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This discussion document was presented on the interim conference call held on 3rd May 2012. While many of the issues were dealt with, it is revised and presented again if any background to previous discussion is needed, and if there are still open issues to be resolved based on the presented CRs.

Introduction

From our perspective, there are two key discussion issues in regard to RAVEL usage of OMR.

1. Does OMR need to be modified in order to support usage by RAVEL.

2. Is there information needed by potential media anchor points to enable an anchoring decision to be made that needs to be otherwise signalled.

Stage 2 requirements

OMR as designed at release 10 is meant to be a complete set of procedures. Its use by RAVEL is as a tool in a specific set of circumstances, that do not preclude its use elsewhere, and even on the same call due to other operator requirements.
The stage 2 makes no mention of additions for OMR Indeed it states for example: 
“This first IBCF in the VPLMN allocates a TrGW for the media and follows standard OMR procedures when forwarding the INVITE request to allow this TrGW to be bypassed if the INVITE request later returns to the VPLMN and no other intermediate nodes anchor the media before the request returns”. 

Are modifications required to OMR?

Our interpretation of stage 2 (following such statements above) identifies no need for modifications to the existing OMR procedures.

Document C1-121000 includes statements such as:

-
includes an OMR policy in a g.3gpp.omr media feature tag into a Feature-Caps header to instruct the exit IBCF in VPLMN (facing HPLMN A) to initiate OMR. 

The same IBCF may appear several times in the role of an exit IBCF where the OMR policy depends on use case so to avoid wrong behaviour an explicit OMR policy is needed. 

We do not believe such indications are needed, and definition in a RAVEL specific form would interfere with other usages of OMR independent of RAVEL. There is no need to instruct the exit IBCF in the VPLMN to intiate OMR; policy in the VPLMN will decide if OMR is initiated.
Documents C1-121000, C1-121001 (original document number) and C1-121090 (original document number) identified additional usage of these proposed parameters. Our analysis identifies that these additional usages are associated entirely with a proposed charging support, rather than with the OMR usage itself. As such these usages should be separated out to the charging discussion, rather than a discussion of how OMR itself operates.

Use of OMR capabilities
One of the key procedures in OMR allows an IBCF to act as the anchor point for media, thus preventing OMR from optimising the media away from that network (see 3GPP TS 24.079 annex A.2).

The RAVEL stage 2 flows in 3GPP TS 23.228 identifies two such points where media anchoring can occur.

1. If the originating home network wishes to force RAVEL home routeing (not using loopback) then it needs to enforce media anchoring of the call in the exit IBCF towards the terminating home network. (see S2-121731 agreed in the last SA2 meeting which makes this clearer).
2. Independent of whether RAVEL loopback or RAVEL home routeing occurred, the terminating home network can enforce media anchoring of the call at the exit IBCF towards the terminating visited network.
It is believed case (1) can be handled for RAVEL scenarios by a combination of policy in the IBCF itself, and the absence of a loopback indication in the exiting INVITE request, and thus requires no additional signalling. Note that disabling loopback and media anchoring in the originating home network are however two independent capabilities.

Note also that just anchoring media at every exit IBCF from a home network (whether originating or terminating) if the signalling does not include a loopback indicator will work. Is there a reliable way to identify if the signalling is in a home network?

For case (2) the decision will presumably be based on the identify of the originating visited network (if RAVEL loopback occurs) or the originating home network (if RAVEL home routeing occurs). This information is not currently available at the exit IBCF except for URIs hidden in the Via header field. It may be that some specific identification of transitted networks is necessary to support this (in the same form as the P-Visited-ID header field) and further study is required.
A potential alternative is to provide a signalling mechanism whereby the S-CSCF in the terminating home network can indicate to the exit IBCF that a media anchor point is required (i.e., that OMR should not be allowed to bypass the associated TrGW). This mechanism could potentially be used in other networks when a media anchoring command needs to be communicated to an exit IBCF (e.g., within the originating home network).  It is not clear that such a mechanism is needed, however, and a solution based on local policy implemented within each IBCF would be preferred.

Yet another alternative is for each exit IBCF in a terminating home network to implement a policy consistent with all RAVEL traffic, i.e., anchor media for ALL such calls.  It is not necessary for a terminating home network to support non-RAVEL policies until inter-operator business relationships have been established to support them, so perhaps such a policy does not need to be informed with the identity of the source network, and signaling needed to support combinations of RAVEL and non-RAVEL policies will not be needed until such combinations are possible.

