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This document lists the open issues identified for CAMEL/IMS draft specifications 23.278 and 29.278. Also, CN2 principal decisions are summarized in this document. 
1. The SDL procedure and information flows for handling SCP requests for play tone and announcements needs to be completed. 

Status: Open  

Additional Info: Tdoc #s 891,892,870 submitted to CN2#26

2. Currently, the IMS specification uses DP destination number trigger criteria only. The assumption is that the CAMEL/IMS is to support legacy CAMEL service for ISDN numbers. Additional text can be added to 23.278 to indicate that destination number trigger criteria shall only be for ISDN called/destination numbers.

Status: Open
3. Who is responsible for the update to  the stage 2 & 3 CAMEL/IMS specifications (23.278  & 29.278) based on the CRs approved for Rel-99 CAMEL specs (2.3078 & 29.078)?
CN2 Decision: 
· For future meeting Rel-99 CR originator shall check link CRs for CAMEL/IMS specs.

· For this meeting (CN2#26), CN2 will go decide on the approved CRs if IMS is impacted and ask owner to do the IMS CR.

· For CRs approved in the plenary already – based on Sumio's list in tdoc N2-020824 – Angelica volunteers to do this.
Status: Closed
Additional info:
· The recommendation from Ian Park and Stephen Hayes is that the creator of the Rel-99 CR is responsible in investigating and creation of any link CRs including CAMEL/IMS CRs prior to the meeting. If at during the meeting, link CR is identified for CAMEL/IMS, the Rel-99 CR owner should be responsible for creation of CAMEL/IMS CR.
· tdoc #s  N2-020830 & N2-020831 submitted to CN2#26
· In general, Rel-5 CRs will not impact CAMEL/IMS specifications. 
· Rel-99 CRs for Packet Switched CN features will not impact CAMEL/IMS specs.
4. Update the ASN.1 (29.278) based on syntax check errors.

Status: Closed (tdoc N2-020880)
5. SCP change of Calling Line Identity shall not be allowed due to possible impacts on charging. In the IMS SIP environment, only one Calling Party Number can be passed in the INVITE message.  Is this an issue for IMS subscriber?  For circuit switched calls, the SCP (via CAP protocol) may change the ISUP's additional calling line identity which is presented for the CLI supplementary service. 
Status: Open
6. Will the term "hanging up" be used instead of BYE, CANCEL or other methods?
CN2 Decision:  The CAMEL/IMS specifications shall not use "hanging up" to be consistent with the IETF's specifications.  
Status: Closed
Additional Info: The term  "hanging up"  typically means  the called or calling party ending the call session. The IETF specification for SIP has been modified to not use this term and instead, IETF uses the terms "BYE" and "CANCEL" to be more specific when the SIP session was ended . If the session is ended before the ACK message is received, then the "CANCEL" is used. If the session is ended after the ACK message, then the "BYE" is used.
7. Support of Call Gap is specified in 29.278. Investigate if additional work is needed in 23.278.
CN2 Decision:  Use specification from 23.078 Rel-99 for Call Gap as much as possible; do not duplicate specification.
Status: Open
8. Should we use the term "HSS/HLR" or just "HSS"?

CN2 Decision: (Unclear from past meeting reports)
Author's proposal: 

· In SDLs procedures, only use HSS. Reason: HSS is defined as a Functional Entity for IMS architecture while HLR is not. The HSS may contain partial HLR functionality (e.g. storing of CSI data).

· Use "HSS" in general and when necessary, additional text or note should be added in the section  to specify that the HSS specification/operation is the same as the HLR's for CS. Reason: Less confusing. 
Status: Open
Additional Info:  Past meeting notes is unclear on any decision regarding this topic.
9. Should the IM-SSF decrement the Max-Forwards parameter?
Lucent proposal: Yes, the IM-SSF has to decrement the Max-Forwards parameter and return 483 error response. However, it is not necessary to include this in the SDL procedure . Reason: Decrementing of the Max-Forwards "hop" counter is a basic SIP UA function that is already addressed in 3GPP IMS specs (e.g 24.229) CN2 should only include in SDL setting of parameters that are specific to CAMEL.
Status: Open 
Additional Info:  Max-Forwards parameter is passed in the SIP message and is used to keep track of the number of "hops". If value becomes 0, the SIP entity where the Max-Forward value became "0" shall return an error response of 483.
