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Abstract of the contribution: This contribution is updating the assessment and tries to wrap up the conclusion clause. 
Discussion

The assessment provided at RAVEL e-meeting shows that there are very small differences between the different solutions proposed. Quite some work was done at RAVEL e-meeting to align some of the solutions as much as possible (in particular between Solution 5.1 and Solution 5.2 in respect to OMR usage etc) to be able to come to the current conclusions. With the new clarification that there is a need for the VPLMN to provide an Anchor function address, to the HPLMN, the differences are even less if all solutions were to be aligned with this requirement. The main resulting differences of the alternatives are: 

-
Terminology used for the Anchor, and placement of it. 

-
How the Anchor address is provided by the VPLMN to the HPLMN. 
Terminology and its placement
Solution 5.2 uses the term TRF (Transit Routing Function) and is proposed to be an extension of the transit functionality, with the recommendation to place it together with the I-CSCF in the VPLMN. The transit functionality has no defined placement in TS 23.228.

Solution 5.3 uses the term transit function and extending the current functionality of it. The implication of the proposal is that the Transit function will have to be in the IBCF.

NOTE: 
The transit functionality has no defined placement in TS 23.228.

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.
The proposed way forward is to discuss whether the Transit functionality should be used as a base for the VPLMN routing anchor.  If so, it may also be an idea to also extend the name of the functionality so that it also reflect that it is also handling roaming.  

Providing the Anchor address

Solution 5.1 and Solution 5.3B have two different approaches of providing the Anchor address to the HPLMN from the VPLMN.  In Solution 5.1, it is assumed that the address is sent separately in the message, while Solution 5.3B assumes that the Anchor address is added in the route header to force the call back to the VPLMN. The latter may cause some more problems in the HPLMN if home routing is desired in some specific cases. 
Conclusion

It can be concluded that there are not too many differences anymore between the solutions. However, there are some smaller differences with respect to routing and how home routing policies can be applied. 
The two most elaborate solutions (Solution 5.1 and Solution 5.2) were to a large extent already aligned in many respects at the previous meeting. With the additional alignment proposal in S2-11xxxx to handle the fall back cases when no Anchor address is included according to Solution 5.2 in Solution 5.1, it is felt that the update Solution 5.1 gives a complete solution for the RAVEL work.
It is proposed to conclude on the study and use Solution 5.1 as a base for further normative work, but under the condition that the name "V-CSCF" is changed and the placement of the function will be together with the Transit function (to align with the other solutions). 

Proposal

The following updates are proposed to TR 23.850. 

First Change

6.1.2
Specific Criteria

Table 6.1.2-1

	
	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.

Transit function in VPLMN must be in the IBCF.

	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 with additional fall back possible where Anchor address is derived in HPLMN.
	Anchor address derived or configured
	Anchor address derived or configured
	VPLMN provide address to anchor


Next Change

6.2
Conclusions

The following high-level principles are common to all solutions alternatives described in clause 5 and are proposed to be followed:

-
The P/S-CSCF/Anchor and other nodes performing routing procedures in different networks can control the application of OMR procedures by indicating in the signalling whether an IBCF/TrGW should apply OMR or not.

-
In order to allow scenarios where the media is not routed through the originating HPLMN, IBCFs handling incoming requests to the network should support OMR and allow bypass of TrGWs. Anchoring of media can be controlled via outgoing IBCFs.

-
The HPLMN decides whether to perform the loopback procedure based on local policy and on knowledge of the support of the procedure in the VPLMN.

-
When home routing is used, the VPLMN will be provided with enough information to determine that home routing has been applied (or not been applied). Example of such stage 3 solutions could be to derive the called party information from the history-info header, if available, or by use of explicit indication (or lack of it).

-
If local policy requires access to BGCF routing data to make the loopback decision for a particular INVITE request, then the loopback decision should be performed in the BGCF. Else it should be performed in the S‑CSCF.

-
The VPLMN anchor performs onward routing towards the terminating network by selecting appropriate breakout point (CS/PSTN or IMS).
-
The VPLMN can provide the HPLMN with a reference to the preferred anchor function to steer the selection of anchor function. If the VPLMN does not provide the anchor functionality address then the HPLMN uses the default derived address for the VPLMN.
-
The Anchor function is proposed to be specified as an addition to the Transit function. The name of the Transit function may need to be extended to reflect that it also includes roaming Anchor as part of it, but is left for the normative phase to find appropriate terminology. 
It is proposed to use Solution 5.1 as a base for further normative work (with the above conclusions taken into account).  
End of Changes
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