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Executive Summary:

A SA5/T2 SWG3 joint meeting on MMS charging was held on Tuesday, November, 27th (6-8.30pm). This JM was suggested by T2 and was acknowledged by SA5. 

The purpose was to review the two R4 charging specifications related to MMS (TS 32.200 and 32.235), to address technical questions included in a received T2 LS (T2-010903) and to clarify any open issues in SA5’s understanding of the MMS specifications. 

The JM was chaired by SA5 convenor : Alain Bibas (France Telecom).

T2 recognized the hard work done by SA5 for specifying MMS charging for R5.

During this meeting, a number of issues were raised and may lead to actions from T2 : 

· To seriously review the two updated MMS charging specifications (to be created by SA5)and to provide comments to SA5 if needed.

· To discuss internally (during next MMS meetings) the possibility to co-operate with GSMA BARG for the definition of charging scenarios. 
· To discuss the addition of a reference point in 23.140 spec to identify the interface between MMS Relay/Server and the Billing System.
· provide SA5 with a correct definition of media element in one message (e.g. a MM may contain one JPEG, one EMS comprising sub-media element). T2 should moreover identify how many levels of media elements can be contained in a MM. The purpose is to be able to charge according to the size of the each multimedia element in one MM.

On the other hand, SA5 clarified that till this time, prepaid charging is not in their scope for R5 and that they have no expertise for prepaid architecture. SA5 recommended T2 to contact CN2 (responsible for CAMEL) for the definition of a MMS prepaid architecture. Discussions are needed in T2 to find the way to proceed with prepaid.

Actions for SA5 : 

· Create two CRs against 32.200 specification and 32.235 specification to reflect the different comments made during this joint meeting. These CRs will be created by next SA5 meeting.

Future Meetings:

No other joint meeting scheduled for the moment. 

Output Change Requests:

Two CRs are expected to be created by SA5, based on the T2 comments : one against 32.200 spec, the other one against 32.235 spec. 
Output Liaison Statements:

None

Detailed Report from SA5/T2 SWG3 Joint meeting :
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T2-010881
Agenda for the joint T2 / SA5 meeting on MMS charging
France Telecom


Conclusion : the agenda of the meeting was agreed as follows : 

· Technical review of SA5 R4 TS 32.200 and 32.235

· Discussions on LS from T2 to SA5 on MMS charging requirements
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T2-011095
MMS Charging specs
FranceTelecom


Discussion: 

1. The chairman made a presentation of TS 32.200 : this specification deals with the charging principles for CS/PS domains and application services (such as MMS). Three points are related to MMS in this spec and were therefore discussed : 

· Charging architecture figure : in this figure, the MMS Relay/Server is part of the Service Domain. So far, two interfaces have been identified for MMS Relay : one with the Billing System and the other one with PS domain. OpenWave raised the issue that MMS Relay/Server should also be interfaced with the CS domain. However, the CS Network Element involved in this interface was not clearly identified. Thus, T2  should investigate that point so that SA5 could provide the appropriate figure. Comverse suggested to add a reference point in 23.140 spec to identify the interface between MMS Relay/Server and the Billing System. This proposal was not commented.

· Charging information (described in section 7.1) : this is related to the general usage information that should be collected by MMS Relay/Server to create CDR.

i.  For clarification, SA5 proposed that the term “usage of radio interface” is changed to “usage of MMS resources” that refers to the data volume exchanged for the transfer of MMs. 

ii. Usage duration is defined in the spec “as either  (1) the time interval from the beginning of storage of the message until forwarding to another MMS R/S or as (2) the time interval from the beginning of storage until reception of the MM by an MMS User Agent”. CMG suggested to rename usage duration to storage duration, that is more suitable. This was approved by SA5.
· Charging scenarios : the purpose of this section is to illustrate the different types of CDRs that are likely to be generated for the transfer of an MM. At the moment, only one scenario (MM submission and retrieval with delivery report and read reply report) is provided. OpenWave pointed out that the definition of duration of storage was not correct : it should not be defined as “Time between MM1_submit.RES and MM4_forwarding.RES” since MM4_forwarding.RES is an optional abstract message. Therefore, OpenWave proposed either to remove the duration of storage parameter or to change its definition to “Time between MM1_submit.RES and MM4_forwarding.REQ”. The second solution was preferred by SA5 because operators may need to charge for the storage resource usage.

On the other hand, it was raised that GSMA BARG group envisaged to define charging scenarios for MMS, based on CDRs standardized by SA5. From SA5 perspective, it was assumed that it is not their responsibility to define these scenarios. T2 needs to discuss internally the possibility to co-operate with GSMA BARG on this issue. Nokia wondered whether T2 expertise would not be required anyway as charging scenarios drafted by GSMA may not technically feasible.

2. The chairman next made a presentation of TS 32.235 : this document specifies MMS CDR description and format as well as the CDR transfer. The chairman indicated the parameters present in the CDR were mapped from the annex C of R4 23.140. 

· Field categorization : Nokia pointed out that some of these fields may be better categorized as optional. SA5 clarified that some of these fields were categorized as “Operator Provisionable Mandatory” that means, if provisioned by the operator to be present, shall  always be included in the CDR. However, this categorization does not allow flexibility for the manufacturer that are obliged to implement all of the fields listed in the CDR. Operators can then choose to turn on/off these parameters. SA5 responds that this is a general classification applicable to the whole charging area and shall therefore be maintained.

· Access Correlation : The chairman clarified that access correlation refers to a unique identifier provided by the used access domain that is : 

i. CS domain : (MSC Identifier, call reference Number)

ii. PS domain : (GGSN address, charging ID)

How the MMS Relay/Server retrieves access correlation for CS domain needs to be investigated by SA5.

For the PS domain, it is clear for SA5 that a standardized method for Charging ID and GGSN IP address delivery already exists.

· ASN 1 : OpenWave wondered if it was possible to extend ASN1 codes to further media/formats (other than the ones currently listed). SA5 considered that, for the time being, the enumerated format is appropriate as it is extendable.

On the other hand, CMG asked whether the use of ASN1 was mandatory or not for CDR generation. SA5 clarified that, at the moment, ASN1 is the most commonly used format for the CDR format.
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T2-010903
LS to SA5 cc GSMA BARG on MMS charging requirements
T2 SWG3


Discussion:

During MMS Ad Hoc #8 in Dortmund, T2 SWG3 briefly reviewed SA5 MMS specifications and identified a number of issues to address to SA5. These issues were included in a LS sent to SA5. The content of this LS was discussed during this joint meeting. Below are the questions of the LS and the answer provided during this meeting  : 

1. Question 1 : In TS 32.235 both Service records for originating MMS (MMSO-CDR) and recipient MMS (MMSR-CDR) (chapter 4.1 and 4.2) seems to be based on TS 23.140 Annex C. This annex is only informative and a “wish list” of possible field types needed for MMS CDRs. However recently we have noticed that all fields are not necessarily relevant when MMS is charged and CDRs are created.

Such fields are e.g.:

· Access correlation

· Forwarded Message Indicator

· Time of expiry

· Earliest time of delivery

· Duration of transmission

· Duration of storage

· Delivery type

· Delivery Result

· Status code

· Time of expiry

Some of these fields may be included in the MMS CDR as optional fields. The final decision might also affect TS 23.235 chapter 5 “Parameter Description”. T2 SWG3 and SA5 should have a joint meeting 

to discuss about the above-mentioned fields together and produce CR to 32.235.

(Already addressed previously (see “field categorization”)

2. Question 2 : Chapter 5.2 Charge information section list only one charge type (Reply – a definition) is mentioned. However in ASN.1 description there are listed several more. Currently TS 23.140 does not define reverse and third-party-financed charging models. T2 SWG3 is not planning to define these functionalities for Release 4 nor Release 5.

( SA5 will remove any mention of reverse and third-party-financed charging model in 32.235 spec

3. Question 3 : Chapter 5.3 Content Type is copied directly from TS 23.140 chapter 5.1.2. However after your TS 32.235 was approved there have been approved significant changes in TS 23.140 chapter 5.1.2. T2 SWG3 proposes that in TS 32.235, only a reference to TS 23.140 with some clarification text is included.

Also in ASN.1 description there are different file formats specified. However MMS specifications allows also other types of formats to be transferred using MMS as a bearer.

( SA5 will replace the content type description by a reference to TS 23.140 to ensure consistency.

4. Question 4 : T2 SWG3 seeks guidance on e.g. how the globally unique message ID should be defined (section 5.10). Are billing systems capable of handling only numeric message IDs or both numeric and alphabetic characters? T2 SWG3 recognizes the need on globally unique message ID especially in case of inter-MMS traffic.

( SA5 stated that billing systems are generally capable of handling both numeric and alphabetic characters. However, this capability is operator dependent.

5. Question 5 : Should message size (section 5.12) be defined in octets or bits? It should be possible to define message size also per message element.

( In general, in the CS and PS domains, the data volume is measured in octets. There is no reason using bit.

SA5 agreed with T2 proposal to define message size per element. However, SA5 requested T2 to provide a correct definition of media element in one message (e.g. a MM may contain one JPEG, one EMS comprising sub-media element).

T2 should therefore identify how many levels of media elements can be contained in a MM. 

6. Question 6 : In TS 32.200 figure 3 the interface Gi between GGSN and Service domain / MMS Relay/ Server is pictured. MMS also works with the Circuit Switched domain. Should the interface between PSTN and Service domain / MMS Relay/ Server also be pictured? This may also affect the text below figure 3.

( Already addressed previously (see “charging architecture figure”)

7. Question 7 : In TS 32.200 chapter 7.1 the MMS charging principles are described. The changes proposed in previous bullet points may affect also chapter 7.1. Especially in chapter 7.1.1.1 there are several issues, which should be discussed carefully between SA5 and T2 SWG3. Such an issues are e.g. usage of the radio interface, usage duration, usage of the general Packet-Switched domain resources and the usage of the external data networks. T2 SWG3 needs at least some clarification of what SA5 means when defining those issues in TS 32.200.

( Already addressed previously (see “charging information”)

8. Question 8 : Has SA5 considered how the real-time prepaid should be supported in an MMS environment? Are there any existing mechanisms available? And if so, which should be used? 

( SA5 clarified that till this time, online/prepaid is not in the scope of SA5 for R5. On the one hand, SA5 has no expertise for prepaid architecture. On the other hand, T2 has not specified an online/prepaid interface on the MMS Relay/Server. SA5 recommends T2 to contact CN2 (responsible for CAMEL) for the definition of a MMS prepaid architecture. 
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