponed
	

	S5-131606
	
	LS from SA2 to SA5 on ULI reporting enhancements
	S2-133865
	postponed
	

	S5-131729
	
	Reply LS from CT4 cc SA5 on  support for user location age or timestamp
	C4-131815
	noted
	

	S5-131775
	
	LS from CT1 to SA5 on encoding of MS Time Zone for NetLoc
	C1-134489
	postponed
	

	S5-131776
	
	Reply LS from CT3 cc SA5 on new work item on "IMS support for RTP / RTCP transport multiplexing
	C3-131627
	postponed
	


LS_out
	Document
	Title
	To
	Cc
	reply to i/c LS

	S5-131750
	LS CT1 Furnish Charging Information to IMS CTF
	CT1
	-
	

	S5-131753
	LS on Standardization of Diameter for Circuit Switched Services
	SteerCo
	SA,SA2,CT1,CT3,CT4,GSMA BARG, GSMA IREG, GSMA IWG, ETSI TC MSG, OMA ARC
	

	S5-131800
	LS on providing charging characteristics to TDF
	SA2
	-
	

	S5-131804
	LS on Availability of SIP Instance Identifier
	CT1
	-
	


List of contribution documents

	Document
	Title
	Source
	Decision
	Replaces
	Replaced by

	
	
	
	
	
	


Note: see SA5#91 report

List of change requests

	Document
	Title
	Source
	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Rel
	Cat
	WI
	Decision

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note: see SA5#90  report

New WID approved
	Document
	Title
	Source
	new/revised

	S5-131734
	WID on Charging for IMS centralized service (ICS) control
	NSN
	new WID
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