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Abstract

This document provides the meeting report for the November 11, 2004 T1P1.5 Lawful Intercept meeting in Seattle, USA.

T1P1.5 Draft Meeting Report
Montreal, Canada

August 12, 2004

The chair welcomed the members and passed around the attendance roister (see annex A). The new ATIS IPR statement was read by the attendees and there was no response to the “Early Patent Disclosure Notice”.
The contributions were ordered and distributed via USB memory sticks. The agenda [T1P1.5/2003-055] was approved and during the meeting was updated with a Nokia contribution. 

T1P1.5/2003-055r1 is the final agenda.

The meeting report from Montreal [T1P1.5/2003-053r1] was reviewed and approved.

The meeting report from 3GPP TSG-SA3 LI [T1P1.5/2003-058] was received from the liaison officer. She stated that the group had the last of their CRs for release 6 ready for approval by SA3 and SA. 

The meeting report from TIA TR45 LAES [T1P1.5/2003-057] was reviewed. She stated that the group met and reviewed the output of their work to be liaised to TR45.2 Ad Hoc on Intercept for further development of interception of IMS/MMD. J-STD-025-C is no longer a project in TIA and the J-STD-025 series of intercept documents has been capped. The LAES group will continue to maintain J-STD-025-B as well as continue to participate in the joint project with ATIS on the Additional Capabilities for Interception when the joint working agreement between TIA and ATIS is finalized. 

The ETSI TC LI meeting report and the T1S1 LAES meeting report will be uploaded to the T1P1.5 web site by their respective liaison officers. 
There were four contributions on the draft liaison for packet data interception timing requirements. This is a continuation of the email discussions on a liaison to SDOs asking about their timing requirements for packet data delivery. T1P1/2003-177, T1P1.5/2003-600, revised 056 (to be uploaded as 056r2), and 059 were presented.
T1P1/2003-177 from CIU/TrideaWorks was presented by Mr. Selvam Rengasami and discussed. 

T1P1.5/2003-060 from Nortel Networks was discussed in two parts. The first part of the contribution was background material on the history of the timing issues as remembered by the contributor. This part of the contribution was noted. The second part of the contribution, a suggested liaison letter, was discussed. 

The third contribution [T1P1.5/2003-056r2], a combination of previous email and meeting discussions was presented by the chair and discussed. It became apparent that many in the group wanted more information than was possible to receive through liaisons to other SDOs. Mr. Gil LaVean suggested that a way forward would be to sponsor a Joint Experts Meeting to discuss timing issues for packet data interception.
The last contribution on this topic [T1P1.5/2003-059] from Nokia was presented by Mr. Paul Sitch and discussed.
Decision: A JEM on January 27 sponsored by ATIS. Invitations will be sent to the following groups: 

FBI, 

FCC, 

TIA, 

CTIA, 

Cable Labs, 

3GPP SA3-LI, 

ETSI TC LI

PTSC

CDT

The invitation letter includes the topics to be discussed during the JEM and the output from the JEM.

After writing a rough draft of the topics we expect to be discussed during the JEM the group took on the exercise of answering the questions posed by the previous four contributions – the topics for the JEM. The following is a summary of our answers:

Q1. Explain briefly what your reasons for taking this requirement [timing for packet data intercept] were (note that we would like to know what your reasons were at the time of specification, we are not asking you to justify the decision in retrospect)?

Nokia – timing requirement taken in by mistake after a very long discussion.

CIU – this issue has been discussed over several years and the discussions and agreements have been captured in meeting reports. The decision was not unintentional. The text of the requirement (contained in T1.724 annex H) are based on J-STD-025 (wording from the FCC 3rd report and order, 1999).

Motorola – decision based on a late night discussion. Tend to agree with the Nokia response that it was a mistake to include the requirement.

Lucent – (The decision to include the timing requirements was made during) ballot comment resolution.

CIU – comments included in ballot comment resolution, but included in default ballot with change marks identifying the change.

Q2. When you adopted your timing requirements was it your understanding that the timing requirements in the FCC 3rd Report and Order applied to packet data. 

The pursuing discussion centered around ballot resolution of T1.724:

Nokia – not at the meeting.

Motorola – did think that it was a requirement.

CIU – The group believed 3 seconds not appropriate, but should use FCC requirement. Decision included in meeting report.

Q3. Have you specified or envisioned how to determine if the requirement can be verified?

Motorola – has not been discussed by this group.

Q4. In your opinion, has the FCC NPRM affected your answer to the above questions?

Motorola – has not been discussed by this group.

Nokia – has been touched on but no consensus reached.

Q5. Do you see a timestamp of 200 milliseconds as having added value over e.g. a 1 second timestamp for the lawful intercept authorities for non-real time services?

Motorola – have had discussion, but no explicit value identified.

Nokia – We don’t think there is an added value to 200 ms. vs. 1 sec. We have repeatedly asked for an explanation or a clarification of the added value but have never received an adequate answer. 

Q6.What technical aspects were considered when selecting your timing requirements? Was this requirement considered difficult to implement, comply or verify?

Motorola – has not been discussed in the meeting.

Nokia – need to refer to a response from Q5 (the above question).

Q7. What timing requirements are included in your specifications?

T1P1 (T1.724) and 3GPP (33.108) have different values.

Q8 What do your timing requirements apply to (e.g., voice communication/call, data communication/call, packet communication, Voice over Packet, multi-media communication, etc.)?


CIU - T1.724 timing requirements in Annex H applied to packet data, packet communications and IMS based services.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
It was noted that the ANSI Ballot dates for J-STD-025-B have not been finalized and there are no scheduled review dates.

Future T1P1 Meetings for 2005 – T1P1.5 will meet on the Thursday of the T1P1 week. 

January 25 – 27 (note: three day meeting)

T1P1.5’s meeting will be replaced by the JEM on the 27th

May 3–6

August 9-12

November 1-4

Annex A : Attendence

· Gil LaVean

InterDigital

laveange@starband.net 

· Jim Ragsdale
Ericsson

ragsdale@rtp.ericsson.se 

· Wing Yeung

Qualcomm

wyeung@qualcomm.com
· Tak Wing Wan  
Rogers Wireless
takwing.wan@rci.rogers.com
· Jim Garrahan
Telcordia Technologies j.garrahan@telcordia.com
· Mark Younge
T-Mobile

mark.younge@t-mobile.com
· Pierre Truong
Ericsson

pierre.truong@ericsson.com
· Bob Beeson

Lucent

rbeeson@lucent.com 

· Jerry Shih

Cingular Wireless
jerry.shih@cingular.com  

· Paul Sitch

Nokia


paul.sitch@nokia.com 

· Selvam Rengasami ESTS (consultant) selvam@trideaworks.com
· Steve Barclay
ATIS


sbarclay@atis.org 

· T.W. Wan

Rogers

takwing.wan@rci.rogers.com 

· Peter Musgrove
AWS


peter.musgrove@attws.com 
 

· Brye Bonner
Motorola

brye.bonner@motorola.com
· Peter Xie

RIM


pxie@rim.com 

· Asok Chatterjee
Ericsson

Asok.chatterjee@ericsson.com 
· Ed Ehrlich 

Nokia 


ed.ehrlich@nokia.com 
