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1. TTCN Baseline 2013
R5w130001 – TTCN Baseline 2013 presented by Virginie
We plan to introduce these changes in the wk7 TTCN2 delivery for FDD.  The TDD TTCN will be changed later.
The prose changes for the UTRA ASPs to add extension mechanisms will be implemented in TTCN3 in wk8.

R&S asked about a CR they raised last year to change the channel mode type definition.  Shicheng agreed that they could review all the GERAN type definitions to check if they would like to 'align' any other types at the same time.  TF160 re-iterated that due to limitations in TTCN2 to implement CSN.1, the GERAN type definitions never have been, and never will be, the same between TTCN2 and TTCN3.

2. C2k
KDDI sent an email this morning, but unfortunately all questions are still currently outstanding.
R5w130003 - C2k ASP Enhancements, presented by Rasheed

R&S asked about the expected timeline and whether these changes will be expected to be implemented in already validated test cases.
Anritsu believes that these changes do not affect test cases which have been validated so far, but would expect KDDI to require these to be included in all newly validated test cases.
TF160 will prepare a document for the next RAN5 meeting, however R&S are reluctant to agree to this until they understand the timeline from KDDI when they expect these changes to be implemented.

Shicheng proposed to raise the CR for the RAN5 meeting and will ask KDDI offline during the meeting if they are happy with this document and their expected timeline.

In order to not slow down our work, this document will be used as our working assumption.

Rasheed noted that one of KDDI's requirements was to check the contents of a DL message.  He has sent an email to ask about this, but has not yet received an answer.  This requirement has not been addressed in this document.

3. CA ASP
SS manufacturers are expecting the test model to be proposed at this RAN5 meeting and the ASPs to be agreed during the March face-to-face meeting.
Early prototype UEs are already available and may not be sufficient for validation by summer, but should be ok for verification of the test model and ASPs in the TTCN.
There are currently basic, 'easy' RRC test cases and more complex MAC test cases.  TF160 plan to implement CA tests in the 1st half of 2013 and hope to be able to deliver all test cases by the delivery after the May RAN5 meeting in wk24.  We probably won't have any CA tests in wk8, but intend to deliver a number of RRC test cases in mid-April.  This April delivery can be used for verification.
R5w130002 – CA ASP PDU Extensions, presented by Rasheed

R&S asked about erroneous messages being sent at MAC level.  TF160 replied that we didn't think this was required at this time, but if it was required, this would be included in the MAC test model.
Some details of the ASP changes required for the MAC test cases are not yet known, so it was suggested that placeholders are added at the moment until more details are known.  R&S would prefer not to use placeholders and to simply leave out any fields that are not completely defined.
Anritsu, Agilent and Anite asked how does the SS know that all the configurations have been completed?  This requirement is not needed for normal cell configurations because there is no link between the separate cells, but in CA, then there is a link between the Pcells and the Scells.  Rasheed thinks that this is duplicating information already provided, but we will do this as it makes it easier for the SS.
Anritsu ask if the Pcell configuration can happen first – as then the SS will know the number of Scell configurations to wait for.

TF160 confirmed that all reconfigurations will be scheduled in advance and agreed to decouple the Deactivate Scell.
Rasheed will update the document with the agreements made so far and we will circulate a draft Tdoc for the changes to part 3.

TF160 will look to include a first instance of these ASP changes in the wk8 delivery. 
4. IMS
R5w130004 – Changes to 34.229 for XCAP, presented by Olaf
Wolfgang suggested that all HTTP and XCAP messages be implemented in a separate PTC in order to allow both the 34.229 and 36.523 models to be used in the future.
Also TF160 believe that the current prose for these test cases is too stringent, with big implications for TTCN implementation (such as HTTP messages should be syntactically correct – does this require us to implement a full HTPP codec?).  The complexity of the TTCN test model is really dependent on RAN5's answer.  Hellen volunteers to raise a 'test' prose CR on an affected test case to gauge RAN5's reaction.
Anritsu commented that the parameters in the HTTP Request ASP defined in clause 6.4 refer directly to RFC 2616, but these parameter names do not match those defined in this RFC.  TF160 agreed to align these.

5. Future Deliveries
R&S previously requested to ensure items such as PICS/PIXITs are aligned between TTCN2 and TTCN3 and 34.123, 34.229 and 36.523.
TF160 plan to harmonise and document at least the PIXITs in the future.  
6. RSRQ
There are new test cases for RSRQ.  Shicheng asked Agilent to investigate the requirements for these tests.
7. AOB
Agilent may be able to host a face-to-face meeting in March, otherwise it will be held at ETSI as usual.  Date to be agreed.
