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8
Charging 

8.1
Charging Plenary

S5-131909
CH Agenda and Time Plan





Source: CH SWG Chair

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

The document was revised to S5-132251.



S5-132251
CH Agenda and Time Plan





Source: CH SWG Chair

(Replaces S5-131909)

Decision: 

The document was approved.



S5-131910
CH Detailed Report from LAST Meeting





Source: CH SWG Chair

Discussion: 
Decision: 

The document was approved.



S5-131911
CH Executive Report from THIS Meeting





Source: CH SWG Chair

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132216.


S5-132216
CH Executive Report from THIS Meeting





Source: CH SWG Chair

(Replaces S5-131911)

Decision: 

The document was approved.



S5-131912
CH Detailed Report from THIS Meeting





Source: CH SWG Chair

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document will be submitted



S5-132033
draftLS on TS 32.299 AVPs for update in TS 29.230





32.299 v..





Source: nsn

Discussion: 

NSN: This contribution points out the missing AVPs which should be captured in the TS 29.230.

E//: Do we need to send this to the other groups? Practically they have no action.

Chair: I would also prefer to have dedicated LS to SA2 + CT1. But why not CT3 since they deal with AVPs.

NSN: can we agree it now?

Chair: yes since only change is to remove SA2.

NSN: I will inform Mirko about the approved LS

After CT4 have received the LS, the outcome was that an AVP name was already existing (Status) – NSN managed this at closing plenary by providing 2 CRs:  CR1 - 132192 as correction for rel 11, CR1 - 132214 as correction for rel 12

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132102.


S5-132102
LS on TS 32.299 AVPs for update in TS 29.230





Source: NSN

(Replaces S5-132033)

Discussion: None

Decision: 

The document was approved.

S5-132076
Resubmitted LS from SA2 to SA5 on the provision of IPv6 prefix length to SGW/SGSN





Source: S2-133832

Discussion: 

Received during last meeting 

Postponed (see discussion for S5-132050)

Decision: 

The document was postponed.



S5-132050
draftLSReply from SA5 to SA2, CT4 on the provision of IPv6 prefix length to SGW/SGSN





32.251, 32.298, 32.299 v..





Source: nsn

Discussion: 

NSN:The problem is that you cannot interpret a field if you don’t have its length. Unfortunately in the original liaison from SA5, there was a clear requirement from charging for having the prefix length available.
Cf 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.
NSN agrees with removing the requirement if anyone can identify the correct prefix length (for purpose of identification). DT is unfortunately not present but DT is the operator that brought this requirement. Billing system uses the whole address field and they don’t want to change because of extra costs of implementation.

E// still thinks that the requirement is not true since we have the charging identifier for session identification. Why this also has to be present?

Huawei: similar question.

NSN: CT3 defined prefix and address seperatly: they were more smart!

E//: why does the billing system need to know? It only needs the prefix!

NSN: I don’t know.

Orange: recalls that the prefix is fixed in first exchange but then it can be enlarged during further signalling. The first exchanged value can be used 

Huawei: only way is to ask other interfaces to evolve which is not easy

Orange: it is very costly also to make the GTP interface evolve. This has to be very strong requirement from charging perspective.

During plenary preparation, and after email discussions:

NSN and E// summarized the issue as following. Issue is the requirement not the encoding:

- Why do we need the prefix length in home network? E// answer is that in SGSN there is no way of correlating inter-bearers CDRs other than with that prefix length. In SGW we have the PDN connection identifier that can be sufficient.

- We have to clarify if there is GSMA requirement: does the roaming operator need to know the prefix or is the full IP sufficient? We have to verify that the info is present in TAP records today.

NSN would like first to collect requirement from operators involved in SA5.
Then we’ll send LS to GSMA if needed.

LS is postponed to next meeting.

Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-132073
Resubmitted LS from CT1 to SA5 on transit IOI exchange over ISC interface





Source: C1-131748

Discussion: 

Chair: no input contribution. We are expecting some reply from GSMA.

This LS is then postponed again 

Decision: 

The document was postponed.



S5-132077
Resubmitted LS from SA2 to SA5 on ULI reporting enhancements





Source: S2-133865

Discussion: 

LS deals with 2 improvements: 
1- Introduction of a RAN/NAS cause.
2- To report the most up to date User Location Information / Time Zone. 

NSN: This can be covered by existing error cases (resources unavailable)

Chair: let’s postpone it.

E//: do we need to postpone? We can just note it.
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-132079
Resubmitted LS from CT1 to SA5 on encoding of MS Time Zone for NetLoc





Source: C1-134489

Discussion: 

NSN: in the LS we can read the following “CT1 has set the completion NWK-PL2IMS_CH to 100%”: does it mean that CT1 does not want to consider any new requirements?

Chair: They want to consider it as an enhancement: so this is Rel 12 only.

E//: How should we deal with this in rel 11 then? We’ll have the correct info in some of the CDRs (PGW for example)
When the info is passed through IMS, S-CSCF cannot know how to populate it. There are 3 bits allocated and no place to put a new value (not available)

NSN: we have to describe this in REl 11 otherwise we would have some implementation errors.

E//: it would depend on what this description says.

Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-132081
Resubmitted LS from CT3 cc SA5 on new work item on 'IMS support for RTP / RTCP transport multiplexing





Source: C3-131627

Discussion: 

Separate policy and charging control for RTP and associated RTCP streams is not possible for RTP / RTCP transport multiplexing.
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-132031
Discussion paper on 'Gy Reference Point in Roaming Architecture for local breakout'





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 

Openet: Is an OCS proxy different than a DEA? 

ALU: Yes. A DEA is pure diameter logic. A visited OCS would also have charging function.

Openet: We’d need to be clear in the distinction. Proxies are application aware and DEA do not need to be application aware.

ALU: I see your point. To me application aware means that proxy can be application aware for some special routing aspects, security.

Openet: Diameter protocol has a set of AVPs. Charging specific AVPs should not be used in routing decision in a DEA. Otherwise it is considered as a proxy (not DEA).

Amdocs & Openet: we are wondering if current proposal applies to EU regulation III?

ALU: EU regulation is out of scope. It is not the same context.

Openet: The EU roaming regulation LBO + ARP, we should not block ourselves for future needs.

E//: for LBO option in EU roaming there is no impact. But home routed to DSP then to ARP would require some kind of OCS proxy. But this is different. 23.203 talks about visited network. 

E//: Security issues are not the only issues. Additional issue about interworking for Rating group / service identifier. If you have local policies how can you deal with Rating group or service id? A proxy would do it or OCS has to understand all visited local policies? Since there are more issues than security, Ericsson are not confortable with removing the OCS proxy from SA2 specification. 

ALU: we do not have many open points: they are more on PCC side. 

E//: I would like to wait for GSMA.

ALU: we have to do some thing in SA2. SA2 has to add a note at least.

NSN: I share the view from E//. 1- Technical impact on the protocol meaning security. 2- Business impact (as rating group/ service id, Charging Characteristics)

NSN: if an operator wants to introduce a new rating group/service id, it has to inform all partners. GSMA has to discuss this first.

ALU: I understand that there is a concern about removing completely the OCS proxy. But it is acceptable to have an editor’s note in SA2 document.
Also it was not clear whether we need enhancement regarding the inter-PLMN interface for exchanging RG/service id.
If we consider business perspective this has not to be done here: it is GSMA job.

NSN: current practice is that this can be different between VPLMN and HPLMN. How to deal with this?

ALU: S9 interface can be used for this

E//: that’s true for dynamic PCC rules but predefined rules are from visited net (since only name is dynamically sent not the content). This is different between ADC rules and PCC rules: with ADC rules, even if predefined, you can send charging info. 
However predefined PCC rules contain the charging info on PCEF side (cannot be sent from PCRF to PCEF).

Orange: why isn’t this aligned between ADC rules and PCC rules?

E//: some people considered this to be a limitation in PCC rules. 

NSN: should we send LS to GSMA instead of SA3 (about business requirements)?

Chair: if we send the LS, we have to clarify inside the group what to put in this LS.

NSN: it might be not accepted by GSMA...

ALU: SA3 is required since they are security. 

ALU: My proposal is to have a WI. S9 is not our responsibility. We could only work when S9 is not used.

E//: I do not agree, cf example of predefined PCC rules + Local policies without S9. Another issue there would be the routing to the correct OCS.

Openet: DRA deals with PCRF. DEA is a realisation of DRA. DEA is application agnostic.

Chair: we still have time in Rel 12 to have a WI. Please think about it.
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-132032
LS to SA2 on Gy interface for EPC Roaming LBO scenario





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 

E//: Do you have a proposal for change depending on the discussion paper. Or do we postpone it to next meeting?

ALU: we can propose an editor’s note to SA2. We need to analyse in SA5 before clarifying whether such OCS proxy is applicable or not.

E//: I am only confortable with saying that we did not study this so far.

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132104.


S5-132104
LS to SA2 on Gy interface for EPC Roaming LBO scenario





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

(Replaces S5-132032)

Discussion: 

E//: “Visited OCS function” and “OCS proxy” are not the same

ALU and NSN: agree on the fact that they are the same indeed (this is their interpretation of OCS proxy).

E//: the discussion paper is not agreed in the group and should not be attached to the LS.

NSN: let’s explain in the LS that “OCS proxy” could be mis-interpreted as a visited OCS function.
NSN: We should add GSMA RCPG in copy.
Decision: 

The document was approved.


S5-132084
LS to SA3 on securing Gy interface for EPC Roaming LBO scenario





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 

E// and Openet: the message is that we need advice reusing the work already done for other interfaces (e.g. S6a).
Better then saying “we concluded”, say that discussions are ongoing.

NSN: could we ask SA3 to refer to the GSMA IR88 description?

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132105.



S5-132105
LS to SA3 on securing Gy interface for EPC Roaming LBO scenario





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

(Replaces S5-132084)

Discussion: 

E//: I don’t think we should copy SA2

NSN: should we add GSMA IREG since we reference their document (IR88)

NSN: we may also ask both GSMA and SA3 for action.

Group decided not to do so.

Decision: 

The document was approved.
8.2
New Charging Work Item proposals

S5-131997
FS on Charging Aspects on Roaming End to End scenarios with VoLTE IMS and other networks





Source: Deutsche Telekom

Discussion: 

Amdocs – Only online charging is in scope?

DT: At this time, yes.

Chair: I thought this work item would discuss a reduction in the numbers of CDRs to be generated.

DT: Yes, I remember Orange also had concerns here. We can add something explicit if necessary.

Amdocs: In GSM networks, there is an issue of divert to voice mail. Are these cases handled here?

DT: We have not run into this as a problem yet. All the issues we have brought in here were encountered while trying to implement roaming.

Chair: are there specific capabilities for the interconnection applicable to wireless that are not applicable to wireline?

DT: Yes. 29.165 deals with this. We have a spread of possibilities at the NNI for roaming vs other kinds of interconnection.

E//: there are no dates. What are the plans for completing this work?

DT: Would be good to have the TR completed in Release 12.

E//: concern about making sure have identified changes to Release 11.

Chair: Please clarify about whether the work will cover non-charging specifications or just charging specifications.

DT: The work to identify the issues should be done in a TR. It may result in some corrections for Release 11 from a requirement and from a signalling point of view. If it is only a documentation issue, it can be brought into Release 12 normally. 

Chair: Think it is better to have a TR to capture all of the study topics and solutions expected by the operators.

Chair: Last sentence of the Justification can be removed; Charging Aspects – this is charging work item.

NSN: The study item should indicate specifically to which releases changes are required.

Chair : What is meant by "other networks"

DT : "Interconnecting networks"

E// : Perhaps change "other" to "interconnecting"

DT, Orange, E// and China Mobile as supporting companies 

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132106.

S5-132106
FS on Charging Aspects on Roaming End to End scenarios with VoLTE IMS and other networks





Source: Deutsche Telekom

(Replaces S5-131997)

Discussion: 

Vodafone is added to the supporting companies.
NSN withdrawn as supporting company
Decision: 

The document was agreed.




S5-131998
Issues on Charging Aspects on Roaming End to End scenarios with VoLTE IMS and other networks





Source: Deutsche Telekom

Discussion: 

DT presented the Discussion paper from the last meeting with added information based on the discussion at the last meeting.

Decision: 

The document was noted.



8.3
Charging Maintenance and Rel-12 small Enhancements 

S5-131947
Rel-12 CR 32.298 Addition of Instance Id for IMS Charging





32.298
  CR-0411  rev 2 (12) v12.1.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 

Editorial changes in previous approaved CR in ASN.1

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131978
Rel-8 CR 32.260 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.260
  CR-0235  (Rel-8) v8.16.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, Ericsson, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131979
Rel-9 CR 32.260 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.260
  CR-0236  (Rel-9) v9.14.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, Ericsson, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131980
Rel-10 CR 32.260 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.260
  CR-0237  (Rel-10) v10.11.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, Ericsson, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131981
Rel-11 CR 32.260 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.260
  CR-0238  (Rel-11) v11.9.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, Ericsson, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131982
Rel-12 CR 32.260 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.260
  CR-0239  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent, Ericsson, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.


S5-132007
Rel-8 CR 32.299 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.299
  CR-0546  rev 1 (Rel-8) v8.20.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: 

Change on linking with other CRs that we just approved

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132123.


S5-132123
Rel-8 CR 32.299 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.299
  CR-0546  rev 2 (Rel-8) v8.20.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

(Replaces S5-132007)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-132008
Rel-9 CR 32.299 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.299
  CR-0547  rev 1 (Rel-9) v9.15.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: 
NSN: the meeting num is not good (it is still Shenzhen)
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132124.


S5-132124
Rel-9 CR 32.299 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.299
  CR-0547  rev 2 (Rel-9) v9.15.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

(Replaces S5-132008)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-132009
Rel-10 CR 32.299 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.299
  CR-0548  rev 1 (Rel-10) v10.10.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132125.

S5-132125
Rel-10 CR 32.299 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.299
  CR-0548  rev 2 (Rel-10) v10.10.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

(Replaces S5-132009)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-132010
Rel-11 CR 32.299 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.299
  CR-0549  rev 1 (Rel-11) v11.9.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132126.


S5-132126
Rel-11 CR 32.299 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.299
  CR-0549  rev 2 (Rel-11) v11.9.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

(Replaces S5-132010)

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132217 during SA5 Closing Plenary.
S5-132217
Rel-11 CR 32.299 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.299
  CR-0549  rev 3 (Rel-11) v11.9.1





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

(Replaces S5-132126)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.
S5-132011
Rel-12 CR 32.299 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.299
  CR-0550  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132127.

S5-132127
Rel-12 CR 32.299 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.299
  CR-0550  rev 2 (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

(Replaces S5-132011)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.


S5-132013
Rel-8 CR 32.251 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.251
  CR-0325  (Rel-8) v8.14.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-132014
Rel-9 CR 32.251 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.251
  CR-0326  (Rel-9) v9.9.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-132015
Rel-10 CR 32.251 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.251
  CR-0327  (Rel-10) v10.11.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-132016
Rel-11 CR 32.251 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.251
  CR-0328  (Rel-11) v11.7.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-132017
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.251
  CR-0329  (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-132018
Rel-8 CR 32.272 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.272
  CR-0030  (Rel-8) v8.2.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-132019
Rel-9 CR 32.272 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.272
  CR-0031  (Rel-9) v9.0.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-132020
Rel-10 CR 32.272 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.272
  CR-0032  (Rel-10) v10.0.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-132021
Rel-11 CR 32.272 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.272
  CR-0033  (Rel-11) v11.0.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-132022
Rel-8 CR 32.273 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.273
  CR-0022  (Rel-8) v8.1.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-132023
Rel-9 CR 32.273 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.273
  CR-0023  (Rel-9) v9.2.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-132024
Rel-10 CR 32.273 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.273
  CR-0024  (Rel-10) v10.0.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-132025
Rel-11 CR 32.273 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.273
  CR-0025  (Rel-11) v11.0.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-132026
Rel-10 CR 32.280 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.280
  CR-0026  (Rel-10) v10.4.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-132027
Rel-11 CR 32.280 Correction for use of Destination-Host AVP in ACR





32.280
  CR-0027  (Rel-11) v11.0.0





Source: Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.


S5-131983
Rel-8 CR 32.275 Correction on inconsistencies for MMTel Charging





32.275
  CR-0048  (Rel-8) v8.4.0





Source: nsn

Discussion: 

Chair: Do not link with the stage 3 CRs because not related.

NSN: Will also change cover sheet to limit to the inapplicability of the online charging.

Chair: Style for Note paragraphs should be "NO".

Huawei: Do we need to notify any other groups of this?

NSN: It is clearly defined in the WI that MMTel online charging is not supported in Release 8.

Chair: The change is much clearer. There can be no misinterpretation that this can be applicable.

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132128.


S5-132128
Rel-8 CR 32.275 Correction on inconsistencies for MMTel Charging





32.275
  CR-0048  rev 1 (Rel-8) v8.4.0





Source: NSN

(Replaces S5-131983)


Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132241 during SA5 Closing Plenary.



S5-132241
Rel-8 CR 32.275 Removal of MMTel Online Charging





32.275
  CR-0048  rev 2 (Rel-8) v8.4.0





Source: NSN

(Replaces S5-132128)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.

S5-131984
Rel-8 CR 32.298 Correction on inconsistencies for MMTel Charging





32.298
  CR-0418  (Rel-8) v8.17.0





Source: nsn

Discussion: 

NSN: Needs to now clean up the cover sheet to revision 1 and unlink TS 32.275.

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132129.

S5-132129
Rel-8 CR 32.298 Correction on inconsistencies for MMTel Charging





32.298
  CR-0418  rev 1 (Rel-8) v8.17.0





Source: NSN

(Replaces S5-131984)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.

S5-131985
Rel-8 CR 32.299 Correction on inconsistencies for MMTel Charging





32.299
  CR-0555  (Rel-8) v8.20.0





Source: nsn

Discussion: 

NSN: Remove reference to other TS, rev 1, and date.

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132130.


S5-132130
Rel-8 CR 32.299 Correction on inconsistencies for MMTel Charging





32.299
  CR-0555  rev 1 (Rel-8) v8.20.0





Source: NSN

(Replaces S5-131985)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.

S5-131986
Rel-9 CR 32.275 Correction on inconsistencies for MMTel Charging





32.275
  CR-0049  (Rel-9) v..





Source: nsn

Discussion: 

Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



S5-131987
Rel-9 CR 32.298 Correction on inconsistencies for MMTel Charging





32.298
  CR-0419  (Rel-9) v9.15.0





Source: nsn

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131988
Rel-9 CR 32.299 Correction on inconsistencies for MMTel Charging





32.299
  CR-0556  (Rel-9) v9.15.0





Source: nsn

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131989
Rel-10 CR 32.275 Correction on inconsistencies for MMTel Charging





32.275
  CR-0050  (Rel-10) v..





Source: nsn

Discussion: 
Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



S5-131990
Rel-10 CR 32.298 Correction on inconsistencies for MMTel Charging





32.298
  CR-0420  (Rel-10) v10.12.0





Source: nsn

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131991
Rel-10 CR 32.299 Correction on inconsistencies for MMTel Charging





32.299
  CR-0557  (Rel-10) v10.10.0





Source: nsn

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131992
Rel-11 CR 32.275 Correction on inconsistencies for MMTel Charging





32.275
  CR-0051  (Rel-11) v..





Source: nsn

Discussion: 
Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



S5-131993
Rel-11 CR 32.298 Correction on inconsistencies for MMTel Charging





32.298
  CR-0421  (Rel-11) v11.7.1





Source: nsn

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131994
Rel-11 CR 32.299 Correction on inconsistencies for MMTel Charging





32.299
  CR-0558  (Rel-11) v11.9.1





Source: nsn

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131995
Rel-12 CR 32.298 Correction on inconsistencies for MMTel Charging





32.298
  CR-0422  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: nsn

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131996
Rel-12 CR 32.299 Correction on inconsistencies for MMTel Charging





32.299
  CR-0559  (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: nsn

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-131999
Rel-11 CR 32.260 Correction for SRVCC Originating and Terminating Flows through ATCF





32.260
  CR-0233  (Rel-11) v11.9.0





Source: China Mobile

Discussion: 

E//: in these 2 flows, in step 4 (forwarding an invite) are any of these invites B2BUA? Should we specify whether or not we have the same ICID?

China Mobile: CS only scenario ACTF is B2BUA

E//: just separating, not changing anything?

China Mobile: ACTF has different roles that were not noted (Proxy or B2BUA). Proxy is only used in PS only, so there is another processing for charging.

E//: Step 4 should then be clarified since it is the key step that makes that the CDR handling is different.

E//: Is there another IMS identifier here for both the Proxy and B2BUA? (ICID)

Chair: This is described in another section?

NSN: in PS only scenario maybe there is no remote leg. 

China Mobile: I’ll provide this to next meeting. Proposal is to update description of step 4.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132191.


S5-132191
Rel-11 CR 32.260 Correction for SRVCC Originating and Terminating Flows through ATCF





32.260
  CR-0233  rev 1 (Rel-11) v11.9.0





Source: China Mobile

(Replaces S5-131999)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.
S5-132000
Rel-12 CR 32.260 Correction for SRVCC Originating and Terminating Flows through ATCF





32.260
  CR-0234  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: China Mobile

Discussion: same update
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132188.

S5-132188
Rel-12 CR 32.260 Correction for SRVCC Originating and Terminating Flows through ATCF





32.260
  CR-0234  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: China Mobile

(Replaces S5-132000)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.

S5-132063
Rel-8 CR 32.251 Alignment with 23203 for Gy session





32.251
  CR-0333  (Rel-8) v8.14.0





Source: Huawei

Discussion: 

E//: It seems that the phrase "online charging is required" is equivalent to "online charging is activated"?

Orange: It's more about when to start the charging. Can we clarify what "online charging is activated"?

Chair: Understanding is that the Charging Characteristics indicates that online charging is activated for a bearer in order to perform authorization of the bearer.

Orange: Does this mean that there is no PCC interaction overriding this?

Chair: There may be afterwards PCC rules that trigger interaction with the OCS, but this is a subsequent action.

Orange: So, at bearer establishment, we have the Gx CCR Initial and the PCRF can override the setting of the default online or offline charging interaction. If we say on the PCC interaction, that online charging is disabled, then even if you have the charging characteristics linked to online charging, then it should be overridden. Do you agree in that case, we might have a problem since we did not define any procedure initiating a new charging session during the IP-CAN session life and not at the beginning?

Huawei: That is exactly the point of this contribution. Because at the time, the PCRF has indicated no online charging is required.

Orange; I would like to make sure that the group understands that there might be something to be fixed.

Chair: Perhaps we might also consider that Gx is not mandatory and in that case we need to have a global parameter to exchange for authorization a bearer in the OCS.

Orange: Our point is not about Gx being mandatory. Our point is when Gx is activated, and the PCRF sends at the session initialization that online charging should not be enabled.

Chair: it is more than just charging characteristics.

Orange: Do you agree that there is work ongoing in SA2 and CT3 enabling and disabling online charging?

E//: Perhaps a discussion paper would be useful that outlines all of these issues including references to specifications that were verbally discussed.

NSN: Prior discussion indicated that no PCC rule activity will affect whether online/offline charging is active. This is the purpose of the text following the list.

Orange: This text talks about PCC rules only but not on the online/offline setting at the command level of Gx.

Orange will prepare a discussion paper on this topic for the next meeting.

This contribution is noted.

Huawei requested this contribution to be postponed. 

E// and NSN indicated that the outcome could be open, but do want to continue discussion on your exact proposal.

Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-132064
Rel-9 CR 32.251 Alignment with 23203 for Gy session





32.251
  CR-0334  (Rel-9) v9.9.0





Source: Huawei

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-132065
Rel-10 CR 32.251 Alignment with 23203 for Gy session





32.251
  CR-0335  (Rel-10) v10.11.0





Source: Huawei

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-132066
Rel-11 CR 32.251 Alignment with 23203 for Gy session





32.251
  CR-0336  (Rel-11) v11.7.0





Source: Huawei

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-132067
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Alignment with 23203 for Gy session





32.251
  CR-0337  (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Huawei

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was noted.


S5-132070
Rel-10 CR 32.299 Correction on AOC Information for MMTel offline Charging





32.299
  CR-0561  (Rel-10) v10.10.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 

ALU: the intention of making AoC information available to ACR is for recording the invocation of the AoC supplementary service.

Amdocs: AoC is already reported for offline charging.

NSN: AoC for MMTel is only applicable for online charging. It is a supplementary service: AoC is composed of 3 sub infos: Tariff + AoC cost info + subscription info.

E//: this table should only contain the first level (not the sublevels)

In 32.280 we defined the AoC, as a first entry there is a tariff info that is optional. Then the tariff is mandatory.

ALU will bring the stage 2 applicability for AoC for online charging. With 32.299 correction
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-132071
Rel-11 CR 32.299 Correction on AOC Information for MMTel offline Charging





32.299
  CR-0562  (Rel-11) v11.9.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-132072
Rel-12 CR 32.299 Correction on AOC Information for MMTel offline Charging





32.299
  CR-0563  (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-132086
Rel-11 CR 32.260 Correction for Route Header for IMS Interconnection Charging





32.260
  CR-0240  (Rel-11) v11.9.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 

NSN: If we have the IMS interconnexion case what is the reason for having this in the I-CSCF? Registration?
E//: I thought it was needed ... but I forgot.
NSN: The reason is the terminating call.

NSN: Regarding the addition to S-CSCF, this param should be in NNI info? Otherwise this would be inconsistent.

E//: NNI only included for VPLMN routing. The Route header field is required for two additional cases in which NNI is not included, so Route header cannot be put inside the NNI.

DT: Ravel is a Work Item name. Full text should be used.

NSN: Start, interim and stop – or should it be only in start?
E//: I presumed this should be identical to NNI.
NSN: Start is sufficient (same value applies to all the session)

E//: about the event (SIP Message)?
I have to clarify this: VoLTE is not including message method just SIP Invite. For sure we are not interested into SIP register. 

E//: Let’s agree on the following: For Rel-11, SIP invite only. And for Rel 12 operators are welcome to bring requirement

NSN: Why don’t we have only one element for TRF and IBCF? 

E//: For TRF, only the received message is routed using a Route header. The transmitted message is routed using Request-URI. 

And for IBCF the reasoning was that I need only the ones I have received at the inbound.

Agreed Changes= Ravel + applicability to be changed to start only (S- - - instead of SISE)

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132131.

S5-132131
Rel-11 CR 32.260 Correction for Route Header for IMS Interconnection Charging





32.260
  CR-0240  rev 1 (Rel-11) v11.9.0





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-132086)

Discussion: 

Text provided by NSN and DT: SIP MESSAGE has to be considered as well as SIP INVITE

S - - E (since SIP MESSAGE has to be considered)
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-132087
Rel-12 CR 32.260 Correction for Route Header for IMS Interconnection Charging





32.260
  CR-0241  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132132.

S5-132132
Rel-12 CR 32.260 Correction for Route Header for IMS Interconnection Charging





32.260
  CR-0241  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-132087)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.


S5-132088
Rel-11 CR 32.298 Correction for Route Header for IMS Interconnection Charging





32.298
  CR-0424  (Rel-11) v11.7.1





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132183.


S5-132183
Rel-11 CR 32.298 Correction for Route Header for IMS Interconnection Charging





32.298
  CR-0424  rev 1 (Rel-11) v11.7.1





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-132088)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.
S5-132089
Rel-12 CR 32.298 Correction for Route Header for IMS Interconnection Charging





32.298
  CR-0425  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132184.


S5-132184
Rel-12 CR 32.298 Correction for Route Header for IMS Interconnection Charging





32.298
  CR-0425  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-132089)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.

S5-132090
Rel-11 CR 32.299 Correction for Route Header for IMS Interconnection Charging





32.299
  CR-0564  (Rel-11) v11.9.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132185.

S5-132185
Rel-11 CR 32.299 Correction for Route Header for IMS Interconnection Charging





32.299
  CR-0564  rev 1 (Rel-11) v11.9.0





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-132090)

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132205 during SA5 Closing Plenary.
S5-132205
Rel-11 CR 32.299 Correction for Route Header for IMS Interconnection Charging





32.299
  CR-0564  rev 2 (Rel-11) v11.9.1





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-132185)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.
S5-132091
Rel-12 CR 32.299 Correction for Route Header for IMS Interconnection Charging





32.299
  CR-0565  (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132186.


S5-132186
Rel-12 CR 32.299 Correction for Route Header for IMS Interconnection Charging





32.299
  CR-0565  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-132091)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.
S5-132098
DP Capturing the Requested Destination Address when provided in Route Header





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 

DT: do you want to have all route headers (in this case need for memorizing the info) or do you want to have only the last one?

E//: Depending on the node there will be one or two headers, so it will be one of these two.

Amdocs: scenario of SIP with ISUP?

E//: GSMA deals with interconnexion between 2 IMS. So IMS- CS interworking not applicable

DT: That is why there is no indication in MGCF. It is needed for fixed net interworking.  

Amdocs: do we have in the LS that the 2 networks must be IMS? I cannot find it.

E//: the LS says NNI, this means IMS to IMS
Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-132101
Liaison from GSMA to 3GPP SA5 on Population of the destination address in VoLTE related charging information





Source: SOLU#64 Doc_004

Discussion: 
E//: This is a liaison on population of destination address in VoLTE context. There has already been LS previously even if not referenced here.

NSN: Why CT1 is not in the loop? CT1 is involved in the specification of IOI.

E//: They are contacting us about CDRs and if we think there should have signaling update, then we could add CT1.

NSN: There is potential redundancy between route header and IOI. CT1 is having the identification of PLMNs to be in IOIs based on info from Route headers. That’s why CT1 expertise is required.

E//: you have identity but no info on routing errors (example “I told you to go to this point and you go to another one” – this cannot be identified). 
We need to capture how each network is routing to get to the terminating point.

DT: Route header is ongoing in many groups. Question is how many route headers we should have: zero to endless. 
One possibility would be to have one route header only, or if no topology hiding is ongoing then some (6 or7) route headers are included.
Or each point has a P-CSCF with destination in S-CSCF then IBCF…

There are then many ways of using and filling the Route header! 

E//: I believe this is the method of scaring people! It does not change the requirement (and not on the how)

DT: our preference is to have 2 route headers max: 1 to exit point + 1 to the serving point (S-CSCF)

E// : Requirement is to capture the requested destination when provided in route header (destination address the request is routed to)

Not next hop, but next leg

Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-132187
Reply LS on Population of destination address in VoLTE related charging information





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 

NSN: asks for recalling in the LS that IOI are already available.

E//: They are already aware of this normally, but why not.
Decision: 

The document was agreed.


S5-132192
R11 CR 32.299 Correction on Application-Server-Information AVP





32.299
  CR-0566  (Rel-11) v11.9.1





Source: NSN

Discussion: 

Presented during SA5 Closing Plenary
Decision: 

The document was agreed.
S5-132214
 R12 CR 32.299 Correction on Application-Server-Information AVP





32.299
  CR-0567  (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: NSN

Discussion: 

Presented during SA5 Closing Plenary
Decision: 

The document was agreed.

S5-132218
Rel-11 CR 32.299 Correction for User Location Info Time





32.299
  CR-0553  (Rel-11) v11.9.1





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 

Revision of 1708 from SA5#91 Presented during SA5 Closing Plenary
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



8.4
Rel-12 Charging

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

8.4.2
Charging per IP-Connectivity Access Network (IP-CAN) Session

S5-132085
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Charging principles for Charging per IP-CAN Session





32.251
  CR-0338  (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 

Requirement about the “unique charging identifier” already exists: it is only added clearely – not a new requirement

Chair: question about the added requirement, why use the word “acceptable”?

Openet: we should use “required”, “recommended” .. not “acceptable”

E//: it’s just to say that this is already done this way

Chair: CHIPS should be optional, why do we have this new requirement in main body?

E//: we already implemented this 3 or 4 releases before

NSN: (editorial) is it needed to keep the num 1) as void? 

E//: I don’t know. I will go with what group or MCC say. It is just to avoid renumbering

Chair: question about the adding for FBC the IP CAN bearer charging info, is it in the scope of the WID on not? 

Section 5.1.1 – 

NSN: the new requirement should be at the end (num 18) 

Orange: I prefer having it here since it clarifies an existing requirement

Chair: this should be a note since it is not a new requirement but just clarification

Section 5.1.2 –

Huawei: CHIPS is to be applied only to PGW. There should be a clarification that it does not applies to SGW

E/: This section does not identify the PCN to which it applies

Huawei: Rewording of the note to make it clear that it only applies to PGW and not to other PCN.

E//: Fine with it but other existing requirements are not 

NSN: ePDG, SGW... one resolution is to add “in PGW”

Orange: More generally are we clear in the group that the WID only applies to PGW?

E//: in the WID we have Gy and Gz stated. This means that this only applies to PGW/GGSN.

Chair: comment on “in addition to IP CAN bearer”

E//: The WID does not talk about the end user charging. Agreement was that the bearer level context has to be maintained. We are not redoing the requirements, just the signalling.

Chair: we do not have the same reading

NSN: I agree to have this as a new feature but I don’t want to have a change in existing text.

E//: ok for removing the changes to the § (just maintaining the note).

5.2.1.x –

Chair: regarding the previous changes, is this chapter to be reworded? 

E//: no. The requirement is to have both IPCAN bearer and FBC.

NSN: but we have a lot of references to IP can bearer. So I have concerns (3rd §), it is specific for IPCAN bearer.

Chair: why not using an Annex?

E//: this is a completely standalone paragraph. 
Session level context FBC and total bearer counts are delivered in the same context.
Annex does not apply here.

Chair: the work item does not deal with inter operator charging. 

E// & Orange: not true. 

NSN: we say Gy and Gz that are only for FBC

E//: the requirement is to say there should be collection of info at bearer and FBC. The design of the text is that we have one new PGW CDR that has fields existing today (bearer and SDF level)

Chair: later on we will cover the same new CDR for IP Can bearer? 

E//: do not intend to do so. Other companies may do so but E// cannot answer.

Orange: this is fundamental. Our understanding is that the requirements (general) apply to bearer level charging or session level charging

E//: All SDF containers were in different CDRs and now they are in the same CDR. And optionnaly operator may require having the IP can bearer info.

Huawei: All info should be collected in one CDR

E//: yes this is what is said today.

Huawei: including IP CAN bearer?

E//: yes

NSN: we should have references to the other IP CAN bearer chapter.

Chair: the contribution is then not consistent.

Chair: I agree with online charging that is only about FBC but not with the IP CAN bearer. WID should be updated.

The group agreed to have separate sub chapters into the offline charging section (FBC and IP CAN Bearer). An editor note will be added to reflect that this should be clarified.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132113.



S5-132113
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Charging principles for Charging per IP-CAN Session





32.251
  CR-0338  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-132085)

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-132114
Charging per IP - Connectivity Access Network (IP-CAN) Session





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



8.4.3
Charging using an Alternative Roaming Provider

S5-131949
Rel-12 pCR 32.276 Definition of Charging Information for Voice Call Service Charging





Source: Alcatel-Lucent,NSN

Discussion: 

Questions

E//: called party address AVP how would you propose to convey “ISUP” numbers?

ALU: there is a description in other specifs. We do not intend to have a structure field

E// proposal to put the octet string from ISUP into this AVP?

ALU: yes.

E//: since the current structure is defined to be a URI. Why reusing the AVP since its content is not the same?

ALU: the value is that we have the same way of expressing functionnaly the address for the caller/ Called. Content is different but the format is almost the same.

E//: IMS charging id, how would that be used?

ALU: it is proposed to be used similarly as a transaction to the charging. And in CS it would be a call reference

E//: is this a new identifier or does it already existing

ALU: it is already existing – CS charging id (GSM call reference)

E//: node functionnality: how is it meant to be used? 

ALU: it would be the proxy function

E//: so you are proposing to have a new value that is proxy function (voice call service domain value to an IMS AVP)?

ALU: yes

Comments: 

E//: I propose to open the alternative proposal.

Chair: no let’s finish this proposal first

Openet: table 6.2.1.1.1 – service info defined in 6.3.1.1

Huawei: 6.3.1.1 – IMS charging id – in CS domain it is already used for ICS or SRVCC, would there be overlap?

E//: In the CS domain CDRs today there is IMS charging identifier that is meant to be used for SRVCC. It might be confusing 

ALU: it has to be specified depending on context. In this case it is always for CS domain charging ID. I see no issue

E//: I have another comment that we need the user location time 

ALU: yes

E//:  if format is different ( I cannot agree with reuse of AVPs
ALU: I think it can be used for conveying the current CS identifiers.
E//: not agree the reuse with different format to the content.
ALU: tel URI?
E//: no it is text string not octet string. So it is different
ALU: the proxy function may make a translation
E//: That’s why I asked how this would be conveyed.

E//: there is need to have the node the GSM call reference with the identifier
ALU: this table is not fully complete so ok for adding the address of the node
NSN: in PS domain we have GPRS Id in combination with address. But in IMS or CS it is not the case

E//: adding a CS specific field to an IMS AVP would be confusing

E//: I don’t see the purpose of user session ID

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132115.


S5-132115
Rel-12 pCR 32.276 Definition of Charging Information for Voice Call Service Charging





Source: Alcatel-Lucent,NSN

(Replaces S5-131949)

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was approved.


S5-131953
Rel-12 pCR 32.276 Editorial refinements and removal of redundancies





32.276 v..





Source: nsn

Discussion: 

Openet: In the LS towards SA3 about security aspects for LBO, should we add this aspect? 

NSN: it looks similar but it is not the same architecture.

Orange: this also was the issue that was raised by Amdocs. 
The outcome was that this should not be handled into the LS. But I agree that may be we should discuss adding this issue into the LS? 

Chair: I am not confortable with adding this issue into the LS. 

E// I agree with both – this is different issue that can be handled later. But SA3 receiving 2 different LS would be making them loose time. 

E//: comment – I cannot accept the figuring numbering change since it is not aligned with the 3GPP drafting rules. NSN agrees with changes (“.” Instead of “-“)

Huawei: about removing the reference of Diameter
NSN: we reference the 32.299 that refers to IETF.

Amdocs: figure 4.3.1 – interworking for charging between two providers but the sections are generic

Chair: I prefer not to discuss this now. This is agreed from last meeting, please provide CRs for reopening discussion.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132116.

S5-132116
Rel-12 pCR 32.276 Editorial refinements and removal of redundancies





Source: NSN

(Replaces S5-131953)

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132203 during SA5 Closing Plenary.

S5-132203
Rel-12 pCR 32.276 Editorial refinements and removal of redundancies





Source: NSN

(Replaces S5-132116)

Decision: 

The document was approved.



S5-131954
Rel-12 pCR 32.293 Editorial refinements and removal of redundancies





32.293 v..





Source: nsn

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was approved.



S5-132055
Rel-12 PCR 32.276 Proposed MCC editorial changes to TS 32.276





32.276 v..





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 

Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



S5-132056
Rel-12 PCR 32.276 Correction to scope for TS 32.276





32.276 v..





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 

NSN: covered in NSN contribution already

E//: I thought it was only editorial change not technical 

NSN: Then I will remove this from my contribution 
Decision: 

The document was approved.



S5-132057
Rel-12 PCR 32.276 Voice Call Service charging principles and scenarios





32.276 v..





Source: Ericsson, Telefonica

Discussion: 

Chair: Question on handling quota on proxy (Camel vs Diameter).

E//: There are no requirements for proxy function. Diameter and Camel are separated. 

Chair: Camel allows the DSP (Proxy function) to deduce quota

E//: it depends on Operator / implementation specific.

Chair: how the MSC is impacted?

E//: this already exists in Camel. 

NSN: it would be good to have a reference to Camel spec to show that this already exists

E//: it is perfectly appropriate 

Amdocs: I wanted to understand the differents states of call.

E//: they are defined here. But the events are defined no where.

NSN: comment – list of conditions. What does mean voice call not answered?

Amdocs: state machine, detection points, ...

E//: there is no standardised prepaid services using Camel
Amdocs: I am talking about state machines. Here we define new name of states. The suggestion is to align

NSN: we have options (Camel and Diameter).

E//: which of these event is not available in Camel state machines? No ones are defined for the proxy function (just to MSC)

Amdocs: this is independent from having prepaid camel service defined or not. It is just about aligning with the well-known camel state machines.

Chair: diameter Ro is directly changing MSC behaviour

NSN: I propose adding a reference to Camel TS

Amdocs: are we considering multi legs calls. 

E//: this is part of the WI (Camel phase 2)

NSN: question regarding the ref to IETF. Do we need this ref?

E//: no. It is just copied from 32.251. I delete this.

Openet: Comment on section 5.3.1 in relation to the bullet (voice call not answered message not sent). What does this mean?

E//: This is about charging time start.

Openet: so this should be added to make sure it is clear.

E//: ok for describing this more by adding a paragraph on charging time start.

Amdocs: at the very initial call we’ll deliver an authorization (before routing)

E//: correct this is what is supported here

Chair: 5.3.2.3 – what is the impact to MSC CDR?

E//: no impact since this is existing fuctionnality

NSN: could we precise if this means that ARP can send furnish charging info to the MSC DSP. Since the answer is yes: do we have clear business use?

E//: No specific requirement but it is currently supported for camel so we just report it.

E//: in 32.251, we have an annex for this capability (state machine with timers etc). Should we duplicate what have been done there? 

NSN: whatever the ARP is sending back, it might be taken into account by the DSP but this is not mandatory.

E//: can you give an example?

NSN: the request from steerco is that the call control from ARP should not influence the DSP call control.

E//: call forward is not in scope according to the steerco

NSN: if something is wrong in the charging then it has to be able to stop the call since it has no longer charging control. But this is not descriped in steerco doc.

The DSP is getting a call request and he sends the credit control request to ARP. The service starts. If ARP has a problem it is not the responsibility of DPS to handle it.

E// why don’t you just send diameter error?

NSN: you’re right

Amdocs: call flow is different from camel. I don’t see the intermediate triggers

E//: they are in specific section.

Amdocs: when the ARP is not available, what would be the behaviour?

E// : This section deals with this and in 32.299 we have supplementary description

NSN: ARP can send a termination request for the service based on the account of the ARP but the DSP may have its own account

E//: this is not in the scope of Steerco. No automatic transfer.

Amdocs: suggestion to have an annex having a mapping between the state machines defined for Camel phase 2 with the states from this doc.

E//: we can add this to 32.293 since it deals with Camel / Diameter mapping. Or it can be added by separate contribution.

Amdocs: ok I will do it this meeting

E//: I cannot have feedback in realtime. Let’s adjust this in next meeting cycle.

NSN: we should add the annex but not the technical content at this meeting

E//: ok I am fine
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132117.


S5-132117
Rel-12 PCR 32.276 Voice Call Service charging principles and scenarios





Source: Ericsson, Telefonica

(Replaces S5-132057)

Decision: 

The document was approved.
S5-132058
Rel-12 PCR 32.276 Voice Call Service charging specific parameters





32.276 v..





Source: Ericsson, Telefonica

Discussion: 

Charging starts on attempt alerting or answer: this will be clarified by the other CR.

Chair: in IMS there are param related to bearer, 
can’t it be reused?

E//: it was not possible.

NSN: these are AVPs not Fields.

Chair suggests for reusing SMS AVPs that is similar to CS.

NSN: there are several AVPs that can be reused
-node address for example.

E//: sure, but all cases required for node addresses cannot be covered by existing.

Chair: need for more studying if existing AVPs can be reused... PS furnish charging info, release code, forwarding parting, original call party....

E//: I do not believe that there are so many reusable AVPs. Why not having both CRs agreed and add an editor’s note?

Chair: ok with the principle but I prefer not having the VCS prefix.

E// : we may add this in the editor’s node

- Fields vs AVP: NSN and ALU think that we should have AVP in CCR CCA but then just fields in other tables since this is stage 2.

Vodafone recalled a previous agreement on how to deal with Diameter in middle tier TS: 
-
Karl-Heinz was very adamant about not putting AVPs in the mid-tier specifications and so group agreed to this.

-
VF was not in agreement and actually wanted the AVPs in the mid-tier specification.

E// recalls that other specifications have both options. And E// view is that in order to avoid implementation errors we should use directly the AVP view.

NSN explains why the stage 2 should be first done before AVP since then it keeps door opened for reusing AVPs and avoiding having a very long list of AVP. NSN has a TS quality issue (not the content itself)

E// does not support dealing with fields instead of AVP and prefers more clarity and recalls that in skeleton there is no binding section.

NSN: asks for removing NSN from the supporting companies

NSN: since we have no mapping from Camel to AVPs then I cannot agree with this. Then I would like to postpone the CRs.

E//: in the WID there is no mapping to do. (agreed by Orange)

E//: what is the impact on the presentation to the plenary for info? I would like to make sure plenary is informed of the progress of work.

Vodafone/ Chair:  There must be 50% at least

Orange: Suggestion of having fields instead of AVP but adding VCS in front of each field. 
Agreed by ALU. But refused by Ericsson since this would mean reviewing other sections that are not into the current contribution.

E// proposal is to only include the change for section 6.2.1.1 as provided by ALU/VF and NSN initially. (agreed)

Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-132059
Rel-12 TD Presentation of Spec 32.276 to TSG





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: None
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132118.


S5-132118
Rel-12 TD Presentation of Spec 32.276 to TSG





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces S5-132059)

Decision: 

The document was approved.

S5-132068
Rel-12 pCR 32.276 Voice Call Service online charging scenarios





Source: Huawei

Discussion: 

E//: This is an example flow not a normative flow: this should be then said explicitly.
E//: This call is charged from call initiation not from answer. This has to be said also explicitly.

NSN: I suggest modif to the figure after step 6 continues, this is a call start (instead of call ongoing)

+ All CCR (Initial) should be CCR [Initial]

GSMC should not be present since not involved in the call flow.

CAP instead of CAMEL everywhere to avoid inconcistency
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132103.


S5-132103
Rel-12 pCR 32.276 Voice Call Service online charging scenario





Source: Huawei

(Replaces S5-132068)

Decision: 

The document was approved.


S5-132069
Rel-12 pCR 32.293 Architecture Concept for Proxy Function





Source: Huawei

Discussion: 

NSN: why is a proxy function between MSC and GMSC?

E//: I thought that in previous meeting we had an agreement on removing the SCP in ARP.

NSN: let’s also remove the GMSC.

E//: why? It is one of the trigger points (to deal with terminating calls)

Amdocs: this is a confusing diagram. Ok with removing the left side of the diagram

Agreement in the group is that GMSC has to be there but not SCP.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132119.

S5-132119
Rel-12 pCR 32.293 Architecture Concept for Proxy Function





Source: Huawei

(Replaces S5-132069)

Decision: 

The document was approved.




S5-132095
Rel-12 PCR 32.293 Proposed MCC Editorial Changes to TS 32.293





32.293 v..





Source: Ericsson

Discussion: 
Decision: 

The document was withdrawn.



S5-132249
TS 32.276





Source: Rapporteur

Decision: 

The document was left for email approval.



S5-132250
TS 32.293





Source: Rapporteur

Decision: 

The document was left for email approval.



8.4.4
Charging for IMS Centralized Service (ICS) control (preliminary work before approval at SA#62)

8.5
Application Based Charging

8.5.1
Charging for Application Based Charging 

S5-132052
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Addition of requirements for Application Based Charging functionality





32.251
  CR-0330  (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Allot Communications

Discussion: 

NSN: Why isn't there an editor's note in 6.1.4?

Allot: It is the point of this CR at this meeting is to define the parameters and now we look to complete the work this time.

Chair: Question on charging identifiers. Why do we have the charging id is passed from P-GW?

NSN: What if we have no IP-CAN bearer?

Huawei: Can you use more clear re-wording to make it clear that it is the same charging ID?

Allot: yes. 

Allot: 5.1.1, will add note relating application detection as a form of service data flow template in P-GW.

Amdocs: Why is FCI used in TDF? 

Allot: This is for OCS providing TDF with charging information for the CDR.

Chair: Are all of these parameters currently available over Sd interface?

Allot: Not yet. We will have to send LS to add the ones we think are necessary.

NSN: Can we have BW limitations on application basis or on TDF session basis?

Allot: Both.

Orange: We may need QCI/ARP. 

Allot:This does not make sense for TDF and would require significant discussion in SA2.

Orange:  re: PGW PLMN Id applicability to TDF. We are thinking about having shared TDF in different PLMNs. This would require two fields.

Allot: Add TDF PLMN Id in addition to PGW PLMN Id.

Orange: APN selection mode? Why is this removed?

Allot: We said it was not applicable last time. Why do you think this field is required?

Orange: We think it would be the same need as in P-GW.

Allot: We will add QoS information only for maximal bandwidth limitation.

Allot: What about served PDN address fields? 

NSN: Propose to keep them.

ALU: clarified definition of serving PLMN identifiers for the network sharing work. ALU will provide to Allot.

Orange: we may need some of the IMS related identifiers, such as external network charging identifier. 

Orange: What about CAMEL information?

Allot: So, we add CAMEL information to the CDR?

Orange: so, it is not very important to us. But, in the standard, should we be clear on this removal?

Chair: Cannot have an override of previous agreed CRs. You have to revise

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132108.

S5-132108
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Addition of requirements for Application Based Charging functionality





32.251
  CR-0330  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Allot Communications

(Replaces S5-132052)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.

S5-132054
Rel-12 CR 32.298 Addition of TDF CDR for Application Based Charging functionality





32.298
  CR-0423  (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Openet

Discussion: None

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132110.

S5-132110
Rel-12 CR 32.298 Addition of TDF CDR for Application Based Charging functionality





32.298
  CR-0423  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Openet

(Replaces S5-132054)

Discussion: 
Same text as for the other CDRs. In EPC there is no specific procedure. That should be afined in next meetings.

Decision: 

The document was agreed.
S5-132061
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Addition of TDF specific charging information to support application based charging





32.251
  CR-0332  (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Huawei, Allot Communications, Openet

Discussion: 

E//: Discovered a problem with the Charging-Rule-Base-Name in the P-GW. Is it really needed in the PS-Information for offline charging, Table 6.3.2.1?

E//: Why is the ADC-Rule-Base-Name included in the ACR?

Huawei: to match the P-GW.

E//: since there is no ADC Rule Base Name in the CDR we just analysed in the other CR, then it should be removed from Table 6.3.2.1.

NSN: Why is there a difference between ADC Rule Base Name and the Service Data Container entries?

Huawei: We are now not including ADC Rule Base Name.

NSN: Shouldn't we have the TDF-Application-Instance-Id in the P-GW? 

Allot: This field is not needed. We don't have any application detection information in the charging interface.

Huawei: Application information has been added to the PCC rules.

NSN: Instance identifier can be used to identifier the same application in the P-GW and TDF. 

Allot: Application Instance Id is the identification of an instance within the application and does not identify the application.

NSN: Maybe it’s a misunderstanding.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132109.

S5-132109
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Addition of TDF specific charging information to support application based charging





32.251
  CR-0332  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Huawei, Allot Communications, Openet

(Replaces S5-132061)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



5-132062
Rel-12 CR 32.299 AVP definition for application based charging





32.299
  CR-0560  (Rel-12) v12.2.0





Source: Huawei, Allot Communications, Openet

Discussion: 

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132111.

S5-132111
Rel-12 CR 32.299 AVP definition for application based charging





32.299
  CR-0560  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.1.0





Source: Huawei, Allot Communications, Openet

(Replaces S5-132062)

Decision: 

The document was agreed.
S5-132107
LS to SA2 and CT3 LS on providing parameters to TDF





Source: Allot communications

Discussion: 

E//: Clarification about the fact that the info is not for control of online and offline charging but for reporting the info to the OCS/OFCS

What should be aligned between PCC and ABC? 
E// asks for making it more open.

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-132112
Rel-12 CR 32251 Requirements for Application Based Charging functionality





32.251
  CR-0311  rev 2 (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Allot Communications, Openet

(revision of S5-131762 from SA5#91)
Discussion: 

Issued due to same contents impacted by new CRs

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-132120
Rel-12 CR 32.251 online charging principles of application based charging





32.251
  CR-0317  rev 2 (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Huawei

(revision of S5-131759 from SA5#91)
Discussion: 

Issued due to same contents impacted by new CRs

Decision: 

The document was agreed.



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 

S5-132001
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Introduction of Offline Charging scenarios -  PCEF located in Fixed Broadband access





32.251
  CR-0315  rev 2 (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

revision of Sa5#91S5-131812
Discussion: 
Renumbering only
Decision: 

The document was agreed.


S5-132002
Rel-12 CR 32.215 Introduction of Online Charging scenarios -  PCEF located in Fixed Broadband access





32.215
  CR-0316  rev 2 (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

revision of Sa5#91S5-131813
Discussion: 
Renumbering only
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-132003
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Charging Characteristics requirement -  PCEF located in Fixed Broadband access





32.251
  CR-0322  (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 
E//: Have we discussed Charging Characteristics with BBF?

ALU: No, we have had no interactions with BBF on charging details. 

E//: Is there any SA2 documentation that discusses?

NSN: May be as an operator option for a pre-configured condition that can be pre-configured as charging characteristics.

NSN: proposes changing the wording to "may"

Orange: supports the editor's note.

ALU: proposes changing the requirement to "may" with an editor's note below.

E//: This is not a good specification, but won't object.

Openet: What is the difference from the TDF case? Is there is any symmetry to the TDF case?

Decision: 

The document was noted.

S5-132004
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Introduction of Rf and CDR triggers for Offline Charging -  PCEF located in Fixed Broadband access





32.251
  CR-0323  (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 
E//: Is it your intention that the IPEdge should support CDR generation?

ALU: Yes. Would like to leave it open that the CDF may be co-located with the IPEdge.

NSN: Is it required to support GTP'?

NSN: Regarding D.3.2.5, is it clear that this is really Bp? This implies sharing of the charging function with the EPC domain.

ALU: Desire to use same as for Gy/Gz.

NSN: Then, use Bx until we have determined any technical difference.

ALU: After check of the work item, that Ga is expected to be covered, but the intention is not to propose Ga from the IPEdge. ALU would like to rephrase this contribution to refer to Rf triggers in the IPEdge and CDR generated by CDF function.

NSN: Align the text on Charging Characteristics with discussion on previous document.

ALU: will propose a revised version for this meeting with the assumption that Ga will not be proposed from the IP-Edge.

NSN: Then, clarify section on Ga.

Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132121.

S5-132121
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Introduction of Rf and CDR triggers for Offline Charging -  PCEF located in Fixed Broadband access





32.251
  CR-0323  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

(Replaces S5-132004)
Discussion: 
Orange: should we update the WID to say that Ga will not be covered?

ALU: no we’ll just say that it will not be covered at the end.

Decision: 

The document was agreed.
S5-132005
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Introduction of Ro triggers for Online Charging -  PCEF located in Fixed Broadband access





32.251
  CR-0324  (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

Discussion: 
E//: This should reference the charging per IP-CAN session part of the document.

ALU: That section is not yet available, and is an optional behaviour.

E//: then note directly in each subclause where substation of session for bearer.
Decision: 

The document was revised to S5-132122.

S5-132122
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Introduction of Ro triggers for Online Charging -  PCEF located in Fixed Broadband access





32.251
  CR-0324  rev 1 (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Alcatel-Lucent

(Replaces S5-132005)
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



S5-132190
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Introduce Charging principles and additional requirements for PCEF located in IP-Edge





32.251
  CR-0313  rev 2 (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Alcatel-lucent

(rev of S5-131810 from SA5#91)
Discussion: 
Issued due to same contents impacted by new CRs

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 

S5-132053
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Full applicability of TDF based charging requirements in case of Fixed Broadband Access scenario





32.251
  CR-0331  (Rel-12) v12.3.0





Source: Allot Communications

Discussion: 

Instead of S5-132053, we discussed S5-131802 approved at the last meeting.

Orange summarized email discussion. 

Regarding CT3 CRs about similar conditions in the PCRF regarding subscription to events that would not be possible based on the access network. The OCS trigger mechanisms should be consistent with the PCRF trigger mechanism.

Chair sees no issue about different handling in PCRF and OCS.

Allot: If OCS is transparent, then an OCS that has not been upgraded for fixed access will work without enhancement and the TDF will just quietly ignore the events it doesn't support.

Orange would like to check with SA2 delegate. We can revise during revision process.

S5-132053 remains open.

Review during Plenary Preparation: Orange confirmed the requirement of restricting the events to those that really apply.

Decision: 

The document was noted.



S5-132189
Rel-12 CR 32.251 Full applicability of TDF based charging requirements in case of Fixed Broadband Access scenario





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





Source: Allot Communications

(rev of S5-131802 from SA5#91)
Discussion: 
Issued due to chapter renumbering for requirement for TDF.
Decision: 

The document was agreed.



8.7
Any Other Business

It was decided to continue to start the CH SWG meetings on Monday First Quarter until scheduled end of Rel-12.
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