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8. NB-IoT

R5w160210 – NB-IoT: Key requirements for test modelling, presented by Hellen

Motorola asked if a UE which only supported attach without PDN and sending data via SMS would support the new testloop mode over SRB1bis.  TF160 replied that in theory such a UE will support SRB1bis, but we did not know whether it would be able to support loopback over the new ESM Data Transport messages.  We expect the UE capabilities to be specified by new PICS items, and for the test case applicabilities to be goverened by these.  When trying to reduce the number of test cases, this must be taken into consideration.
Keysight asked if with simultaneous CP + UP, would multi-PDN handling still be required.  TF160 replied that yes, multi-PDNs were still possible in NB-IoT, whether this would be required to be handled at switch on is not yet known.  The TTCN will ultimately implement whatever is defined in 36.508.  The generic procedures at switch on were introduced at last week’s adhoc meeting, but as yet no-one has suggested that multi-PDNs need to be handled.  
R&S asked if the existing IP PTC might be needed.  TF160 replied that this is still under investigation, but the main use for the IP PTC was for handling IMS.  There is no IMS requirement for NB-IoT.  If the IP PTC was used here, the routing table would need to be extended to include SRB1bis, but as this is also used for signalling messages this would complicate the existing implementation in the SS (and the TTCN).  At the moment we can only envisage the IPv6 address handling functionality in the IP PTC being required (we expect any IP data sent being tested only in test cases activating loopback mode).  Therefore it may be easier to simply copy this functionality (not necessarily in a separate PTC).
Keysight asked about test case verification regime versus operation modes. TF160 replied that this is still FFS, awaiting RAN5 decision on operation modes handling for signalling test cases. 

4. LTE

R5w160205 – eMTC: Initial Test Model and ASP updates, presented by Rasheed
R&S asked when the TTCN would be available for verification.  TF160 replied that some code may be provided in September, but verifiable TTCN is scheduled to be delivered in December.  We hope to include (at least initial) ASP changes in the baseline move in August.
For non-backwards compatible changes, the grace period will end in December 2016 (i.e. iwd-16wk49 delivery).

Considering the large number of changes introduced in this feature, there are currently not many test cases included in the RAN5 work item.  It is not yet known if this will mean impact in many of the existing test cases.

Action 34.1: SS Vendors: To provide feedback on proposed eMTC ASPs.  By 29th July.
R5w160204r1 – eDRX: Test Model and ASP Updates, presented by Carlos
These changes will be included in our baseline move in August.

TF160 highlighted that there are still ongoing discussions in the core groups about the paging calculations defined in 36.304 due to potential security issues.  These discussions may not be resolved in time for our September delivery.
R5w160202 – D2D ProSe: Test Model and ASP Updates, presented by Virginie

These changes will be implemented in the wk32 delivery.
R5w160203 – eIMTA: Test Model and ASP Updates, presented by Olivier
These changes will be implemented in the wk32 delivery.

When the rest of the test cases are provided in the prose (in RAN5#72) we will check if any further update is required to the ASPs.

R5w160206 – Handling of Frequency Bands higher than 64 - Further updates, presented by Virginie
These changes will be implemented in the wk32 delivery.

Higher bands have now been introduced in 36.508 (bands 65 and 66) which now use these higher EARFCNs.
6. IMS

R5w160208 – IMSoFixed: Test Model and ASP updates, presented by Wolfgang

The small ASP enhancement will be included in the wk32 delivery.

The first delivery of this test suite may be included in wk37.

R5s160529 – Addition of IMS Emergency Call Test Case 11.2.7, question from Keysight

Keysight questioned why change 1.1 is required and if this change would also be required in all other test cases which use a forbidden PLMN.  If the other test cases will also be updated, then these new additional requirements will cause problems.
R&S answered that they are trying to stop the test case hanging and then that the USIM must be manually cleared.

TF160 suggested that this change is only pertinent to when this test case fails and this test case would still pass without this change.

TF160 concluded that this change will not be answered in this CR and that this investigation will continue for all affected test cases until the sidebar meeting at the next RAN5.  As the prose normally explicitly specifies if a different USIM is required, the initial conditions in this test case may need to be updated in the prose if this change is accepted.
Action 34.2: SS Vendors: To investigate change 1.1 in R5s160529, concerning the forbidden PLMN.  By RAN5#72.
R5w160209 – Non-IMS TCs with IMS-enabled UEs: regression testing status, presented by Olivier
Keysight reported several IMS over GERAN test cases are failing when they try to start IMS when they reach LTE.  TF160 has already drafted a prose CR to 36.508 (on Mar16 version) and this change should also be required for IMS over UTRAN tests.
R&S asked if any tests have been run which start a PS call on GERAN after the PDP context has been rejected.  Keysight replied that they don’t currently have UE availability for this test case, but they have proved the concept with 9.2.3.4.1 which requests a PDP context in the test body.
Action 34.3: TF160: To share draft prose CRs to 36.508 to handle IMS over GERAN.  By Today.
Action 34.4: TF160: To share draft TTCN to handle IMS over GERAN.  By  15th July.
5. WLAN

R5w160212 – IMSoWLAN Test Model, presented by Wolfgang
R&S asked if only one IP connection was assumed.  For instance, what about XCAP test cases? TF160 confirmed that we currently assume there is only one IPsec tunnel.  We would expect this single tunnel to be the only access to the 3GPP network and that all XCAP signalling would be through this.
We have already asked Ericsson for more clarification on this subject but have not yet received a reply.

R&S asked if the picture of the test model will also be added to 36.523-3.  TF160 replied that this will be added to 34.229-3 as this is where these tests are defined.

R&S also asked about authentication procedure.  TF160 replied that this was not in relation to WLAN, but was referring to normal IMS authentication.

For fixed access, there is already prose provided – which does not include authentication.

There is not yet any prose provided for IMSoWLAN, but we have assumed that this will be the same as for ‘normal’ IMS test cases where the same authentication process as performed in NAS is used.
Keysight asked if the IP addresses for this test model would be the same as in other cases and would be taken from PIXITs.  TF160 confirmed this.  The UE can query for the PCSCF address during IPsec tunnel establishment.

R&S asked whether it is assumed that IMSoWLAN test cases are run against devices always equipped with a USIM. TF160 confirmed this.   

Action 34.5: TF160: To confirm with the WI rapporteur the validity of R5w160212 slide 4,  3rd sub bullet point.  By  5th August.
R5w160207 – IP Monitoring, presented by Wolfgang
R&S also asked what ‘any PTC’ meant and where the IKE messages should come from.  TF160 replied that we have yet to decide if this would be better done from the IP PTC or from a new PTC.  The TTCN will map the system ports as usual to the appropriate PTC, but there will only be one PTC mapped to any one port.

R&S asked why the type definitions provided included more than the payload types specified in the prose.  They made an effort to restrict the requirements simply to two messages.  They are concerned that this proposal increases the complexity of the codec unnecessarily.

TF160 explained that the full IKEv2 type definitions are not too complex (less than 300 lines of code), and that this enables us to be ready for the changing test requirements coming from RAN5. 

R&S asked whether an alternative solution could be for the SS to provide the undecoded octetstring of IKEv2 messages to the TTCN. 

TF160 explain that even if a simple octetstring is defined as the type, the TTCN will need to use ‘decvalue’ to decode this, so the codec will still need to be implemented in the SS.  The prose is currently specifying that the ‘next payload type’ needs to be checked.  This therefore requires all payload types to be defined (at least at high level).

The meeting confirmed that there is no current objection to the proposed TLS definitions and monitoring point.  The main concern is with the extent of the IKE message definitions.
Action 34.6: R&S: To raise prose CRs to remove checking of complex and unnecessary IKE fields.  At RAN5#72.
Action 34.7: SS Vendors: To investigate and provide feedback on the IKE type definitions provided in R5w160207.  By 5th August.
9. Other
R5w160211 – TTCN-3 Test Suites structure for Rel-13, presented by Olivier
TF160 commented that we currently test our deliveries on both windows 32 bit and 64 bit.  They asked if SS vendors still have a 32 bit requirement.

R5w160201r1 – TTCN deliveries and miscellaneous, presented by Olivier

On slide 4, issue with the Workshop numbers. TF160 will fix this in a r2.

We will set up a doodle poll for the date of the F2F workshop in October.
Action 34.10: TF160: To provide doodle poll for F2F workshop in October.  By 8th July.
R5w160213 – PICS/PIXIT inconsistencies between TTCN and Test Specification, presented by R&S
TF160 commented for issue 1 there are a number of PICS with a _FDD and _TDD postfix in TTCN3.  This is because the FDD and TDD test suites in TTCN2 are separate, but they are the in same test suite in TTCN3.  Some UEs had different values for FDD and TDD so we decided to provide separate PICS.  There is clarification already provided in 36.523-3 for this.

For issue 2, this is mainly for the TTCN2 TDD and requires a prose CR for the part 2 documents.

Action 34.8: R&S: To provide an updated list for R5w160213.  By 15th July.
Action 34.9: TF160: To investigate the revised version of R5w160213.  By 5th August.
Summary of Actions:

Action 34.1: SS Vendors: To provide feedback on proposed eMTC ASPs.  By 29th July.
Action 34.2: SS Vendors: To investigate change 1.1 in R5s160529, concerning the forbidden PLMN.  By RAN5#72.
Action 34.3: TF160: To share draft prose CRs to 36.508 to handle IMS over GERAN.  By Today.
Action 34.4: TF160: To share draft TTCN to handle IMS over GERAN.  By  15th July.
Action 34.5: TF160: To confirm with the WI rapporteur the validity of R5w160212 slide 4,  3rd sub bullet point.  By 5th August.
Action 34.6: R&S: To raise prose CRs to remove checking of complex and unnecessary IKE fields.  At RAN5#72.
Action 34.7: SS Vendors: To investigate and provide feedback on the IKE type definitions provided in R5w160207.  By 5th August.
Action 34.8: R&S: To provide an updated list for R5w160213.  By 15th July.
Action 34.9: TF160: To investigate the revised version of R5w160213.  By 5th  August.
Action 34.10: TF160: To provide doodle poll for F2F workshop in October.  By 8th July.
