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1. Agenda

The meeting was opened on Thursday 3rd May 09:30 CET. 

The meeting was chaired by Olivier Genoud. The agenda, documents allocation and schedule in R5w180100r2 were approved. 

IPR and antitrust reminder: 

The attention of the delegates to the meeting of this Technical Specification Group was drawn to the fact that 3GPP Individual Members have the obligation under the IPR Policies of their respective Organizational Partners to inform their respective Organizational Partners of Essential IPRs they become aware of.

The delegates were asked to take note that they were thereby invited:

· to investigate whether their organization or any other organization owns IPRs which were, or were likely to become Essential in respect of the work of 3GPP.

· to notify their respective Organizational Partners of all potential IPRs, e.g., for ETSI, by means of the IPR Information Statement and the Licensing declaration forms

The attention of the delegates to the meeting was also drawn to the fact that 3GPP activities were subject to all applicable antitrust and competition laws and that compliance with said laws was therefore required by any participant of the meeting, including the Chairman and Vice-Chairmen and were invited to seek any clarification needed with their legal counsel. The leadership would conduct the present meeting with impartiality and in the interests of 3GPP. Delegates were reminded that timely submission of work items in advance of TSG/WG meetings was important to allow for full and fair consideration of such matters.
10. 5G

R5w180106 – EN-DC Layer 3 Test Model Updates, presented by Hellen & Wolfgang
Anritsu asked if the SRBs could also be configured with NR PDCP.  TF160 replied that there is no restriction in the test model, but it’s currently a RAN5 assumption that they will be configured as EUTRA PDCP wherever possible.  However, we will change back the picture to allow the SRBs to be configured with NR PDCP at any point.
Keysight asked if we can guarantee the order the ASPs will be sent to the SS for the configuration of the Proxy PDCP.  TF160 replied that we cannot guarantee the order as the ASPs will be sent from 2 different PTCs, but we can guarantee that they will be sent at approximately the same time and that no data will be sent until both sides have been configured.
Anritsu asked if the NAS emulator is required for EN-DC.  TF160 replied that this is simply a dummy NAS emulator (obviously there is no NAS sent on SRB3) which translates the SRB ASP used in the TTCN to that sent to the SS.
Keysight asked for a split bearer, if the RLC routing information is required in both DL and UL for the L3 test model.  TF160 replied that there are already RRC test cases specifying that the radio path used by the UE should be checked.  They also asked what would the ASPs be to the SS if a split bearer is re-configured to remove one leg.  TF160 replied that this has not yet been considered in detail, but may involve the Proxy PDCP being released and the other side being re-configured.
Keysight asked what the parameters are in the proxy PDCP.  TF160 replied that the routing information will probably be included.
Anritsu asked about duplication.  TF160 replied that duplication in UL is FFS in the current core specs and our current assumption is that for DL, the TTCN will only need to send on one leg.

Keysight asked if both SRB1 and SRB2 would be split.  TF160 replied that they can be split independently, and that it depends on the test case prose.

R5w180107 – EN-DC PDCP Test Model Introduction, presented by Sheila
Anritsu asked for a split bearer, all data will be sent to the NR PTC.  Is there a requirement for LTE signalling to be sent on the NR PDCP?  TF160 replied the MCG bearer is pure LTE, so there will be no test cases testing the MCG, only the SCG.  We will add a box to the picture to clarify that the MCG is configured as normal.
Action 41.1:TF160: To update the PDCP test model diagram to reference the MCG bearer.  By the RAN5#79 meeting.
Motorola Mobility asked if we still needed a Proxy PDCP.  TF160 replied there are 2 options: either to use 1 DRB port with proxy PDCP for the SS to split the bearer; or to use 2 DRB ports and have truly transparent PDCP on both EUTRA and NR.  We have decided to use 1 DRB port so that the EUTRA PTC doesn’t need to be used for the test body of the PDCP test cases.
Keysight asked if the transparent PDCP model can always be unciphered and if the PDCP security test cases will use the L3 test model.

Action 41.2:TF160: To decide if the L3 test model can be used for the PDCP security test cases.  By the RAN5#79 meeting.
R5w180108 – EN-DC RLC Test Model Introduction, presented by Erich
No comments received.

R5w180109 – EN-DC MAC Test Model Introduction, presented by Rasheed.
TF160 commented that the MAC NR CA test model may not require RLC.  Also, there is an open question on which cell the PUCCH should be received. There’s only one MAC NR CA test case and this is not in phase 1.  Therefore this diagram may not be included in 38.523-3 at RAN5#79.

Keysight asked about the statement for SRB3 traffic being allowed.  TF160 replied that the same statement exists in UTRAN and LTE because it is technically possible to do this, but was never used.  There are currently no test cases which require this.
R5w180110 – EN-DC: Updated NR ASP Definitions, presented by Olivier

Anritsu asked if the system indications are what we expect for the MAC test cases.  TF160 replied that we think that at least these are needed, possibly for L3 testing, but others will be added for L2 testing in the future.

Keysight commented that the description is wrong for the RLC_AM and RLC_UM types.  TF160 replied that it is confusing, but it is the same as for LTE.
Keysight asked what the boolean “LinkToOtherCellGroup” does in the NR_PDPC_RBTerminating_Type.  TF160 replied that this is related to the field above for the RLC routing as omitting the RLC routing field will mean “keep as it is”.
TF160 commented that all L2 related ASPs are still in progress and all ASPs will be reviewed again.
Action 41.3: SS Vendors: To provide initial feedback on NR ASPs.  By 11th May.
R5w180111 – EN-DC: Updated EUTRA ASP Definitions, presented by Olivier

This document includes the updates required for NR PDCP and split bearer routing.

Anritsu asked if the timing information has been changed.  TF160 replied that we intend to use the same timing definitions for both LTE and NR, although the numerology is not relevant for LTE and HSFN is not currently relevant to NR.

For instance, if we want to change the power levels of several cells at the same time, using the same timing information we can calculate exactly what time the cells should be changed, even when they are offset.

If we need to synchronise both LTE and NR cells, then TF160 commented that we should always use the FirstSlot.

Action 41.4: SS Vendors: To provide initial feedback on EUTRA ASPs.  By 11th May.
R5w180114 – EN-DC: Test Methods and Design Considerations, presented by Olivier

TF160 still intend to add information on the “automatic” MAC scheduler operation, radio resources handling, UL timing alignment, UL grants.  It’s not yet decided if we need an excel sheet for TBS selection as it’s different for NR.
Keysight asked if we need to specify which DCI formats should be used.  TF160 replied that we think we should be able to use DCI formation 0_0 and 1_0 as much as possible.  As the DCI format information was not included in the RRC messages for LTE we had to document it in 38.523-3, however there seems to be more dependency with the NR RRC messages than there was for LTE, so TF160 hope to align with the default messages defined in 38.508-1.  
The core specs have a lot of flexibility, so TF160 is trying to choose a default configuration that can be used for the majority of tests.

TF160 commented that the search space candidates provided to the UE do not need to be the same as what is configured in the SS – as we only need to configure only one candidate.

R5w180116 – 5G Downlink Resource Allocation, presented by Wolfgang

Anritsu asked if multibeams in a particular cell have been considered.  TF160 replied that FR2 has not yet been considered.

Although NR is completely flexible, with many complicated possible configurations, we are trying to find a simple configuration that can be used for as many tests as possible for EN-DC, and that can hopefully also be re-used for standalone.

Keysight asked if we plan to have resolved these questions about SS configuration by the June delivery.  TF160 replied that it’s dependent on how many other open issues there are in 38.508-1.

R5w180115 – EN-DC: New PIXITs, presented by Hellen
The px_nPrimaryFrequencyBand is only for standalone.  It is not currently used in EN-DC.

R&S asked why we had both ‘n’ and ‘NR’ as a prefix.  TF160 agreed to align it to use ‘NR’ everywhere.

Anritsu asked if the same external function is used for security.  TF160 replied that for EN-DC, there are new functions defined in 33.401 which use the same external function, with different input parameters.  The draft version of 33.501 is also using the same external function, with again different input parameters.  Therefore it’s currently foreseen that this external function can still be used for standalone.
TF160 will also add a similar note to what we have in LTE, specifying that null ciphering and integrity algorithms are not allowed for verification.

R5w180112r1 – 5GS TTCN Planning – Status Update, presented by Olivier

Keysight asked if feedback for tomorrow’s compilable delivery should be via email or TTCN CR.  TF160 replied that as the ENDC ATS is not verifiable, then all comments should be fed back via email, copying all SS vendors.
Anritsu asked if we intended to feedback our issues to the core groups.  TF160 replied that we can feedback to RAN5 for core spec issues and then they can decide if a LS should be raised to core groups.

Anritsu asked if the June delivery is not verifiable, when will the TTCN be verifiable.  TF160 replied that if the issue is due to missing information in 38.508-1, then the next opportunity for this to be resolved will not be until the August meeting, 3 weeks before our next delivery in September.

Keysight commented that one of the outstanding issues is the power level of the NR cell (only one cell is required for now).  Anritsu replied they were planning to provide a value for the serving cell at the next RAN5 meeting.
R&S asked about the lack of UE Capability Information in 38.508-1.  TF160 agreed that this is one (of the many) empty messages that we are waiting to be completed.  In fact for EN-DC, not only are we expecting the UE Capability Information fields to be listed as ‘not checked’, but we also need the MRDC-FreqList to be provided in the UE Capability Enquiry.  This is just one of the many ‘FFS’ we have in this week’s delivery.
Anritsu asked if there are any issues with TTCN3 tools for the ENDC TTCN.  TF160 replied that one of the TTCN3 compilers did not support the parameterised ASN.1, which is used in the NR ASN.1; but this is now supported.  

There is also now an issue with the word ‘static’.  This is used only once, as a field name, in the NR ASN.1 (and never, to our knowledge, in previous RRC definitions).  All other instances are in the form of for example ‘semiStatic’.  This is not a TTCN3 keyword, but is used in at least C.  TF160 are currently in discussion with both the TTCN3 tool provider and the core group to see if this error can be resolved (we believe changing the name slightly should not cause a backward compatibility problem with the ASN.1).
Action 41.5: Olivier: To share the 5GS TTCN Planning with the 5G leadership.  By 4th May.
4. LTE

R5w180102 – V2X: Test Model and ASPs update, presented by Lidia

This will be implemented in wk24.
R5w180103 – Cat1bis: Test Model and ASPs update, presented by Olivier
No comments were received.

R5w180104 – LATRED: Test Model and ASPs update, presented by Olivier
This will be implemented in wk24.

8. NB-IoT

R5w180105 – RRC Connection Resume-NB handling, presented by Wolfgang
Anritsu commented that we are still expecting clarification from RAN2.  TF160 agreed, but this is just updating the test model as this configuration was previously not possible in the TTCN.  R&S agreed that the only issue outstanding in the core specs is when the UE knows when to switch from the common, to the UE specific search space.  The UE specific search is included in the RRC Connection Setup, but not the SIBs.  Therefore it is not yet clear if the UE should store this information, in the case of RRC Re-establishment.
Action 41.6: Olivier: To share the RAN2 CRs related to the RRC Connection Resume-NB handling.  By 4th May.

Action 41.7: SS Vendors: To feedback any issues with the RRC Connection Resume-NB handling proposal.  By 11th May.
11. Other
R5w180101 – TTCN Deliveries and Miscellaneous, presented by Olivier
Anritsu asked about Rel-14 eNB-IoT.  TF160 replied that we expect the new test cases to be on the lower layers, so we may have to update the ASPs before any more test cases can be implemented.
12. Closure of the Meeting

The call was ended on Thursday 8th February, at 16:00 CET. 

Summary of Action Points:
Action 41.1:TF160: To update the PDCP test model diagram to reference the MCG bearer.  By the RAN5#79 meeting.
Action 41.2:TF160: To decide if the L3 test model can be used for the PDCP security test cases.  By the RAN5#79 meeting.
Action 41.3: SS Vendors: To provide initial feedback on NR ASPs.  By 11th May.
Action 41.4: SS Vendors: To provide initial feedback on EUTRA ASPs.  By 11th May.
Action 41.5: Olivier: To share the 5GS TTCN Planning with the 5G leadership.  By 4th May.
Action 41.6: Olivier: To share the RAN2 CRs related to the RRC Connection Resume-NB handling.  By 4th May.

Action 41.7: SS Vendors: To feedback any issues with the RRC Connection Resume-NB handling proposal.  By 11th May.
