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BACKGROUND

For the MCID supplementary service it is specified that the AS sends an INFO request for calling party number when the AS does not receive the P-Asserted Identity header with a telephone number and the called subscriber has the MCID service.  The main reason for this is that there could be cases in PSTN when the IAM does not include the calling party number, since there is no agreement between the operators to transfer the calling party number at the interface between them.

In ISUP there is a special procedure where it is possible to request the calling party number through a request response procedure.

In IMS we have the same procedure where it is possible to request the calling party number with an INFO request from the originator of the call. The calling party number is then transferred in an INFO request towards the terminating user.

The issue as we see it is if the INFO request shows up at the IBCF of the network where the MCID service is activated. If the IBCF just let the INFO request pass through it could show up at the calling user, which is probably not so good.

ALTERNATIVES

As we can see there are three alternatives how to approach this.

1) This is not a problem. P-Asserted-Identity header with a proper calling identity shall always be received, therefore the INFO request for calling number will never be received.

2) If the IBCF of the terminating network based on bilateral agreements knows that the originating network does not support the MCID service the IBCF of the terminating network shall answer the INFO request for calling party number by sending an INFO request which will not include any calling party number. 

3) If the IBCF of the originating network knows that its network does not support the MCID service the IBCF shall answer the INFO request for calling party number by sending an INFO request which will not include any calling party number. 

 COMMENTS

We do not think alternative 1 is a feasible approach. The reason why CLI is not transported in ISUP in the IAM is not due to limitation in the signalling system it is because of lack of agreements between the operators. This could be based on regulatory constraints.

When looking at the two alternatives with the IBCF we prefer the solution where it is the IBCF in the terminating network that takes care of the INFO request for calling party number. The main reason is that if we put the burden on the originating network it may happened that the originating network has not implemented MCID but still need to have an IBCF to take care of requests from other  networks.

PROPOSAL

Alternative 2, where the IBCF in the termination network which will answer the INFO request for calling party number, if no bilateral agreement exists between the operators for MCID.   

