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1. Overall Description:

SA2 would like to thank SA5 for their review of TR23.815 (v.0.1.0) and the valuable comments. SA2 has discussed these comments and would like to inform SA5 on the results.

2. SA5 Comments and SA2 Answers:

1) All definitions listed in clause 3.1 are noted by SA5.  SA5 will present additional definitions to SA1, for inclusion in TR 21.905 "Vocabulary for 3GPP Specifications".
SA2 kindly asks SA5 to be informed about these definitions.

2) Please use consistent terminology throughout the document, particularly for the three charging levels.
SA2 agrees with SA5 that a consistent terminology is desirable and will check where consistency can be improved.

3) CDR is defined as “Charging Data Records” instead of “Call Detail Record”.
SA2 will correct this in both 23.815 and 23.228.

4) General Charging Requirements (clause 4):
· Please use a consistent terminology for the parties involved in a session.  SIP RFC 2543 terminology should be used as the proper reference for all terms.
SA2 will check where consistency can be approved. However SA2 prefers to achieve consistency with 3GPP specifications, in particular with the IMS architecture specification 23.228. 

· The term “session level charging” is yet undefined.  SA5 will provide a definition that will be submitted to SA1 for inclusion into TR 21.905.
SA2 kindly asks SA5 to be informed about the definition.

· Requirement 6 regarding IMS AoC should either be removed or the feature should be clearly defined.
SA2 intends to define it more clearly.

· Requirement 10 should be made more general as charging indications could also be received from other sources such as the application level and may be sent to either direction.

SA2 is aware that the list of requirements is not complete. However we prefer to keep the existing concrete requirement and invite specific contributions to enhance the section as necessary to support the architectural studies.

· Requirement 11 should use the terms transport, service/session and content charging instead of GPRS and IMS (see comment 2).

The requirement will be revised to identify both IMS and PS domain and the charging levels.

3) Architecture reference model for off-line charging (Clause 5.2.1):

· The output interfaces from the CGF and CCF to the billing system should be solid lines with a letter designator as they are open interfaces recognised by 3GPP.

While these may be open interfaces recognised by 3GPP they are not defined by 3GPP, and more important, outside the scope of the TR, which identifies the charging implications of the IMS architecture only.  Therefore SA2 prefers to keep the lines as they are. Future SA5 specifications with a different scope may take a different approach. 

Please add “suggested” to both of the off-line architecture figure titles, 5.1 and 5.2.  
The document title is “Charging implications of IMS architecture” and therefore its content should be suggestive. 

The TR covers the agreements made by SA2 (in this case at a joint meeting with SA5). There is no difference in the level of agreement for this figure compared to all other parts of the document. Thus SA2 did not see a reason to change this particular text.

· Please provide further recommendations on the preferred architecture of the AS shown in figure 5.3 and 5.4.  This has an important impact on our work task, as the two options will require different content and format of IMS CDRs.  As such, SA5 would appreciate SA2 opinion regarding whether it is required to standardise CDRs that are generated by an AS.

It is anticipated that eventually only one of the two solutions will be chosen, and SA2 is still working on this. The question whether CDRs generated by applications are standardised might be related to the chosen solution. 

4) Charging Collection Function (5.2.1.1):

· Please replace the term “network element” (physical component) to “network entity” (logical component).

Accepted.

5) Charging information flow between home IMS networks (clause 5.4.1):

· Please clarify the last statement: “Negotiation between the charging domains (CCFs)”

This was identified for further study at the joint drafting session. SA2 will provide clarification once more details have been agreed upon.
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