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Introduction

Siemens has taken the “neutral” position towards the discussion on the functional splitting of the CAMEL phase 4. However, observing the endless discussion, Siemens sees it would be necessary to provide the comments to the both sides in terms of the standardisation work as well as the reality in the real world of the telecommunications. Siemens, still keeping the neutral position, tries in this document to evaluate the both opinion and propose another solution which, Siemens hopes, acceptable for the both sides.

General on splitting subset

Siemens sees T-Mobile / Alcatel proposal quite technical oriented while Vodafone's objection due to the procedure issue. 

T-Mobile / Alcatel do not propose the separate handling of CPH from the other features however, it is not clear to understand whether their proposal allows "partial" CAMEL phase 4 features implemented in the VPLMN. Maybe yes, maybe not. If the answer were the former, then Siemens would feel great sympathy to Vodafone's objection. Complete separate handling of each subset would require unreasonable time to specify.

Vodafone's paper in S1-021289 says "1. CAMEL Phase 4 is now functionally complete (as of CN #16) and should be functionally frozen – only corrections should be allowed. The increased number of subsets is clearly a functional enhancement." This is correct, at least certain extent. All the debates on functional modification/enhancement should have been finalised by the last CN/SA plenaries. Now, there is a question why Vodafone and T-Mobile agreed to withdraw S1-020948 (T-Mobile's CR) from the SA plenary and hold the separate meeting to handle CAMEL issues. At the time of the agreement, both parties must have been able to see the possibility of further functional modification/enhancement. If one of the parties had wanted to avoid such situation, the discussion should have been done at the last plenary to lead the conclusion, no matter how the meeting would have been jeopardised.

Handling CPH and other features in the service logic

The T-Mobile / Alcatel proposal, at least for Siemens if understand favourably for them, is equivalent to the case where the service logic does not invoke the CPH operations even if the VPLMN support all the subset of CAMEL phase 4. As CPH operations in the stages 2 and 3 are always invoked by the gsmSCF, if the implementer of the service logic of CAMEL phase 4 is not interested in the CPH, the VPLMN behaves as if it were CAMEL phase 3 VPLMN (of course this is the extreme view!). In this aspect, requesting the gsmSCF not to send the CPH operations by the MSC, no matter whether the CPH procedures are implemented in the MSC, is harmless.

What happens if the service logic assumes the CPH operations as the default OSS handling but the MSC requests not to send the CPH operations? This issue may be Vodafone's concern how many checks and branches in the service logic have to be implemented whether CPH is supported. The interworking test items increase as well. Siemens does not mention how much additional workload needed since it depends on the service intended. However, Siemens can say at least that there shall not be "partial-CPH" feature, but shall be "full CPH" or "no-CPH-at-all". In this context, the check of CPH supported and, if CPH is not supported, the transition to the exceptional handling in the service logic is normally taken place at the early stage of the service logic which is executed.

Impact on other (S)WGs

Saying that, Siemens feels it is possible to specify "CPH as one single subset" in CN2 for a reasonable short time because the work needed is to add a single information element to CAP (23.078 and 29.078 in CN2) and MAP (29.002 in CN4) messages. The attribute of other information elements, "M", "O", "E" or "S", may be investigate later if acceptable. Other specifications, e.g. 23.018 in CN4 must have very little impact, if any. 

Note that above argument does not mention the issue on releasing the simple two-party call which may need explicit Release operation. It is still ongoing discussion in CN2.

Different view by Siemens

Investigating the requirement and the reality in the roaming, Siemens has found a problem which had not been a problem in CAMEL phase 3 or before. Along with seeking the solution, Siemens felt it might be applicable to the subset issue. Below is just the outline.

Handover trigger, for example, is not under the debate of the functional subset. Siemens, as the originator of this feature in CAMEL phase 4, is glad not to be raised on the agenda. However, there may be the cases where VPLMN, which supports all the features of CAMEL phase 4, is NOT willing to inform all the location information of a subscriber to the CSE. 

Example-1: For the operator’s own reason, the operator is not willing to unveil all the detail of the location information of the domain. This scenario may occur for the roaming subscriber.

Example-2: The VPLMN may have a very “narrow” international SS7 connection to the HPLMN. In this case, the VPLMN operator may hope to disable the indication of the handover to save the signalling load(, and cost).

Such scenario may be possible not only for the roaming cases, but also in a single operator’s domain (e.g. maintenance of the NW nodes). 
Also such scenario may be applicable other features including CPH. Frankly speaking, CAMEL phase 4 features are more resource consuming than any previous CAMEL phases. CPH is one of them. For example, a small operator may want a policy to offer CPH only to its own subscriber and not to the subscriber roamed to the network. In such case, this operator wants to request the HPLMN not to invoke CPH service.

Siemens therefore proposes to re-consider the subclauses 16.6 and 16.7 of TS 22.078 to replace “functional subset” by “supported features” to handle some “intentional or unintentional” unsupported features by the VPLMN. This means that all the features newly added in CAMEL phase 4 will be listed in the subclause. Such change seems to be far extended from the original T-Mobile / Alcatel proposal, the intention proposed by T-Mobile / Alcatel is also covered in this proposal.

Siemens understand this idea is functional modification/enhancement of CAMEL phase 4, but Siemens feels it is possible to find the solution similar to the previously mentioned in CN2 and beneficial for all the operators.

If this idea is acceptable by the meeting, Siemens is ready to submit the CR (S1-021378).

