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1. Overall Description:

CN4 thanks SA5 on their liaison statement concerning the Subscriber and Equipment Trace impacts.
CN4 has investigated the technical questions included in the liaison statement and would like to give following answers:

1. Study the possibility of creation of a new Trace Session activation message (or modification of an existing message for this purpose) according to the needs of SA5 SWG-D between the following Network Elements:

i. HSS and MSS

ii. HSS and SGSN

iii. HSS and S-CSCF

iv. SGSN and GGSN

v. MSS and MGW

For two first interfaces the understanding of CN4 is that existing MAP services can be modified to cover the new requirements.

For the third interface the understanding of CN4 is that new messages need to be defined to the Cx protocol.

For the fourth interface the understanding of CN4 is that existing GTP services can be modified to cover the requirements. However the support of different depths of trace measurement is something that CN4 has not studied.

For the fifth interface CN4 has not concluded due to lack of availability of stage 2 specification, however contribution has been received proposing that a new package needs to be defined to the Mc protocol, but decision on this has been postponed.

2. Study the start triggering event parameter and provide an answer whether the Subscriber identity (IMSI) and MS identity (IMEI(SV)) is available for the start triggering events (see the tables above for the events and corresponding signalling messages).

For MSC Server, SGSN and GGSN the understanding of CN4 is that IMSI is available for the events listed, but not for MGW. IMEI(SV) is not necessarily available in MSC Server, SGSN, GGSN or MGW. Also the understanding of CN4 is that the start triggering events listed are the first messages of the transactions traced. Only exception is the handover, where the start message for handover is BSSMAP-HANDOVER-REQUIRED or RANAP-RELOCATION-REQUIRED. However if the meaning is to use the first message from the target side of the handover as the start triggering event then the understanding of CN4 is that the messages listed can be used for handover.

3. Study the stop triggering event parameter and provide an answer whether the listed signalling messages are the last messages in the transaction of events listed above. 

CN4 has not been able to reach a conclusion on this as some members of CN4 wished to consider this in conjunction with the detailed trace requirements. We hope to be able to answer this after next CN4 meeting.

4. Reply to SA5 SWG-D whether CN4 can provide a solution and if so, give SA5 SWG-D the CN4 view of the solution and an indication of the time required to provide such a solution.

To be able to make the needed modifications CN4 would need the stage 2 specification (32.422) to be available and stable. CN4 decided that new WID for CN changes is required in order to provide clarity on the required CN changes due to the relative large amount of nodes and interfaces that may be affected and the specific requirements for these nodes and currently the SA WID does not include enough detail for the CN stage 3 work. This would be a CN4 owned WID but include other CN impacts and thus address the concern from CN1 via previous LS discussions. The current understanding of CN4 is that at least the MAP, GTP and Mc protocol changes can be done within Rel-6 timeframe with the condition that there exists the 32.422 specification before next CN4 meeting in February 2004.

One specific question that needs clarification is that in the list of interfaces there is CAP protocol listed for SGSN (but not for MSC Server). There does not seem to however be any triggering events for CAP protocol listed. CN4 would like to ask clarification from SA5 about the need to trace CAP protocol and also to inform that if CAP protocol needs to be traced then CN2 as a responsible group for CAP protocol would need to be involved in the discussions.

2. Actions:

To SA5 group.

ACTION: 
CN4 asks SA5 group to:

1. Study the answers given by CN4 and give further comments regarding them.

2. Clarify the availability of 32.422 specification.

3. Give guidance for the need of traceability of CAP protocol and if such a need exists indicate that to CN2 group.

3. Date of Next CN4 Meeting:

CN4 #22
16th February – 20th February 2004

