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1. TTCN Baseline 2013
R5w130104 – TTCN Baseline 2013 presented by Virginie
Anritsu request that the PDCP configuration be postponed to the non-critical wk24 release.  R&S have been asking for this for a while, so would prefer it in wk15.  This can be turned off, so it will be included in wk15.
R&S are concerned that the configuration will now be different in TTCN2 and TTCN3.  TF 160 replied that the PDCP configuration will never happen in TTCN2.  34.108 and 34.123-3 already state that IPv6 shall not be tested.  Motorola stated that there is no current RAN5 requirement to test this.  If a UE must use only IPv6, then this scenario must be considered first at RAN5.
In 24.008, the IPv6 address can be completely configured in the PDP Context Accept.  Therefore the UE will have no need to use IPv6 signalling.  Therefore not providing IPv6 signalling for TTCN2 should not be a problem.
In 24.301, the whole IPv6 address CANNOT be completely provided.  Therefore the UE must use IPv6 signalling.

Anritsu pointed out that the data will go through the IP Mux, so it will be sent/received using IP_SOCKET_IND.

R&S commented after the meeting that they also agree with this statement and would like the document revised to remove "Data will be sent/received on the PDCP port using PDCP_DATA_REQ/IND".
LLC XID: TF160 realised that the uplink/downlink information on the slide was the wrong way round.  This will be revised.

 R&S commented that when they received IPv6 data on UTRAN, it will be passed to the TTCN as an RLC Data IND and causes the test to fail, because the TTCN is not expecting it.  The latest delivery of TTCN3 should handle IPv6 data on both LTE and UTRAN and should be configuring the SS routing table to route this data through the DRB Mux.  R&S believe that this PDCP configuration is the missing link.  Shicheng requested that Qualcomm send a log file.
Qualcomm stated that they intend to downgrade all 7 test cases with IPv6 issues.  The SS vendors suggested that an exception may be sufficient, rather than a full downgrade.

Action 21.1:  SS Vendors: Investigate the IPv6 signalling handling problem and provide feedback
2. CA Status
R5w130102 – CA Status and Open Issues, presented by Rasheed

Agilent thought that they needed to know exactly when the message will be sent to the UE.  Anritsu agreed that they expected there to be an activation time.  They agreed that having 2 antenna filters does not make sense at the moment.

Anite thought that it was agreed in the conference call that Pcell and Scell information would be provided at the start of the test case.  TF160 replied that they cannot provide this at the start as this may change during the test, but they do provide all the channel information.
R5w130110 – Issues on 36.508 for CA Settings, presented by Agilent

Shicheng asked if we need to produce default settings for signalling test cases.  Agilent replied that we need to talk to Docomo.
We intend to deliver these changes in the next delivery – wk15 – for testing by the SS vendors.
R5w130108 – Considerations for CA DL Scheduling, presented by R&S

TF160 stated that we have only introduced a place holder as we don't have any test requirements at the moment for PDUs to be segmented over different cells.

Action 21.2: SS Vendors and TF 160: To discuss and understand CA requirements

4. eMBMS
R5w130103 – Analysis of eMBMS Requirements, Presented by Virginie
RAN5 currently has no scheduled work for eMBMS.  At least 2 operators would like to have eMBMS, but Rel-9 and Rel-10 are not sufficient, so more work will be done in RAN5 for Rel-11.  There is currently no funding available to write these in TTCN. 
There is a proposal from Ericsson and Verizon at the next CAG meeting to add these to a GCF WI.

R&S already have an implementation for this, so would like, if possible, for the TTCN ASPs to match this.

Virginie will look at the existing UMTS ASPs, to see how eMBMS ASPs can be introduced.

Shicheng will discuss funding of 3 man-months with UE manufacturers.

Agilent requested that any new functionality can be implemented in the ASPs so that it will not cause problems for an SS vendor if they decide not to implement it.

5. IMS
R5w130106 – Open IMS Issues, presented by Wolfgang
R&S stated that the SIP message body for SMS test cases remain as octetstring.  Therefore we cannot change the message body type to charstring.  TF160 would like the meeting to consider this only for XML message body types.
R&S and stated that the TLS is independent of port.  They suggested that a PIXIT could be used.

Shicheng would like, if possible, to avoid DNS signalling.  R&S replied that it may be possible to do this, but we cannot guarantee that the UE won't want to use DNS anyway.
Shicheng asked if we need HTTP ciphering.  R&S replied that this is dependent on whether we use HTTP or HTTPS.  TF160 stated that this needs to be decided by RAN5.

The changes to the HTTP ASPs will be proposed at the next RAN5 meeting.

R&S asked if the xcap/bsf routing information was required in uplink.  TF160 replied that this is only required for routing in downlink in the 36.523 model.
R&S stated that the UE may want to start XCAP in parallel to IMS.  TF160 replied that this should be able to be controlled by the test flow in the TTCN.  This needs to be clarified by RAN5.

Shicheng stated that there are 2 different requirements for the ISIM/USIM from operators and UE manufacturers – some use ISIM and some use USIM at the moment.
TF160 have determined that there should not be a problem for the SS to always UDP.  There is no restriction on length of the message that should be applicable.  Therefore the UE can use either TCP or UDP in uplink, but the SS shall use UDP in downlink.  Our proposal is that RAN5 will choose 3 test cases where TCP will be used instead, in order to assure test coverage.
R&S commented that they have already seen 2 UEs that have a problem with a very long message in UDP, but they have been requested to present their position at RAN5.

TF160 will present a 'test' XCAP test case at RAN5 showing the changes proposed in this document.
Anritsu requested that requirements such as the codec should include '<', '>', '=', etc to be documented in 34.229-3.

Action 21.3: TF160: Send out a proposal for the change to the SIP Message Body so that a solution can be decided in the conference call.
R5w130101 – Proposed Changes for SipUrl, presented by Wolfgang
Shicheng will present this to ETSI next week.  We think that they will prefer option 1.
We intend to implement this in wk15.

R5w130105 – Improvement of IMS 34.229 Test Model For Emergency Call, presented by Hellen
R&S suggested that an alternative solution is to create 4 more data ports.  TF160 replied that this was possible, but would mean creating yet 4 more ports, and would require more work in the SS.  
This alternative will have less impact in the SS – they can ignore this new field if they prefer in all but the uplink data messages.
TF160 agreed that it needs to be clarified in the final CR whether the PDNIndex should start from 0 or 1.

Action 21.4: SS Vendors: To decide on the addition of the PDN Index to the 34.229 ASPs

R5w130107 – Guidelines on IMS Re-verification, presented by Lidia

Agilent suggested that all verification submissions must document which test model was used.

8.1, 8.4, (8.10 GIBA test case), 9.1 have already been submitted for re-verification using the 'latest' TTCN re-written to support both 34.229 and 36.523 test models.
5. RSRQ
Shicheng asked Agilent to investigate the requirements for these tests.
6. PICS/PIXIT
Anritsu cannot use old PIXIT files when TF160 either rename or change the type of a PIXIT.  They request that the old PIXIT is left in the TTCN for 6 months – 2 meeting cycles.  This will not be used in the TTCN, but will allow the SS Vendors to re-use the new PIXIT file for old deliveries.
Shicheng replied that the SS vendors have now raised TTCN CRs to keep the old PIXIT in both TTCN2 and TTCN3.  We have commented on these CRs that this change is not needed and instead we will rename the PIXITs.  Therefore we will only have one version of the PIXIT – the new version; but the SS vendor can then use these CRs to add the old PIXIT back for their GCF validations.

Anritsu requested that we revise our comments to these CRs so that they are allowed to put this PIXIT back for GCF.

R&S volunteered to review all the PIXITs delivered in TTCN2 and TTCN3 to ensure that there no name and type clashes.
7. AOB
Conference Call to be held on Thursday 21st March 10.30 CET.
Summary of Action Points:

Action 21.1:  SS Vendors: Investigate the IPv6 signalling handling problem and provide feedback
Action 21.2: SS Vendors and TF 160: To discuss and understand CA requirements

Action 21.3: TF160: Send out a proposal for the change to the SIP Message Body so that a solution can be decided in the conference call.
Action 21.4: SS Vendors: To decide on the addition of the PDN Index to the 34.229 ASPs

