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1. Agenda
The meeting was opened on Thursday 28th April 10:00 CET. 
The meeting was chaired by Olivier Genoud. The agenda, documents allocation and schedule in R5w220100 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
R5w220103 – NR/5GC: Layer 3 NE-DC Test Model updates, presented by Hellen 
SRB0 will be passed through the 4G NAS emulator (as in all LTE and NR5GC IRAT test cases), but, as usual, no changes are made to this message in the emulator.

R&S asked if any messages would be expected or sent DL.  TF160 replied that the UE may send a RRC Connection Setup Request, but this will not be expected in the TTCN, so it will therefore fail the test.
The PRACH is configured (as normal), but with no Message 4.

In EN-DC we don’t send any system information on the NR cell, therefore we don’t need to configure SRB0; however, in NE-DC (and in CA) we do.

This has already been implemented in the wk12 delivery, and is included in our 38.523-3 prose CR to RAN5#95-e.

R5w220109 – Handling of PDCP duplication in the 5G Layer 3 Test Models, presented by Virginie.
R&S and Keysight think this is ok but asked if we expect anything to be different in the TTCN?  The only difference will be the ASP configuration of the SS, the TTCN will not expect to receive any other message.

EN-DC TC 8.2.2.2.1 is 3GPP approved, verified by Keysight.

TF160 will raise a TTCN CR to implement this change in the next delivery.

R5w220113 – Correction to clause 7.3.5.3.4 Sequence of intra-NR inter-cell CA handover presented by R&S
TF160 commented that our implementation will not need to be modified.

R&S is happy to withdraw this prose CR and incorporate these changes in the TF160 prose CR to 38.523-3.

R5w220102 – NR IIoT: Test Model and ASP updates, presented by Virginie
We currently have PDCP CA duplication, but we don’t have duplication MAC CE.  
The SS doesn’t need much control in the UL, they just need to pass on the information about how the data is received.

Motorola Mobility commented that on SCell 1, the arrow is in the wrong direction.

In the SS/TTCN there are 3 DRBs, each associated to 1 RLC entity; but in the UE there will be 1 DRB with 3 RLC entities.
The DRBs will be configured in transparent mode, with PHY/RLC/MAC as normal so everything can be handled in the TTCN.

Anritsu asked how the SS will know when PDCP duplication is configured?  TF160 replied that the SS doesn’t need to know as everything is handled in the TTCN.  Duplication is only in UL, not DL.
Anritsu asked how does the SS activate this – does the SS need to send the MAC CE?  TF160 replied that even in regular duplication, we have 2 RLC entities.  The UE will transmit on 2 RLC entities until it receives an ACK on one entity – then it will stop transmitting on all.
The SS will configure CA with 2 SCells.  The MAC CE is just a message sent to the UE and the SS is not expected to react on this message.

R&S commented that as UM mode is not used, it can be removed from the picture. The SS needs to know that the duplicated packets will be forwarded as it’s in AM mode.  TF160 replied that this is already included in the RLC ASP.  The RLC data will look different because of the headers, but the PDCP can determine whether this packet is duplicated or not.

The core specifications allow up to 4 RLC entities in Rel-16, but the current test cases prose only specifies up to 3.
PDCP CA duplication has already been implemented for a couple of Rel-15 TCs with EN-DC CA and NR CA, with 2 RLC entities.

The only issue is that RAN5 has not yet assigned a 3CC CA combination that can be used for these test cases.  If this is resolved, then these tests can be made verifiable.  It needs to be clarified in 38.508-1 clauses 4 and 6.2.3.4.  We will need 2 UL CA.  We will not have 3 bands, but it has not otherwise been clarified.

R5w220108 – 5G V2X: Test Model and ASP updates, presented by Virginie
Huawei has agreed to raise a prose CR to provide the missing information.
We hope to make a revision to our prose CR to resolve the remaining FFS. If the FFS is not resolved at RAN5#95-e, no 5G V2X test case can be made verifiable in wk23 delivery.

R5w220104 – Updated guidelines on 5GS execution, presented by Virginie
All changes apart from 8.2.3.11.2 (which is a correction) are for newly delivered TCs in the wk12 delivery.

7. POS
R5w220107 – Rel-16 NR POS: PosSIBs scheduling, presented by Virginie
R&S asked how does the UE know the offset to SI parameter?  TF160 replied that the UE is notified.  In case offsetToSI-Used is configured, the posSIB SI will be scheduled 8 frames after the normal SI.

R&S asked if the TBS calculations are changed?  TF160 replied that it’s not concatenated, only the SI window list continues.

The ASP changes are only fulfilling the core requirements from 38.331 – there are no special test requirements for the SS.

8. NB-IoT
R5w220105 Update for NB-IoT in-band with different PCI, presented by Olivier
R&S asked if the core requirement has changed?  The LTE physical cell id is given by the TTCN.  TF160 replied that we missed this in the beginning as the requirement has always been there.  This may cause the UE to have some signal reception issues.
Anritsu agreed that the TTCN was not calculating the cell id according to the core spec requirements.

TF160 will include this in our 36.523-3 maintenance prose CR and will therefore implement it in the next delivery accordingly.

9. MCX
R5w220106 – MCVideo Issues, presented by Wolfgang
UPV commented that they assume the same SSRC values for RTP audio and video.  TF160 is not sure whether the values should be the same.  Even if there are 2 streams, the SSRC values may not be the same.

UPV thinks that TS 24.484 has not yet been completely updated for MCVideo, but it should not have any impact on the tests when these parameters are specified.
TF160 commented that if a UE needs this information, then it should be specified WHY it is needed.

For point 2.3.2.4: UPV agree in principle but they couldn’t find anything specified for these parameters for MCVideo. 

UPV will ask CT1 for clarification for issues in clauses 2.2 and 2.4(Issue 2.4-1).

R5w220111 – Session Id for Call Establishment, presented by Wolfgang
UPV agree in principle.  They are happy to postpone this until RAN5#96 (TF160 will then raise necessary prose CRs).

R5w220112 – Inconsistency in handling of SIP183 (Session in Progress) in MCVideo TS 24.281, presented by Olivier
Prose CRs have already been submitted for these changes by TF160 at RAN5#95-e.
UPV agree but ask how to move forward?  UPV will ask their CT1 contacts and if they do not receive any feedback will consider sending an LS.

11. Other
R5w220110 – TTCN coding for facilitating debugging and verification, presented by Olaf
Anritsu agreed that it is always difficult to find the reason for failure for a message received in the default handler, but there is always a mismatch to indicate where the failure is.  If there is a completely unexpected message, how can we improve the error reporting?  It would however be good to add a little more information to improve regression testing.

Keysight agreed that it’s sometimes difficult to identify the failure when there are huge, complicated templates – for instance in IMS and HTTP messages; however it’s difficult to think of how this can be improved in the TTCN.

R&S asked what “SS vendor analysis and logging code” means.  UPV replied they would add specific lines for log analysis of potential failures.
The problem with adding log analysis code is that it has to be added in every delivery.

TF160 commented that the delivered TTCN should not be modified – unless as documented in a TTCN CR.  The proposal is more relevant for debugging, not for a conformance test suite.

R&S commented that this might be useful for templates with a small number of parameters, but for templates with a large number of parameters it is unrealistic to add a huge amount of code which is not providing a huge benefit.
Keysight agreed that this sort of information should be provided in the SS vendor tools.

R&S commented that adding a huge amount of logging will decrease the test case performance - this may not be a problem in e.g. IMS tests where large timers are involved, but will cause failures in lower layer test cases.

TF160 commented that it’s not feasible to have a common approach as we will restrict the power of the TTCN language.  For simple cases, it is probably easy to provide a solution, but for more complex cases (where it would be really needed), it would be very difficult to do.  There is a lot of information provided by the TTCN generated code, so it should be up to the SS vendor platforms to use this information.

Keysight suggested that we could use a PIXIT to include this extra logging information, or not.

R5w220101 – TTCN Deliveries and Miscellaneous, presented by Olivier
It was agreed that at least for now, the workshops will continue to be eMeetings.

12. Closure of the Meeting
The meeting was ended on Thursday 28th April 14:25 CET. 

