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1
Introduction

The enclosed in the archive file R5-153788 RAN5 Test Optimization and Risk Analysis for RAN5#68.xlsx contains the RAN5 Test Optimization and Risk Analysis spreadsheet with all TC proposed for consideration at RAN5#68.

It contains

-
In sheet 'Implicit Testing', a list of TCs which should be considered for removal.
	TC Removed
	TC which test the same requirement

	9.1.2.1
	9.1.2.3

	9.2.1.1.21
	9.2.1.1.22

	8.1.2.11
	11.2.1

	8.1.2.12
	11.2.2

	8.1.3.1
	8.2.1.1

	8.1.1.1
	9.3.2.1


-
In sheet 'Special cases Implicit Testing', a number of pairs (sometimes triplets) of TCs which verify one and the same Failure scenario for 'Attach' and the 'Combined attach' case, or, the 'Traffic Area Update (TAU)' and 'Combined Traffic Area Update' case. For those the following should be considered

-
The TCs verify Failure scenarios

-
Although the 'Combined' procedure includes the same behaviour as the 'normal' one, this is not a straight forward case of implicit testing. The 'Attach' and the 'Combined attach' (same for TAU) procedures depend on different configurations and there is no 100% guarantee that if the device has implemented correctly one of the two it has also implemented correctly the other. Therefore, risk exists.

-
It should be noted however that this risk is minimised by the fact that TC which verify the "normal" 'Attach' and the 'Combined attach' procedures (i.e. those not resulting in a REJECT or an ABNORMAL case) will still be run.

-
The proposal is that, acknowledging the risk, IF the UE supports Combined attach then the "normal" attach TC that tests the same Reject scenario need not to be executed.

-
In the sheet 'Reject-Failure', a number of TCs for which the scenario they verify are considered very unlikely to happen in real life. For those the following should be considered:
-
Although 'Justification for Recommendation' summary is provided, more extensive considerations are provided in R5-153984 '[PTCO] Reject-Failure: Proposal for removal of TCs 9.2.1.1.25 and 9.2.1.1.16 extremely rare scenario'

-
Risk do exist. The proposal is that, acknowledging the risk, the TCs should be removed.

2
Summary of Proposals
Proposal 1: The TCs listed in sheet 'Implicit Testing' should be considered for removal; as agreed by RAN5#67 for those there is no need of consultation with GCF. The following CR reflect this proposal

	R5-153600
	[PTCO] Implicit Testing: Removal of TC 9.2.1.1.21 update of 9.2.1.1.22

	R5-153602
	[PTCO] Implicit testing: Update of 11.2.1 due to removal of 8.1.2.11

	R5-153603
	[PTCO] Implicit testing: Update of 11.2.2 due to removal of 8.1.2.12

	R5-153604
	[PTCO] Implicit testing: Update of 9.3.2.1 due to removal of 8.1.1.1

	R5-153605
	[PTCO] Implicit testing: Removal of 8.1.2.11, 8.1.2.12, 8.1.3.1 and 8.1.1.1

	R5-153606
	[PTCO] Implicit Testing: Removing TCs from the applicability table

	R5-153784
	[PTCO] Implicit Testing: Removal of TC 9.1.2.1 and update of 9.1.2.3

	R5-153779
	[PTCO] Implicit Testing: Update of 8.2.1.1 due to removal of TC 8.1.3.1 


Proposal 2: The TCs listed in sheet 'Special cases Implicit Testing' as agreed by RAN5#67 require consultation with GCF and their input on the Risk analyses before RAN5 can take a decision. RAN5 should send an LS and request GCF for input.
Proposal 3: The TCs listed in sheet 'Reject-Failure' as agreed by RAN5#67 require consultation with GCF and their input on the Risk analyses before RAN5 can take a decision. RAN5 should send an LS and request GCF for input.
