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INTRODUCTION

During our last meeting in Galway it was identified that some further work was needed in the Billing area and it was decided that a phone conference should be set up. This phone conference was held 7 September and the meeting minutes from this conference can be found in the annex attached to this input. The purpose with this input is to provide a short summary of the results of the conference.

SHORT SUMMARY

The main goal was to go through T2-0000473 (input for the Galway meeting) and to elaborate the issues a bit more. The focus was to find elements / information that need to be standardised. For this purpose, the issues were categorised in four areas:

· information that fits in a CDR

· other elements / information needed to be standardised

· issues up to the implementation

· issues for further study and / or for further releases.

For the CDR, one of the basic conclusions of the meeting was that it might be interesting to have a specific CDR just used for the messaging case. Specific MMS information for such a CDR, identified during the meeting, can be found in T2-0000106. This also applies for the other elements and information needed to be standardised.

We also identified some issues that should be up to the implementation. Example of this are: 

· how messages are sent to pre-defined user groups, 

· number of delivery attempts, 

· number of messages per day, 

· maximum number of messages in the user storage etc. 

Some of the issues were considered too complex to be included in R4 and for that case they were categorised as FFS. Example of these issues are: 

· location information (what should it be used for in the billing case?), 

· a prepaid solution (important but difficult), 

· the roaming scenario etc.

WAY FORWARD

A close relation with SA5 is needed for the continuation of this work. This especially applies for the work with the split charging and the information needed in a possible specific messaging CDR. A first step could be to write a CR to SA5 that informs them about the work that has been done in this group and that we need their help in our future work.

There is also a need to further prioritise the information that is collected in the meeting minutes below to have the appropriate standardisation done for R4.

ANNEX

MMS and Billing – meeting minutes for the phone conference September 7th, 2000

Participants

Petri Timonen, Sonera

Chrisitan Braden, T-Mobil

Ville Warsta, Nokia

Sofi Persson, Telia AB

Purpose

To organise the list of billing issues for MMS that was brought as an input to the last T2-meeting in Galway (T2-000473). This input included a first brainstorming of ideas on how to bill a service like MMS and some further elaboration of this list was foreseen. 

Agenda

· Opening of the meeting

· Presentation of all the delegates

· A presentation of the current status of Stage 1 and 2 of MMS

· A small presentation of the input at the last meeting (T2-000473)

· Discussion that will have aims to

· structure the information we already have in the input

· identify the information elements/mechanisms that needs to be standardised

· Identification of a work plan for billing issues

· Identification of future work

· End of the meeting

Current status in Stage 1 and 2

In stage 1, section 8 is just dedicated to charging and for clarification I have incorporated the section below.

==============================

FROM TS 22.140, STAGE 1

8
Charging

The MMS shall be able to support various charging mechanisms. The following charging characteristics may be considered:

-
message types, length, storage time in the network, etc,

-
delivering time, upload / download method,

-
MM-sender / -recipient,

-
number of messages sent,

-
number of messages received,

-
roaming conditions,

-
location conditions.

==============================

In stage 2, charging is just mentioned in two places. The first is in the relation between the relay and the server in section 4.2. There it is said that:

"The MMS Relay should be able to generate charging data (CDR) when receiving MMs or when delivering MMs to the MMS User Agent or to another MMSE."

The second place is in the bullet point list of the functionality of the relay (section 5.3) where the text only states that the relay should be able to generate CDRs.

Initial discussion

The current status in SA5 was described by Christian Braden. They have almost finalised the structures for charging PS services in R99 and are now continuing the work for CS services. In Christian’s discussion with the SA5-delegate in T-Mobil, it was identified that a specific mechanism for charging messaging would be desirable. This could e.g. be a specialised CDR that collects information for all kinds of messaging services. The structure and the information included in such CDR are still FFS. Below some of the information that could be included is identified. A continuing discussion with SA5 should therefor be desirable.

MMS gives us many new transmissions to treat and the notifications and confirmations are just two examples. In this case it is essential to have a special mechanism for charging these transmissions. One option could be the ability to have a special CDR for notifications / confirmations. That would give the operators the ability to distinguish between who will pay for these messages. It is especially important in the roaming case. For this issue a co-operation with SA5 is essential.

Edited list of possible billing aspects

The list from the input is included here and the issues can be identified by the italic characters.

For each of the bullet points, it was identified how the information should be treated, if it is just collected or if it is a mechanism for collecting the right information. The next step was to identify if this information/mechanism needed to be standardised or was up to the implementation of the manufacturer. 

The list has also been completed with some further definitions where special needs were identified.

Service usage

· subscription based fee (being able to use the service)

No standardisation foreseen.

· transaction based fee (sender to relay, relay to one/multiple receivers)

SPLIT CHARGING - CDRs from all possible directions, e.g. from sender UA to Relay and from Relay to recipient UA(s). One delivery might be divided into separate CDRs, if that is appropriate for the transmission of that message. Especially important for roaming cases. It could also be important when different bearer services are used in the different “legs” of the communication. In this respect it is important to have the ability to know how much traffic the message generated, e.g. to be able to collect the charging ID/tickets for the message from the bearer used.

Here it is desirable to get a standardised solution, but it was also identified that such a solution could be difficult to agree. For the time being it was concluded that the way for collecting information about the bearer used is an implementation issue.

How to combine the information in SA5 with the billing and charging information will be a subject for further study in co-operation with SA5.

· recipient address / relay based fee

Important information to be collected in a CDR.

· volume based fee (no of bits sent/no of bits in a message/during a day)

Important information to be collected in a CDR.

· content based fee (enhancement of the message class)

Presumably no information additional information for the CDR. Even so it is important information that could be collected stored somewhere else, e.g. in the relay/server.

The enhancements of the WAP message class is one way to find a mechanism for this billing and it could also be an information element in an abstract message.

PROBLEM

Who will set the message class, e.g. when the message comes from another system/server as a legacy system/server? This could be dealt with in the relay/server.

· number of recipients / pre-defined group based fee

The use case it that if you frequently are sending messages to a pre-defined group, this charging for these messages could be less than if the messages were sent one by one to everyone in the group.

Important information to be collected in a CDR.

The information in the CDR could either be the address for each recipient or just the address of the pre-defined group. If the information about the pre-defined groups reside in the relay/server then this address could be enough.

There should be options for the operators it they would like the relay to create one CDR for each message or if all the information is gathered in one CDR.

How the message is sent out (just once or once to each recipient) is up to the implementation.

· time of day based fee

Important information to be collected in a CDR.

The time stamp could e.g. be based on the time in the relays.

· time based fee (e.g. if streaming is used)

Important information to be collected in a CDR.

· third party financed (e.g. advertisement included in the MMS)

The use case is for a user to be able to give a company the rights to incorporate some advertisements in all the messages sent if this company then is prepared to pay the cost of the messages. The sending of MMS will in this use case be totally free for the customer and the company will get advertisements out.

No additional information to be collected in a CDR.

More up to an implementation how a case like this could be dealt with (the relay or something connected to the relay are keeping the record of this kind of messages)

Another means for implementing this is to use the message class: if you are in your home network you can send this kind of messages, but it could be more difficult if you are roaming. This message class could be used in your own network and if you are having special agreements with other operators.

· sender pays

No specific standardisation or information in a CDR needed. The option to let the sender pay the whole distribution of the message, even if the recipient is not attached to the same network or his home network, could be difficult.

· recipient pays

This use case could be more difficult to define, as it is difficult to know if the recipient WANTS to pay. If he do not want to pay/receive the message, a lot of resources have been used in vain.

Could be decided on a case by case basis.

Could be possible within your home network. Problems when roaming.

· reverse charging (the reply from the recipient is paid by the originator)

Related to the case above.

An information about that the replay will be free of charge has to be added to the MM

A technical option needs to be standardised and this could be done by an information element in an abstract message

Bearer usage

Related to the transaction based fee discussed above.

· UMTS PS/CS

· GPRS

· SMS

· HS/CSD

Service differentiation within MMS by

· Priority of message (e.g. guaranteed/non guaranteed)

Try to deliver the message even if the recipient is not present at the moment or the expiration time actually is expired.

The issue was left open.

· Number of delivery attempts

If this information is offered is up to the implementation.

· Message class (e.g. informational: weather, maps, news…)

See discussion above.

· Number of messages per day (could be used as a restriction)

Up to the implementation of the relay/server.

Could come as a recommendation from GSM Ass.

· available storage size per customer

Up to the implementation of the relay/server.

· maximum no of messages in storage

Up to the implementation of the relay/server.

· time based storage

In a normal message there will be an expiration date / time stamp.

If you want to store the message for longer than the normal expiration limit, then that have to be billed in a special way. The way that is done is due to the profile for storage of messages set by the recipient 

Up to the implementation of the relay/server, and nothing for the CDR to collect information about.

· storage of continuously outgoing messages without modifications

The use case is if the same message is sent out continuously time after time (e.g. a reminder for a weekly meeting). The requirements for this kind of storage can be found in Stage 1.

The storage of the message is an implementation issue and also how this information can be given to the operator.

The subject was left FFS.

Security

Two different options were identified:

· Network layer security

· Application layer security, end-to-end security

The security options was regarded as interesting but as for a standardised solution they have to be discussed for future releases

The interfaces between different operators is the most important to discuss and standardise. When messages are delivered between different relays in a secure manner they will need to be encrypted. A standardised solution is there desirable, but for the time being it is up to the implementation from the manufacturer.

When implemented, information about the security option is interesting in a CDR.

· non secure messaging service (e.g. through the open Internet)

Internet e-mail messages

· secure messaging service (e.g. a VPN solution)

Possible as long as the subscriber stays in the mobile environment

· very secure messaging service (e.g. an encrypted VPN solution)

Possible as long as the subscriber stays in the mobile environment

Additional information

· location information, sender or / and recipient

The use cases for MMS is not obvious: e.g. “this message was sent from …”

Implementation issue, no additional information for a CDR identified.

FFS for further releases

· presence information

No information necessary for a CDR.

Interesting information could be if the subscriber are allowed to use the IM application/service or not.

There should be a special IM class / type in the CDR

· statistic information (e.g. a specified bill)

Operator implementation specific.

Customer relation

· prepaid

Interesting and important but difficult to implement.

No problem for you home network but bigger problems for the roaming cases.

QUESTIONS:

WAP and prepaid?

Prepaid over GPRS? How to open a PDP context?

· postpaid

· no relation at all, e.g. based on credit card charge

A use case: a traveller renting a mobile and the subscription provided just supports basic features although the terminal supports MMS. Usage of MMS could in this case be charged differently, e.g. by entering a credit card number. The intention is not to replace the USIM but to provide an alternative form of payment.

FFS for further releases.

User perception of service

· charging information before / during sending / receiving

Important for the user experience of the service.

The minimum information viewed to the user could be the size of the message. This is an information that could be mandatory for all UA.

· delivery based on the charge for the recipient, e.g. above £1 leave the message on the server

Information about the charge could be provided in a notification to the user.

Make sure that this kind of information is required and can be delivered by the abstract messages.

Roaming

During the whole conference it was identified that the roaming case would require some additional features and standardisation, but it was agreed that is was more important to deal with the case in the home network before solving the roaming problems. Once again we agreed to the last sentence that is written in bold in the end of this document.

· A possibility for the sender to pay the whole charge, even if the receiving of the message is charged the recipient in the roaming network.

· The possibility for the sender to pay all the costs for the message delivery to the recipient should override the recipients delivery settings in the user profile (e.g. the CDR is not sent to recipient’s home network but it is sent to sender’s home network)

The roaming issue is a very problematic area and it certainly needs some further study.

Conclusion and how to continue the work

The list is still up for comments and further elaboration. 

This subject will hopefully be further discussed by e-mail until our next meeting. The identified information have to be prioritised that the right information elements will be included for R00 / v4.

