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Abstract of the contribution: This document tries to identify the main commonalities and differences of the currently documented RAVEL solutions.
Introduction

This contribution tries to identify the main commonalities and differences of the currently documented RAVEL solutions. The focus is on the use cases where the anchor in the VPLMN is used. The differences between the home routing options is left for other contribution. 
For consistency, the following analysis is referring to the solutions by the clause number in TR 23.850v0.3.0.

Summary of main differences

Name and Placement of functionality

One difference between the solutions is the term used for the anchoring function in the VPLMN. Another difference is its assumed placement. 
Solution 5.2 uses the term TRF (Transit Routing Function) and is proposed to be an extension of the transit functionality. The transit functionality has no defined placement in TS 23.228.
Solution 5.3 uses the term transit function and extending this current functionality of it.

Solution 5.1 uses the term V-CSCF, and has proposed that it should be placed together with existing functions (CSCF, BGCF etc) or to be combined with the Transit function, i.e., no new physical node (which is analogue to the handling of the Transit function). If the decision is made to combine it with the Transit function, no specific difference (on architectural level) is left between the solutions in respect to the name and placement of the anchor. 

Differentiation of traffic cases for MOC specific charging
Solution 5.1 assumes that there is a need to differentiate the traffic cases, such that the VPLMN is regarded as initiating an originating call towards the remote side (and not regarded as a transit call). This enables the VPLMN to generate mobile originating call (MOC) CDR records instead of Interconnect / NNI specific CDRs.  
Current description of Solution 5.2 and the basic solution 5.3 are assuming that current transit handling can be kept as is, and the call towards the remote side will not be required to be differentiated from any other transit call. This also means that the normal Interconnect CDRs will be generated as for normal transit / Interconnect scenarios.  Off-line correlation and processing would then be required to ensure that the CDRs related to roaming is handled separately from the Interconnect CDRs. 
Solution 5.3 proposes an extension with a dedicated URI for route back to allow the Transit function to distinguish the traffic cases. 

Home network impact

Solution 5.1 and 5.3 assumes that the S-CSCF will take a local decision of whether to route the call back to the VPLMN and not. 
Solution 5.2 assumes that a TRF in the home network will take the decision whether to route the call back to the VPLMN or not.  It is not clear how the S-CSCF will know how and when to route to the local TRF in the HPLMN (if the S-CSCF and TRF are separate functions). 
VPLMN routing based on configuration or explicit indication
Solution 5.1 and 5.3B provides the means for the VPLMN to add the address of the Anchor to be used. Thereby, the HPLMN will have an explicit address to use when routing the call back to the VPLMN. 
Solution 5.2 and 5.3A assumes that the TRF or S-CSCF respectively are configured with the address(es) (or the derivation mechanism to obtain the address) of the Anchor for each VPLMN it has a roaming agreement with. 
Proposal
The following updates to the assessment clause of TR 23.850 are proposed to reflect the similarities of and differences between the solutions. 
First Change

6.1
Assessment
6.1.1
General

6.1.2
Specific Criteria
	
	Solution 5.1
	Solution 5.2
	Solution 5.3A
	Solution 5.3B

	Name 
	V-CSCF 
	TRF (Transit and Routing Function).
	Transit Function
	Transit Function

	Placement of functionality
	Proposed to be part of existing function (e.g., CSCF or BGCF) or to be combined with the Transit functionality.
Placement not concluded.
	TRF as an extension of current transit function in VPLMN. Recommended to be located with I-CSCF.
TRF in HPLMN invoked for routing after S-CSCF (/BGCF).  

Placement of TRF in HPLMN recommended to be with S-CSCF or BGCF.
	Extends existing Transit Function in VPLMN. 
Placement of Transit function in VPLMN is left open.


	Extends existing Transit Function in VPLMN.
Placement of Transit function in VPLMN is left open.

	Differentiation of traffic cases
	Explicit procedures to separate the roaming loopback from other traffic cases.
	Explicit indicator from HPLMN to VPLMN (TRF) to separate the roaming loopback from other traffic cases. 
	No specific procedures defined in basic procedures.
Dedicated URI proposed as an option to provide explicit differentiation.
	No specific procedures defined in basic procedures.

Dedicated URI proposed as an option to provide explicit differentiation.

	Home network impact
	S-CSCF
	TRF & S-CSCF / BGCF
	S-CSCF
	S-CSCF

	VPLMN routing based on configuration or explicit indication
	VPLMN provide address to anchor
	Anchor address derived or configured
	Anchor address derived or configured
	VPLMN provide address to anchor


6.1.3
Home Routing
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