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1. Overall Description:

TSG-CN WG2 have been reviewing the stage 2 specification for CAMEL support of Optimal Routeing. We have identified a particular call case, described in TS 22.079, which may give rise to undesirable complexity in implementation.

The principle for CAMEL support of Basic OR is that, if the CSE identifies that an originating call leg is directed towards a subscriber belonging to a GSM or UMTS PLMN, then it includes an indicator in the response to the PLMN which sent the enquiry to the CSE. This indicator requests the PLMN to interrogate the HPLMN of the destination subscriber for information to route the call to the VPLMN of the destination subscriber.

This is straightforward for a mobile originated call. In principle similar processing could also be applied for a forwarding leg where the forwarded-to destination is also a mobile subscriber. However subclause 5.2 of TS 22.079 rules out this possibility: "If C is a mobile subscriber, the location of C taken into account in the following paragraphs is the location of HPLMN-C." (C is the forwarded-to subscriber).
By contrast, subclause 5.2.2.1 of TS 22.079 indicates that optimal routeing of a forwarding leg is possible in some circumstances: "The remaining leg of the call from the intermediate point to the ultimate destination may be optimally routed." After clarification from SMG1 when GSM 03.79 (the stage 2 for Optimal Routeing) was being developed, SMG3 WP'C' concluded that the intention was to allow Optimal Routeing of a forwarding leg from the VPLMN of the forwarding subscriber, but not from the IPLMN. This has been made explicit in GSM 03.79 and (by inheritance) TS 23.079.

The processing by CAMEL of a forwarding leg does not normally take any account of whether the forwarding is from the IPLMN or the VPLMN of the forwarding subscriber. Special processing is therefore required to differentiate between forwarding from the IPLMN (when optimal routeing of a forwarding leg to a mobile subscriber is not permitted) and forwarding from the VPLMN of the forwarding subscriber (when optimal routeing of a forwarding leg to a mobile subscriber may be permitted). The CAMEL handling would be considerably simpler if the possibility of optimal routeing of a forwarding leg to a mobile subscriber was the same for forwarding in the IPLMN and forwarding in the VPLMN of the forwarding subscriber.

Three approaches are possible:

-
Maintain the status quo, which prohibits OR of a forwarding leg to a mobile subscriber from the IPLMN but allows it from the VPLMN of the forwarding subscriber;

-
Allow OR of a forwarding leg to a mobile subscriber from both the IPLMN and the VPLMN of the forwarding subscriber;

-
Prohibit OR of a forwarding leg to a mobile subscriber from both the IPLMN and the VPLMN of the forwarding subscriber.

2. Actions:

To TSG-SA WG1.

ACTION: 
TSG-CN WG2 asks TSG-SA WG1 to decide which of the approaches above should be used, and to inform TSG-CN WG2 of their decision.

3. Date of Next CN2 Meeting:

CN2#19
9th – 13th July 2001
Dresden, Germany.

