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1. UTRA
R5w140013 – ASN.1 Type Definition Differences between TTCN2 and TTCN3, presented by R&S
TF160 have provided comments, with a view to implement the changes in either wk09 (TTCN2) or wk10 (TTCN3).
We would like all comments to be provided before the prose CR deadline, so that we can include our changes in our prose CRs for the next RAN5.
R5w140012 – Miscellaneous HSPA ASP Updates, presented by R&S
TF160 commented that we are happy to implement these small improvements to the test model.
Once again, we would like comments to be provided before the prose CR deadline.

R5w140003 – Analysis of SS/NITZ over UTRA, presented by Hellen
R&S asked if there are any requirements for these test cases to be run in TDD.  TF160 and RAN5 have only requests for these to be run for FDD, but as the TTCN will be using common functions and the SS tests only require NAS messages, we see no reason why these cannot be run for TDD too.
R&S asked how to deal with AT/MMI commands.  TF160 replied that although the GERAN test cases were written specifically for MMI commands, we would prefer AT commands to be used, where possible.  Therefore we would like the prose to be written to at least allow AT commands to be used.  We are concerned however that these test cases may not be able to be run automatically because the current GERAN test cases often get the operator to check the service has been implemented.  This will have to remain an MMI operation.
TF160 commented that we already have a draft CR to add default message contents to 34.108 for some NAS messages, such as FACILITY.  If this CR is agreed, then these default message contents will also have to be used for the existing positioning test cases.  This may a small impact in the verified POS tests.
R&S asked which test suite these will be available in TTCN-3.  TF160 replied that they will be in the existing UTRAN TTCN-3 Test suite.

R&S asked if the ASN.1 should be the same for TTCN-2 and TTCN-3.  TF160 replied that the AGPS TTCN-2 test cases are stable and we prefer they not be changed.  There is no requirement for any changes to be made to this code.  Even though the content is the same, the files are already different for TTCN-2 and TTCN-3 because the codecs are handled differently.
We would like to implement this extended ASN.1 in the next delivery, using the prose CR number for the extension to the test model in 34.123-3.  We would appreciate SS vendors to check the new ASN.1 provided in the zip file and let us know, as soon as possible, if they are not happy for us to include this in the next delivery.

R5w140002 – Analysis of UTRAN Rel-11 on TTCN-3, presented by Virginie 
TTCN-2 should not be affected as we are only changing the existing extension.  

We are not changing the ASN.1 at all, but we are only creating new templates (and functions) using the Rel-11 branch for the existing ASN.1.
2. LTE
R5w140005 – Handling of LTE UE categories in TTCN/SS, presented by Rasheed
This will be implemented in the next delivery, together with the MAC TBS test cases.
R5w140004 – Rel-11 CA Enhancements, presented by Rasheed

Anritsu suggested that the DRX change could be made backwards compatible because they think DRX_Config_v1130 should be mutually exclusive with DRX_Config. Also as there is no IDC Work Item in RAN5 yet, this ASP change could be postponed. 
TF160 would like feedback as soon as possible because we would like to include it in the next delivery after the RAN5 meeting.  If these changes are not included in the next delivery, this will delay the implementation of the Rel-11 CA test cases.

Anritsu suggested that we leave Comp until we have more information.  This WI was introduced over a year ago and there hasn't been any progress on this since.  Agilent agreed and suggested that it's not yet even decided if there will be any signalling test cases for this.  
3. IMS
R5w140008 – LibSip Definition Corrections, presented by Olivier

We have (at least one) template – for HistoryInfo, that will change when v3 of the ETSI LibSip is available.  This will probably be in the June delivery.
R5w140009 – Enhancements of SDP Type Definitions , presented by Wolfgang

Erich asked what the impact is on 34.229.  Wolfgang replied that he would prefer a more structured approach in the prose, but is not sure if that will happen.

So far, there appears to be only TF160 who is keen to change the prose, whereas there is resistance from at least one other company to any change.  TF160 would like SS vendors to show their support for changing the prose, both before and during the RAN5 meeting.

R&S requested TF160 circulate any current proposal.
Anritsu asked if this would have any impact on already verified test cases.  TF160 replied that the submitted proposal to change the TTCN will have the same impact as a baseline move – so it will also have an impact on existing codecs; but this change is necessary as the current definitions could potentially fail a conformant UE.

Our proposal is to implement this TTCN change after the next delivery.  We require the SS vendors to decide if they are happy to change the TTCN at all, and then if they agree with the proposals.
Action 24.1: SS Vendors: To feedback if they agree with the concept to change the SDP type definitions; by 24th Jan
Action 24.2: Olivier: To circulate our proposal for the SDP definitions in the prose to be defined in a structured format; by 24th Jan
R5w140006 – Quotes Handling by SIP/SDP Codecs of SS, presented by Erich
Slide 2:

TF160 suggested it be defined somewhere in part 3 how the quotes are used in the TTCN (and codec).
Slide 3:

R&S have a UE that is configurable whether or not they perform deregistration on switch off. All SS vendors have UEs that normally deregister, but there is no mandatory requirement in the core specifications that this should happen.
Action 24.3: Olivier: To raise the issue of mandatory IMS deregistration, with the view to change the postamble procedure in 36.523-3; in the next RAN5

Slide 4:

TF160 suggested that all IMS procedures should be in 34.229 – there is currently only one IMS procedure in 36.508: for MT Call Release.  Perhaps this should be moved to 34.229 and a new MO Call Release procedure should be added.
Action 24.4: Erich: To raise draft prose CRs to move the IMS BYE procedure from 36.508 to 34.229 and to add a new MO call release procedure; in the next RAN5

R5w140007 – TCP Connection Handling in IMS test cases, presented by Hellen

Anite asked if a new ASP was required.  TF160 replied that we think the system interface already exists, but new functionality would have to be added.
The current solution proposed by Anritsu to add a 3 second timer will only work when the UE releases the connection.  The proposal included in this document will cover all scenarios.

Anite commented that there is sometimes more than one TCP connection – when the SS is a client and when the SS is a server.  Both/all TCP connections will need to be released before the RRC connection is released.

The current TTCN CRs will be commented by TF160 that they are agreed in principle, but will then be revised when the way forward is agreed.

Action 24.5: SS Vendors: To feedback if they agree with the concept for the SS to always close the TCP connection; by 24th Jan
R5w140011 – RTP/RTCP in DL, presented by Olaf
All SS vendors agree that they have not yet seen any UE issues with the SS not providing RTP/RTCP in downlink.
TF160 commented that only test cases with short voice calls have been verified up to now, and also IR.92 has only recently been changed.  
TF160 do not intend to implement anything at the moment, but would like the SS vendors to keep this document in mind and to let us know if/when they find a UE that has any of these issues.
Anite asked if a new ASP would be introduced for this.  TF160 confirmed this would be required.

Action 24.6: Olivier: To raise the issue of RTP/RTCP; in the next RAN5

R5w140010 – XCAP PDN Handling, presented by Olivier

R&S commented that they do have a UE that does this and they consider this to be IR.92 compliant.  They would like the prose and the TTCN to be changed to be more flexible.
Action 24.7: Olivier: To raise the issue of XCAP PDN handling; in the next RAN5

AOB

R5w140001 – TTCN Deliveries & Miscellaneous, presented by Olivier

Anritsu commented that at the moment, if we don't specify our implementation and if the TF160 comments are tabled after the CAG deadline, then their proposed implementation is accepted by CAG.
Anite had some questions about the eMBMS subframe, but will summarize these questions in a document after the meeting.

Action 24.1: SS Vendors: To feedback if they agree with the concept to change the SDP type definitions; by 24th Jan
Action 24.2: Olivier: To circulate our proposal for the SDP definitions in the prose to be defined in a structured format; by 24th Jan

Action 24.3: Olivier: To raise the issue of mandatory IMS deregistration, with the view to change the postamble procedure in 36.523-3; in the next RAN5

Action 24.4: Erich: To raise draft prose CRs to move the IMS BYE procedure from 36.508 to 34.229 and to add a new MO call release procedure; in the next RAN5

Action 24.5: SS Vendors: To feedback if they agree with the concept for the SS to always close the TCP connection; by 24th Jan
Action 24.6: Olivier: To raise the issue of RTP/RTCP; in the next RAN5

Action 24.7: Olivier: To raise the issue of XCAP PDN handling; in the next RAN5

Next Face-to-Face meeting in ETSI: proposed date 4th/11th April, or maybe the week after.  Olivier will send an email to vote on the date.
In general the feedback about using GoToMeeting was positive, however there were some issues about voice quality.  We will use it again in April for those not attending the meeting.

