3GPP TSG GERAN WG4 Signalling #3
G4-010165



Sophia Antipolis, France

28 February- 1 March 2001


G4-000314

Report from Signalling subgroup

The meeting was convened by Mr Tim Beard. The meeting was opened at 9.30 and some logistic information was given.

1.
Review of action items after SMG7#25

The agenda is in Tdoc G4-000278. The agenda for the T1/Sig was agreed.

2.
Acceptance of the GERAN4#1 report concerning the Subgroup part

The report from the last G4/Sig meeting can be found in annex C of G4-000168. The report was agreed.

3.
Review of action items allocated to the Subgroup after GERAN4#1

	Responsible
	AP description
	Status

	AP.99-113 to update the applicability table of 11.10 with the new test cases.
	

	Mr Stolle
	· To  include GPRS tests
	Done. New PICS also included.

	Mr Stolle
	· To include CTS 
	Done.  New PICS also included.

	Mr Stolle
	· To include New supplementary services, HSCSD tests
	Ongoing.



	Mr Stolle
	AP25S.2: To Mr Schulze to check and provide PICS for multiple SMS.
	Done.

	
	AP1S.1: GERAN4 to discuss the ambiguity in 02.84 on the reflector.
	To be discussed during this meeting

	
	AP1S.2: Mr Stolle to update the category "MS supporting AMR speech coding" in the PICS document.
	Done.

	
	AP1S.3: Mr Stolle to update PICS for PCS 1900. Also, the references in 11.10-2 shall be updated using the same scheme as in 11.10-1.
	Done.

	
	AP1S.4: Mr Stolle to include SoLSA PICS in the draft of 11.10-2
	Done. This was included in Table 2 “Features”


4.
Review and acceptance of the Documents allocation .

Documents are allocated in G4-000277. The document was agreed.

5.
Review of the received LSs allocated to the Subgroup

G4-000271: LS from T1 to G4 on handling of test cases for intersystem handover between GSM and UTRAN.

Mr Schulze explained that his LS is more relevant to the plenary. Nevertheless, he gave some explanation on it. TSG T and GERAN have agreed that intersystem handover tests from UTRAN to GSM are responsibility of T1 and intersystem handover tests from GSM to UTRAN are responsibility of G4. One of the reason for splitting the tests in this way is  because of funding - 3GPP partners not supporting GSM does not want to spend time on this test cases. Additionally, the core specifications are also split in this way. The tests have been drafted by a task group in T1 and for the moment they have been included in T1 specifications but an answer from G4 on how to treat this tests is expected. It was noted that it is likely that errors exist in these test cases and it is also possible there may be changes to the core specifications. 

Mr Schulze noted that the division of the handover test cases is easy to do, but this does not apply to the cell selection and re-selection tests. 

The following issues were discussed in the meeting: 

- How do we handle this test cases? Where specifications shall we include them? Do we have the expertise in this group? Dual mode subgroup between T1 and G4?

The signalling subgroup agreed to have the intersystem handover from GERAN to UTRAN in our specifications (51.010 or a new document). CRs can be raised using the normal procedure. For the moment, no work needs to be done until the implementation of the tests. The terms of reference and the scope of the GERAN WG4 meeting need to be change. 

When companies begin to implement these test cases, and begin to raise change request, we can reassess whether a separate subgroup (or ad-hoc) is needed.

The split is easy for handover test cases, but this is not true for Idle Mode test cases. The meeting agreed that these test cases shall remain in the T1 specification. G4 will include a reference to their specification in 51.010. Delegates raising a CR affecting the GSM part, have two possibilities:

· to present the CR in T1 for approval; in this case, the CR shall be circulate it in G4 e-mail reflector as early as possible before the T1 meeting to get G4 comments;

· to present the CR to G4 and G4 will forward it to T1 for final approval.

Issue of the duplication of NAS test cases:

The issue of the duplication of the NAS test cases in G4 and T1 was also considered. How to treat these test cases? It was noted that most of the duplicated test cases have the same conformance requirement and test purpose, the difference is in the expected sequence and specific message contents, that are specific for UTRAN. As it was not felt possible to merge the duplicated test cases or to have them under the responsibility of the same group, the meeting agreed to make a simple cross reference list between 34.123-1 and 51.010. This list can be circulated in the e-mail list of both groups so that all the members are aware of this duplication.  Delegates will be asked to indicate in the CR cover page if the other spec is affected in the “Other specifications affected”. It was recognised that this solution is not perfect but is simple.

6.
Review of the CRs and documents for Part 1

G4-000169: CR to 51.010-1, clause 31.4.2.1.1.3. Correction to testcase expected sequence.

Setcom proposed to correct the expected sequence In branch A, the expected sequence does not have the calls returning to the original state (call in MPTY), as stated in both the foreseen final state of the MS and the procedure.

This document is the same as G4-000178. 169 was agreed and 178 was withdrawn.

G4-000170: CR to 51.010-1, clause 31.4.3.3. Correction to testcase procedure
Setcom proposed this CR to modify the procedure and expected sequence to match them. The CR was agreed.

G4-000177: CR to 51.010-1 on series 31.4.1.n - Incorrect MPTY Auxiliary states

Anite proposed to correct the initial conditions and expected sequence to make A-B is the held call and A-C is the active call, according with the core specifications. Nevertheless, Cetecom said that this CR is only to align the text precisely with the core specification, there is no technical effect and this test is already implemented. The CR was rejected.

G4-000179: CR to 51.010-1 on series 31.4.4.1.1 - Auto-Retrieval of held calls

Anite proposed a delay of 5s after sending the RELEASE COMPLETE message, the MS may send a FACILITY message to retrieve the Held Call. The CR was agreed.

G4-000180: CR to 51.010-1 on series 31.4.4.3 - Incorrect call states in the Test Procedure and Expected Message Sequence 

Anite proposed to delete a duplicated initial conditions and to change “enter” to “remain”.

An error was discovered in the cover page: “Calls A-C and A-D” shall be “calls A-B and A-C” The document was modified on line in G4-000180r. The CR was agreed. 

G4-000183: CR to 51.010-1 on Test case 31.3.1.2.2.2 - Modifications to Test

The CR was agreed.

G4-000184: CR to 51.010-1 on Test Case 28.1 - Missing Test Procedure

Anite proposed to include the missing test procedure and to complete the expected sequence. It was noted that the test procedure shall say “ …send out by the MS” instead of “…send out on the MS”. Some errors in the cover page. The CR was revised and agreed as G4-000298.

G4-000185: CR to 51.010-1 on Test Case 28.4 - Missing Expected Message Sequence

Anite proposed to insert the missing expected message sequence. The CR was agreed.

G4-000187: CR to 51.010-1 on Addition of new PIXIT Statement to annex A for

section 28 tests

Anite proposed to add the PIXIT “number of B-party numbers that can be stored in the list of blacklisted numbers”. The CR was agreed.

G4-000188: Request for clarification of clause 28.1 – General

What is it required to run the test cases in section 28? Must RLP be supported? Anite and Siemens supported the deletion of the lines in 28.1 that states that test cases in section 29 shall be run before. A CR was prepared G4-000308.

G4-000189: CRs to TS 51.010-1 on Introduction of PCS 1900 into section 26.12

7 Layers proposed PCS 1900 changes to Enhanced Full Rate signalling tests. It was noted that the emergency call number is different for PCS. The document was revised into G4-000295 and finally agreed.

G4-000190: CRs to TS 51.010-1 on Introduction of PCS 1900 into section 26.14

7 Layers proposed PCS 1900 changes to VGCS and VBS Tests. The CR was agreed.

G4-000191: CRs to TS 51.010-1 on Introduction of PCS 1900 into section 26.15

7 Layers proposed PCS 1900 changes to SoLSA signalling tests. It was noted that the emergency call number is different for PCS. The CR was revised in G4-000296 and agreed.

G4-000192: CRs to TS 51.010-1 on Introduction of PCS 1900 into section 26.16

7 Layers proposed PCS 1900 changes to AMR signalling tests. It was noted that the emergency call number is different for PCS.. The CR was revised in G4-000297 and agreed.

G4-000193: CRs to TS 51.010-1 on Introduction of PCS 1900 into section 27 

The CR was agreed.

G4-000194: CRs to TS 51.010-1 on Introduction of PCS 1900 into section 31

7 Layers proposed the changes necessary for the supplementary services test cases. It was noted that the emergency number is different for PCS 1900, therefore the document was revised to delete the original emergency call number in the expected sequence of test cases 31.6.2.4. The CR was revised in G4-000305 and agreed.

G4-000195: CRs to TS 51.010-1 on Introduction of PCS 1900 into section 35

7 Layers proposed the changes necessary for the Low battery voltage detection. Only one changes is necessary in the applicability of the test cases. It was not very clear if this test case belongs to signalling or RF. Signalling saw no problem with it. The CR will be further reviewed by the RF subgroup.

G4-000197: CRs to TS 51.010-1 on Corrections for PCS 1900 in sections 26.6.3.x and 26.6.18

7 Layers proposed some corrections to fix errors regarding incorrect message contents in the PCS 1900. The proposed modifications align the message contents for PCS 1900 with the corresponding contents of the other bands. The CR was agreed.

Mr Schulze asked for an overview of the state of PCS 1900. Mr Dietrich stated that with these documents accepted, everything is complete except for section 26.13 (HSCSD). It is expected that this section will be completed for the next meeting.

G4-000201: CR to 51.010-1 series 31.4.2.1.4 - Incorrect auxiliary call states in the Test Procedure and Expected Message Sequence

Anite proposes to modify the tests to adapt to the core specifications. Call A-C should be in state U10 Active with auxiliary states "CALL IN MPTY". This is because one remote party still remains. The same change was done to another test cases in G4-000299. It was agreed that the issue was not clear enough and LS is proposed in G4-000310. For the time being both states will be allowed in the test, therefore the CR was revised into G4-000313. 
G4-000202: CR to 51.010-1 test case 31.4.5 - Incorrect TI for Return Result Component

Anite proposed a correction to the expected sequence. The CR was agreed.

G4-000203: CR to 51.010-1 on Incorrect numbering of sequence of TC31.4.4.1.1.1

The CR was agreed. The version shall say 4.1.0.

Changes in G4-000204 are included in G4-000180, therefore G4-000204 is withdrawn. 

Changes in G4-000205 are included in G4-000180 except for the deletion of steps 20 and 21 in the expected sequence, G4-000205 is agreed. The version shall say 4.1.0.

G4-000220: CR to 51.010-1 on Incorrect transaction identifier TI used at step 9 + 10 in TC31.4.4.2

The CR is agreed. The version shall say 4.1.0.

G4-000293: TC 31.2.1.7.1.1 - Forwarded-to mobile subscriber side. Corrections of Conformance Requirements, Test Purpose and Method of test (incl. Expected Sequence)

Siemens presented the document. Mr Beard said that the wording of the second conformance requirement is not correct since it look as a procedure. The conformance requirement shall be taken from the core specification. Additionally, the wording of the test purpose is the same as the conformance requirement.   It shall also be included in the test that the indication on the MMI shall be done as indicated by the manufacturer. The document will be revised in G4-000294. It was noted that the title shall refer to TC 31.2.1.7.2. This was modified on line and the CR was agreed as G4-000294r.

G4-000299: CR to 51.010-1 on test case 31.4.3.5 - Incorrect auxiliary call states in the Test Procedure and Expected Message Sequence

Anite proposed some corrections to match with the core specification: Call A-C should be in state U10 Active with auxiliary state "Call in MPTY, call held". This is because one remote party still remains. Cetecom asked Why shall the call remain in multiparty if there is only one remote party? Anite said that the core specification states “In the case when no remote parties remain, the multi party is terminated”. It was recognised that there is an ambiguity in the core specifications. This issue also affects the CR in G4-000201. Cetecom will draft a LS asking for clarification of this issue. This will be treated in the plenary. For the time being, G4-000201 and 299 will be modified to allow both auxiliary states, until we get some clarifications.
G4-000307: CR to 51.010-1 on clause 26.9. Corrections for PCS 1900 emergency calls

Anite proposed some changes that were needed that were needed for PCS 1900 related to emergency call. The CR was agreed.

G4-000308: 

Following discussions in the meeting, the sentences saying that test cases in section 29 shall be run before section 28 is deleted. The CR was agreed.

7.
Review of the CRs and documents for Part 2

G4-000172: Draft version of the 51.010-2 (old 11.10-2) document

Mr Stolle presented the document.

Comments:

To update cover sheet to a 3GPP format.

To change reference to part 2 to “11.10-4”

To revise references

To delete “Phase 2” form title in Annex A

To replace “R95” with “Phase 2”

Mnemonics to be completed in the conditions of every table.

General Bearer services. Do we need the new categories?

Supplementary services in 31.3 and 31.4 are not included in the applicability table.

SAT PICS are not included for the moment. Waiting for input from T3.

It was noted that some work is needed to update the new PICS in the test case. This will be discuss in the plenary, to get volunteers to check the PICS statements in the Part 1.
It was noted that in 51.010-1 Annex 3 information related to PICS has been included in 11.10-2. Can we remove Annex 3?
All the information from the applicability table in 51.010-1 will be included in 11.10-2. Therefore the applicability table in part 1 can be removed once the 11.10-2 is approved. Mr Stolle will include any additional CR to part1 into Part2 for the moment.

The document was noted. The document will be revised again in the plenary.

G4-000186: 51.010-2 - Addition of new PICS Statement TSPC_Feat_Cause27Cat3

Mr Stolle confirmed that this information has already been added in the draft of 11.10-2. The document was noted.

8.
Review of the CRs and documents for Part 3

G4-000182: CR to 11.10-3 on TC_26_6_5_9. Alignment of  test case to 51.010-1

The CR was agreed.

Ms Salmeron asked about the progress status of the merging of the TTCN phase 2 with TTCN Rel4. Anite said that this is planned to be presented at the next meeting in February 2001.

9.
Review of the CRs and documents for Part 4

None.

10.
AOB

One of the action points from the last meeting was: “AP1S.1: GERAN4 to discuss the ambiguity in 02.84 on the reflector”. Is it possible to disconnect a single party of a held multiparty call when there is a single call active? 

04.84 is the phase 3 of the supplementary services. Handling of held of multiparty and single call at the same time, section 1.4. The ambiguity is in section 1.4.1.2, that refers to section 1.2.1 and 1.3.1. Are sections 1.3.1.4 and 1.3.1.5 also included in these references? The ambiguity could be clarifies modifying the core specs in section 1.4.1.2 to refer to sections 1.2.1.3 and 1.2.1.4 and 1.3.1.4 and 1.3.1.5. With this the disconnect of a single call will refer to terminate the multiparty call and to explicitly disconnect a remote party. If clause 1.3.15 is not included two test cases that are included in the GCF are incorrect. The meeting agreed to raise a LS.
Nokia asked if the meeting has considered that some of the changes approved change the validation category of some of the GCF test cases (they will not be validated any more). These test cases were not aligned with the core specifications. It was explained that in GCF the manufacturer declares that he conforms with the core specifications (not to the test specifications) but the test specifications are used to prove that the declaration is right (in case of somebody challenging a manufacturer declaration). These changes to the test specifications will cause a good mobile to fail. Nevertheless, it was agreed that it was GCF responsibility to track any possible changes. At the last meeting, this was already agreed, saying that CR titles must be clear enough to allow a quick identification of clauses affected.

