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Nortel has read with interest the LS from SA5 (N4-030773) on the possibility of re-organising the work on charging and made the following observations on the CN4 e-mail list.

‘… the key to this liaison statement lies in the wording of its final sentences.  In the third last paragraph there is the sentence that reads;- 'The original resource problems arose from lack of continuity of representation and the withdrawal of key delegates by some companies. Most of these problems have now been resolved.'
This would appear to indicate that the group has lost people that had certain responsibilities for pieces of work that are on-going in the group, such as document editors or WI rapporteurs.  However, it would also seem that those responsibilities have been reallocated and so that problem has been removed.
The next paragraph states 'The discussion on whether either of the proposals outlined above, and possibly others, should be adopted post Rel-6 will continue at the next SA5 meeting.'.  This would seem to indicate that within SA5 there is still some discussion required about the destiny of this group.  It should also be noted that there is no ugency in the need to move the work of the group, since the intention is to complete R6 work within the group (of which there is plenty) and what is open to discussion is the future of the group beyond that.
It is the belief of Nortel that there is and will continue to be a significant body of expertise on the associated topics of charging within SA5 SWG-B, and also enough interest and resource within that group to continue and complete the work for R6 (that would seem to be agreed since there is no proposal to divest or move the group prior to that point).  Since that is the case, it would seem logical that there is sufficient expertise, interest and resource for the group to continue beyond the Release 6 time frame.
The alternative option, to fragment the Charging work across a number of groups, would run the risk of charging becoming a topic where interest wanes further.  Companies that are currently not able to send a delegate to the charging group would be even less likely to send a charging specialist to multiple groups if the work was fragmented, and those companies that do send delegates to the charging group may not wish to send that expert to all of the groups that the work ends up scattered across.  So rather than rejuvenating the interest in the topic (on which there is currently ample work to justify a dedicated group), the result could easily be that the body of expertise that currently exists is actually eroded or lost completely.  Since charging is, by defintion, the method by which operators generate revenue, one would hope that operators would not wish to see this work flounder on a lack of expertise and interest.
For these reasons, Nortel would prefer SA5 Charging group to remain intact.  Nortel believes that there is a considerable link between the work and remit of the group and that of SA5 as a whole, which justifies its continued association with SA5, and so thinks that the current situation is the best available at this point.  Nortel further believes that spreading the work of the charging group across multiple other groups would result in reduced interest and expertise in 3GPP in the topic, so even if the decision were made to move Charging work away from SA5, it should be moved en bloc rather than split up amongst groups.  Finally, Nortel believes that the immediate decision about the future of the group should entirely be made by SA5 alone and so whilst CN working groups may hold an opinion on where charging work might go if SA5 do decide to no longer support the work, that opinion should not be taken as a reason to justify the movement.  Nortel continues to support charging standardisation and encourages other interested companies to attend SA5 SWG-B if they wish to influence that standardisation.’
Nortel has also read with interest the document from the CN Chair and Vice Chairs and the CN Working Group Chairs (N4-030956).  Nortel welcomes that this document continues to acknowledge that ‘ultimately, the decision as to whether to move SWGB is up to SA5 SWGB and its parent bodies’.  In light of this, Nortel believes that any recommendations to SA5 on where the work of SA5 SWG-B may be accommodated should not be made to SA5 until a final conclusion has been reached by SA5 on whether they will divest SA5 SWG-B.  Nortel also notes that the opinion expressed in N4-030956 is that the work of SA5 SWG-B would be split such that Stage 2 documentation from the group would be moved into SA2 and that Stage 3 work be moved first into an ad hoc group and then ultimately moved to CN3 and/or CN4.  It should be noted that  whilst this hierarchy is used for some features, the ‘historical reasons’ mentioned in relation to charging have resulted in SA5 SWG-B attendees being experts in all aspects of charging encompassing both the Stage 2 and Stage 3 documentation.  To maintain that level of expertise, attendees of SA5 SWG-B would be required to attend SA2 and CN3 and/or 4.  Compared with the possibility of keeping the work in one group where expertise could be maintained (and one would hope, increased with new delegates), fragmenting work across multiple groups would seem to be a poor second choice.
