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This document lists the open issues concerning partial implementations of CAMEL Phase 4. It was last updated during the CN2#25 meeting.

1. Is there an impact in the error handling? What kind of impact? 

Priniciple CN2 decision:
No additional error handling is specified for the case, when the SSF does not support a functionality that the gsmSCF is requesting.

However, CN2 agrees, that further discussions are needed concerning the error handling. The following issues need to be considered:
i. 
a functionality requested by the gsmSCF is truly not supported in the network element
ii. 
a functionality requested by the gsmSCF is supported, but it has not been offered (see item 2)
iii. 
there is an error in the administration of the bitlist, i.e. a network elements indicates support of a 

functionality that is in fact NOT supported
iv. 
different handling in MAP (CSIs) and CAP (functionalities)



2. Consider the case of a network element that supports a certain CAMEL4 feature (e.g. the support of ICA). Further consider, that this network element does not offer the feature (i.e. it does not indicate the support towards the gsmSCF). What happens if the gsmSCF uses the functionality anyway (i.e. the gsmSCF sends an ICA, although the MSC did NOT offer it in the IDP)? Shall there be an error? Shall the network element handle the ICA anyway? Do we have to specify this in the standard, or can we leave it open?

CN2 decision:
The network element may handle the requested functionality correctly, or it may send an error (see item 1), or it may simply ignore the request, or something else might happen...

Generally,  we will not specify what the SSF does, if the gsmSCF tries to use a non-offered functionality (irrespective of whether the functionality is implemented in the network element or not). The gsmSCF shall not try to use functionalities which the SSF does not offer (this shall be stated explicitly in the stage 2).



3. The CSIs and functionalities offered by a network element might be different, depending on whether the indication is sent to a HLR/gsmSCF inside the HPLMN or to a different PLMN. Do we have to specify this in general? 
Shall there be a differentiation just between HPLMN and VPLMN, or on a network basis (e.g. MCC/MNC), or on a network node basis (full GT of the network node)? Do we need to specify this, or can this be left vendor specific?

CN2 decision:
We leave this vendor specific, it will not be in the standard (same as for CAMEL phase negotiation).



4. Shall we indicate the offered functionalities and CSIs in the MM-Event?
(Notes: 
i. 
functionalities:  e.g. the gsmSCF can decide where to send ICA based on this information

ii. 
CSIs: what can the gsmSCF do with this information ? only PSI is relevant?

iii.
PSI  enhancements ? only included in CSIs? or put it into functionalities?)



5. Shall the support of PSI-Enhancements be part of the functionalities indicated towards the gsmSCF?
(reason: the gsmSCF is informed in advance, whether an ATI will work properly)
(Notes: 
i. 
PSI (for PS) is identical functionality to ATI for PS (no definition of a new feature here)

ii. 
support of this feature is indicated towards the HLR

iii. 
in general, PSI is valid for both, PS and CS  (PSI-enhancements: IMEISV, MSClassmark)

iv.
indication can only be sent in MM-Event, not in InitialDP-GPRS, since the Application Context 


for GPRS is not updated in CAMEL Phase 4

v. 
also see item 4)



6. Shall the functionalities indicated to the gsmSCF in priniciple only include CS functionalities?
(Notes: 
i. 
at present, PSI is the only PS-related functionality - see items 5

ii.
inclusion of PS would be future-proof, in case new PS-functionalities are added to CAMEL


Phase 4 after Rel.5

iii.
indication towards the gsmSCF cannot be included in IDP-GPRS, due to Application Context)
