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1. Overall Description:

CT1 thanks SA5 for its liaison in document S5-060711 and replies to the questions asked are given below. 
Question 1) SA5 asks CT1 to review the latest version of SA5's 3GPP TS 32.422 v7.0.0 “Subscriber and equipment trace; Trace control and configuration management” and would welcome any feedback, especially in terms of the signalling flows relating to SLT for IMS. 
Stage 3 work has not begun on trace and CT1 has not reviewed TS 32.422. However, the discussion paper C1-061587 attached to this liaison finishes with a brief review of TS 32.422 and its impact on protocol. No objections were made to progressing work in CT1 as TS 32.422 develops. 
Question 2) SA5 asks CT1 to consider the case where Trace Session activation is required for a registered UE before a periodic re-registration and would welcome views on the proposed method or any suggestions for alternative methods.

CT1 did not discuss activation procedures, but expects that the stage 2 specification will be satisfied with example flows that ensure that requirements are clear. CT1 or IETF are not then constrained when making the final protocol decisions. 
Question 3) SA5 asks CT1 to review the requirements for Trace Session deactivation as described in section 1 and determine the best way of achieving Trace Session deactivation for SLT for IMS. 
CT1 did not discuss the details of trace deactivation, but a procedure can be defined as part of stage 3 work. 
Question 4) SA5 asks CT1 to provide guidance, based on the example described in section 1, on the usage of Public and/or Private User Identity within the procedures of SLT.
Public user identities can be shared between devices and are not therefore suitable for identifying a trace. The best identity to use is not an obvious choice, and example alternatives for consideration include private user identity or the unique identifier that belongs to the IMS managed object in the UE.
CT1 would also like to advise SA5 that if a new P-header must be defined for trace, approximately 6 months work is needed in IETF and any discussion of trace is certain to provoke privacy concerns. Also, if IETF decides to progress trace to a standards track RFC, to apply it to SIP in general, this will take approximately 2 years to complete. 

2. Actions:

To SA5 group.

ACTION: 

CT1 kindly requests SA5 to take the advice and answers above into account when progressing stage 2 work on trace. 
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