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1 Output Documents

1.1 Documents for approval

None.
1.2 Documents for Information to SA

None.

1.3 Documents to be withdrawn

None.

1.4 Any other action requested by the SWG or SA5

None.

2 Progress status

Percentage of completion (Rel-7 WT70): 15% (previously 3%)

Summary of progress: The requirement specification has been agreed. There were some issues that needs further study, like what will be the effect to Trace IRP of the Traffic trace and Service level tracing. The group has agreed that the draft TS will be sent to SA for information from the next meeting. The TS number will be 32.441 and the 32.44x series specification should be reserved for the Trace IRP specifications. 
Outstanding issues:

None.
3 Minutes

The WT70 Trace IRP session was held on 6. April 2006 Thursday 2nd half of Q2.
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source 

	S5-066041
	Draft TS 32.4xx Trcae IRP requirements
Discussion:

· Ericsson: What traffic trace means:

· Rapporteur: With traffic trace the intention was to include and the Multiple MS trace or cell traffic trace related requirements to the Trace IRP.
· Motorola: Is the trace record description in TS 32.423 is enough for this IRP work?

· Ericsson: in the TS32.423 the complete file format (XML) is defined. 

· Ericsson: in section 5.1 the first paragraph is incorrect as an element manager can have also a network management functionality if it manages more than one network elements. The sentence should be removed. 

· Ericsson: also in the same section: trace is not about supervising the network, so that sentence needs to be rewritten.

· Huawei: why the requirements for service level tracing and traffic tracing are separated from the subscriber and equipment tracing? Is there any major difference from the interface point of view?

· Rapporteur: No major difference. The two can be combined into one bullet.

· Huawei: if we intend to reuse the File Transfer IRP for transferring the trace record files, than we should not repeat the requirements in this specification. I.e. it’s not enough to mention the notification of the file availability, because FT provides other functionality also, therefore that requirement should be deleted and just enough to make a reference to FT IRP. 

· Vodefone: If we decide to use DM server for activating a Trace Session to the UE for service level tracing, where the Itf-N would be located in the architecture?

· Motorla: The DM Server is more seen as an element manager functionality.

· Vodafone: Should this requirement specification be contained the DM issues? Like the DM server should be used for the Service level tracing.

· Nokia: first we need a decision whether we want to use DM or not for service level trace. If there is a decision about that than we could include that requirement also to the draft TS 32.441.

· Ericsson shares the same view on this topic. If we agrees on this, than 3GPP should send a LS to OMA informing them about this decision and the possible co-operation. 

· It was agreed that a separate contribution is needed to the next meeting addressing this issue. Based on that discussion the group may decide.

· Huawei: Why there is no MSISDN as a subscriber identity?

· Nokia: because MSISDN is not an identity that is used in the trace specifications.

· there can be two possibility to solve this issue: One is to create an MSISDN base trace and request the different 3GPP groups to modify the trace signaling messages to include also the mSISDN, or make the maping of MSISDN and IMSI in the management system.

· Huawei intended to have it in the mmanagement system, but in the element manager. 

· Ericsson and Nokia: if this is in the element manager side, than there can be a situation when the network element cannot resolve this MSISDN-> IMSI mapping. Therefore this functionality shall reside in the IRPManagaer side, which does not make any requirement to the Itf-N, thus out of the scope of the current work.

· As the traffic trace and Service level trace functionality is not yet fully defined and the effect to the trace IRP is not known yet, there is a need to put an editor’s note there that these two functionality requires FFS for completing the Trace IRP work. 
Conclusion: The document needs to be updated based on the comments. 
	Nokia


4 Action items

	Item
	Description
	Release
	Owner
	Status 
	Target 


Participant list

	Attendee name
	Company

	Gyula Bodog
	Nokia

	Wang Enxi
	Nokia

	John Islip
	Lucent

	Edwin Tse
	Ericsson

	Zhu Weihong
	ZTE

	Li Yewen
	China Mobile

	Robert Petersen
	Ericsson

	Clemens Sauerbaum
	Siemens
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	Vodafone

	Jörg Schmidt
	Motorola

	Jean Duguay
	Nortel

	Dai Peng
	Ericsson

	Yang Li
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