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Introduction

The liaison statement from CN2on CAMEL support for Optimal Routeing (N4-000697) indicates that work will be needed in CN4 to decide how a call shall be handled if the gsmSCF instructs the A subscriber's VMSC that the call is eligible for basic OR.

There is an impact on two network entities: the A subscriber's VMSC (VMSC-A in the notation of TS 23.079) and the GMSC in the A subscriber's VPLMN (GMSC-A in the notation of TS 23.079). This contribution describes possible methods to cause the required handling of the call.

Requirements for VMSC-A

When the gsmSCF indicates to VMSC-A that the call is eligible for basic OR, VMSC-A has to:

-
select an outgoing traffic route to extend the call to a GMSC function, and 

-
indicate to the GMSC function that it should interrogate an HLR for routeing information.

The first requirement is straightforward, and Vodafone's view is that it does not need to be specified beyond a simple textual statement that if the gsmSCF indicates that the call is eligible for basic OR then VMSC-A shall route the call to a GMSC function. This GMSC function may be collocated with VMSC-A, but it may be separate.

The second requirement may be met by including explicit information in the ISUP IAM to indicate to the switch which receives the IAM that the receiving switch has to interrogate an HLR. This information could be a prefix to the destination number, or a separate information element in the IAM. Alternatively, the switch which receives the IAM could determine from the path of entry that it has to act as a GMSC; this would require that if a switch can perform other functions besides that of a GMSC a separate incoming route has to be provided for the GMSC function.

Requirements for GMSC-A

When GMSC-A receives an incoming call, it has to:

-
determine that it is to act as a GMSC (rather than a transit switch or terminating VMSC), and

-
construct a MAP SendRoutingInfo message, and

-
determine the SCCP routeing to the appropriate HLR.

The second and third requirements are well-established capabilities of a GMSC, so they are not considered further in this contribution.

The requirement to determine that the switch has to act as a GMSC can be met by:

-
making the physical switch perform only the logical function of a GMSC, or

-
using a dedicated path of entry to the switch for calls which the switch has to handle as a GMSC, or

-
requiring the switch to analyse the destination number to determine that the switch has to act as a GMSC for this call, or

-
including explicit information in the IAM to indicate that the switch has to act as a GMSC for this call.

The possibility of requiring the switch to analyse the destination number to determine that the switch has to act as a GMSC for this call was ruled out in SMG, because of the administrative load of maintaining the number analysis tables in several switches, and the run-time processing load of analysing the destination number to determine that it is appropriate to interrogate an HLR for routeing information.

Discussion

Clearly, VMSC-A and GMSC-A have to use compatible methods to meet their requirements; if GMSC-A uses a method which does not rely on explicit information in the IAM then VMSC-A shall not include explicit information in the IAM to indicate that the receiving switch has to act as a GMSC, and vice versa. VMSC-A and GMSC-A are, by definition, in the same PLMN, so that it is practical to ensure that they use compatible methods.

Furthermore, because the methods used by VMSC-A and GMSC-A are for a single PLMN operator to choose, it is reasonable to allow the operator to choose from two or more methods, rather than specifying the use of only one method. The counter-argument is that if different methods require different implementations then implementers have to provide support for different methods; this would certainly point to limiting the range of methods which can be used.

Conclusion

N4 are asked to consider whether there are any methods, besides those described in this contribution, for determining how to handle a call which is eligible for optimal routeing which should be analysed as candidates for inclusion in TS 23.079.

N4 are also asked to decide whether TS 23.079 should describe the method(s) used to handle calls which are eligible for basic optimal routeing, or simply state that the choice of method is a matter for the network operator. If TS 23.079 does describe the method(s), should it be informative or normative text? If the text is normative, should it specify a single method or multiple methods from which the operator can choose?

