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1. Upper Tester
R5w150202 – Upper Tester: Multiple CNF, presented by Anite
R&S feel that the current TTCN is not correct.  In principle they are happy for this proposal to be implemented in the TTCN, however they want the response check for optional AT commands to be removed (see documents 216 and 217).  They asked TF160 to check if any further clarification would be needed in 36.523-3 when/if this proposal is implemented.
R5w150216 – Handling of unsolicited messages for Optional AT Commands, presented by R&S
TF160 commented that ALL AT commands are optional according to 27.007.  R&S replied that they believed the SMS AT commands are mandatory if the UE supports this feature.
TF160 commented that 36.523-3 has always said that if an AT command exists then we implement it.  If this AT command has a response, then this too will be used.
R&S insisted that their users did not want to type in the format required by the AT command, and in the case of "+CNAP: "TESTNAME", 0", they feel that there is no point in testing the operator's ability to type and their knowledge of the AT command spec.

Anritsu asked if this proposal meant that AT commands could not be used in this case.  TF160 agreed.  They commented that the current TTCN implements only one interface with the SS.  If the AT command exists, this interface will be the AT command.  Therefore if the UE does not support this AT command, it is up to the SS to 'translate' this, in both directions, into something the UE will understand.
We have already had issues with different UEs interpreting the AT commands differently.  TF160 has no intention of providing a different interface for each UE in the TTCN.
TF160 proposed, as a compromise, to provide the parameters available in the TTCN to test the response in the _DUMMY MMI command.  In this case, we can provide "TESTNAME", so that the operator does not need to type this; but this still assumes that the SS will provide some sort of GUI/tool interface to translate this into the AT command.
TF160 commented that the TTCN uses the UpperTesterFunctions file to translate the parameters required in the test case to those required in the AT command.  Even we did not expect our test case authors to have knowledge of the format and requirement of the AT commands.  We do not expect operators to do this either.
R&S proposed to bring this document to RAN5.  TF160 requested that they then highlighted to RAN5 that we do not insist the UE implements all AT commands and that the issue is their customers are not happy to have to type in the information required by the AT response.
Action 30.1: SS Vendors: To provide feedback about AT responses.  By 11th August.
R5w150217 – Alternative method for execution of Supplementary Service test cases, presented by R&S
For point 1, TF160 asked when the "OK" was sent on the AT port.  R&S confirmed that this was at the end of the signalling procedure.
TF160 then proposed that we therefore remove the MMI function at the end of the test case and replace it with a check of the "OK" provided on the AT command port.  When the AT command was not used, as in other cases, the SS would be triggered by an MMI _DUMMY command to provide an interface to the operator to check the display (which as described in the document, would display OK in this case).
For point 2, TF160 proposed that the prose be changed in these cases to match other test cases where speech is mandated.  This may result in extra ASN.1 signalling, so the prose will have to be changed.  Some of the GERAN SS test cases did specify other classes, other than speech, but RAN5 has already agreed in UTRAN that only speech will be used.
The problem is that if the 'class' field is not included in either the AT command or in the manual USSD, the default value is different in each case.  TF160 suggest that this be solved by always specifying a class value.

For point 3, TF160 did not see any issue as the information provided is in a well defined format that is easy to interpret.

8. Other
APN name – Correction to default EPS bearer 4.7.3-6, presented by R&S
Issue related to past TTCN CR R5s150357, which had been rejected. R&S aims at bringing further justification. 

R&S will raise a TTCN CR with this prose update proposal as associated draft prose CR. 

Qualcomm's CT4 experts are also looking into this issue and may also raise a paper to CT4 if required.
4. LTE

R5w150206 – D2D ProSe : Key Requirements for test modelling, presented by Virginie
Up to now, RAN5 assumed that the authorization will be pre-configured in the UE, so this has not been considered in this presentation.
Only one test case is available in the prose at the moment; but more will be submitted at the next RAN5.  This is only an initial analysis, and the test model investigation will continue when more prose is available.
Potentially verifiable test cases in the TTCN may be available in December (but not earlier).

R5w150211r1 – ePDCCH: Analysis of Anite questions on Test Model, presented by Rasheed

Anite are happy with this proposal.
Action 30.2: SS Vendors: To provide feedback about ASP change for ePDCCH.  By 11th August.

R5w150203r1 – Low cost MTC: Test Model, presented by Rasheed

Anritsu asked if there is a preamble, how will the SS know the UE category.  TF160 replied that there are PICs defined for the UE category, because even the first RACH procedure will vary depending on this category.
RAN5 intend to allow all of the current test cases to be run over a Cat 0 UE, however TF160 have found that some test cases mandate a TBS of over 1000 bits.  The rapporteur Ericsson, are looking if prose CRs are needed to correct this.

Anritsu asked about IMS test cases.  TF160 replied that this wasn't clear yet.

The SS must ensure that the DL TBS doesn't exceed more than 1000 bits, but in UL, the onus is on the TTCN.

Potentially verifiable test cases in the TTCN should be available in the September delivery.

Action 30.3: SS Vendors: To provide feedback about low cost MTC test model.  By 11th August.

R5w150204 – LTE Coverage Enhancements: Test Model, presented by Rasheed

Potentially verifiable test cases in the TTCN should be available in the September delivery.

Action 30.4: SS Vendors: To provide feedback about LTE Coverage Enhancements test model.  By 11th August.

R5w150205 – FDD/TDD & 3DL CA: Initial Test Model, presented by Rasheed

Anritsu asked if MBSFN affects the timings here.  TF160 replied that they thought not.
TF160 clarified that this potential lack of information can only happen when there are 2 ULs.

Anite asked that there are already CA inter-band test cases defined.  Would these require separate verification.  TF160 proposed a mini-re-verification for FDD/TDD, with SS logs.  We will send you a list of 4 test cases and ask each SS vendor to only reserve one test case each.  These test cases are all Rel-10, so can be potentially verified by a Rel-10 UE, supporting that band combination.

Action 30.5: Olivier: To provide list of CA test cases to be re-verified.  By 6th July.

R5w150215 – Control of NAS Security in LTE Test Model, presented by Anite

TF160 suggested that option 2 would be the easiest to implement in the TTCN.  R&S asked if we could ensure that this only happened for these test cases.

Anite confirmed that this test case can currently pass if the 2nd USIM is freshly flashed.  R&S commented that as there is already manual intervention in these tests, they are happy to always use a fresh USIM.
Action 30.6: TF160: To investigate the NAS security issue in 6.1.1.8 and 6.1.1.9.  By 11th August.

5. WLAN

R5w150207 – 3GPP/WLAN IW: Initial Test Model, presented by Rasheed
Anite asked if we expected to get indications from PHY and MAC layers.  TF160 replied that no, we have copied these command/indication ports from the HRPD test model.  We only expect one final ASP indication to be received to report if the procedure is completed, or not.
36.508 currently only define 2.4 and 5GHz bands.  Anite asked why we had defined more bands in our ASP proposal.  TF160 replied that this was in case they are required in the future.
TF160 commented that the UE might associate itself with the WLAN immediately at switch on.  All other procedures will be controlled by ASPs.

Anite asked if Hotspot 2.0, Rel-2 was the basic requirement.  TF160 replied that as this was the version referred to in the core specs, then yes, this is the basic requirement.

Potentially verifiable test cases in the TTCN may be available in December (but not earlier).

6. IMS

R5w150208 – LibSip Type Definitions Update, presented by Olaf
No comment made.
R5w150209 – RTP/RTCP Test Model Enhancements, presented by Wolfgang 
Anritsu asked if the RTP/RTCP packets will go all the way to the TTCN to be looped back.  TF160 replied, no, this needs to be implemented in the SS because the RTP packets are every 20ms.
Anite asked if these are to be looped back above the IP stack as there might not be a socket open.  TF160 replied the SS can open a socket on their own, but this socket will never be referenced in the TTCN.

TF160 commented that both RTP and RTCP need to be looped back, but these will have separate entries in the routing table.

TF160 asked the SS vendors to confirm if they still needed this solution as some UEs can be configured to increase their timeout values.  Anritsu replied that increasing the timers is enough for now, but they may need these in the future for commercially available UEs.

TF160 commented that we intend to implement this in every place where we have currently configured the discard mode.

Action 30.7: SS Vendors: To investigate if any more fields are required in the RTP/RTCP definitions.  By 11th August.

R5w150212 – Issues with Inter-RAT test case execution with IMS-enabled UE, presented by Anite
IMS Deregistration:

- Over UTRAN: Anite has seen reports of UEs, but not seen a UE themselves, that deregister as soon as they move away from LTE.  However this would cause the test case to fail, so the meeting agreed that this would have to be handled in RAN5 first.
- Over GERAN: RAN5 still mandates that IMS is not performed over GERAN.  TF160 commented that the TTCN does allow for DL TBFs to be triggered from the IP PTC to reply to IPv6 messages.  It should not be too difficult to modify the TTCN to allow this to work for replying if UDP is used.
For TCP however the DL TBF needs to be triggered by the SS itself.  This will require a complete re-think of the GERAN test model – and the same test model is also used in TTCN2.  Before we do this, RAN5 will have to mandate that IMS is allowed over GERAN.
TF160 suggested that we could simply disable all PDP contexts when the UE is handed over to GERAN.  This is already done for specific test cases, such as SRVCC, but it is not the default.
IMS Registration: 

-Over UTRAN: TF160 commented that this will have a big impact in the test body, and prose: the first PDP context will need to be kept and any PDP context started in the test body will be secondary.  Also all the NSAPI and RAB Ids will be different too.

TF160 asked Anite if they could confirm if the UE still initiates IMS registration if the VoIP flag in the Attach Accept message is set to false.  Anite confirmed that, until now, they have not found a UE that will autonomously do IMS registration in UTRAN.
-Over GERAN: There is no UE which does this at present.

Action 30.8: Anite & TF160: To investigate how we can disable IMS deregistration over GERAN in non-IMS related test cases.  By 11th August.

8. Other
R5w150213 – Method for TC execution time reduction (example LTE 11.2.3), presented by R&S

TF160 asked what if the UE didn't support the AT command.  R&S suggested that a PIXIT/PICS could be introduced to bypass the current section of code.
TF160 commented that, as for all other AT commands, if we implemented this then we would replace the existing code, not leave it as optional.

Anite has seen some UEs that do not support this AT command, so would prefer the code to be left, at least as optional.

TF160 suggested that as these procedures we are looking at replacing are all in either the preamble or postamble; for any UE which didn't support this AT command, the SS vendor could ensure the SIM is in the correct state before beginning the test.  This of course could increase test time for UEs that didn't support this command, but reduce it for those UEs that did.
R&S commented that it was a policy in TTCN2 to ensure that if a test case alters the USIM, then the TTCN will change it back in the postamble.  TF160 replied that we will still be doing this – with the AT command.

Action 30.9: TF160: To investigate which TTCN procedures can be replaced by the AT command CSRM.  By 11th August.

R5w150214 – PDN handling at IP PTC, presented by Wolfgang
For existing test cases, there should be no difference.
R5w150210 – TTCN-3 Test Suites structure for Rel-12 onwards, presented by Olivier

Anritsu would like to delay the splitting of the existing test suites until wk49.  As all Rel-12 test cases (UTRAN/LTE) will be added to new test suites, then it's only if we add 'too many' new files/test cases to the existing LTE_A test suite that we could 'break' the existing test suite.  Therefore TF160 agree in principle to this request, but we will not be able to answer this completely until after the RAN5 meeting.
Currently in the LTE_A test suite, there are Rel-12 bSRVCC tests which will end up in LTE_A_IRAT; and some CA test cases, which Ericsson intends to re-categorize as Rel-11.  Therefore there shouldn't be any existing test cases which will be moved to LTE_A_R12. 

R&S asked if it would be possible to reduce the number of modules imported.  TF160 replied that we have a new analysis tool that we are using to investigate this, but this is a long process.
R&S asked if we could create an LTE_A_R10_R11_IRAT suite, and an LTE_A_R12_IRAT suite to keep it consistent.

R5w150201 – TTCN deliveries & miscellaneous, presented by Olivier
Anritsu asked if there will be a small baseline move in TTCN2 wk37.  TF160 replied that there will not be a baseline move as such, but there will be a patch to the ASN.1.  The details of this were sent to all SS vendors last week.  This should not have impact on any frozen test cases.  
Summary of Actions:

Action 30.1: SS Vendors: To provide feedback about AT responses.

Action 30.2: SS Vendors: To provide feedback about ASP change for ePDCCH.  By 11th August.

Action 30.3: SS Vendors: To provide feedback about low cost MTC test model.  By 11th August.

Action 30.4: SS Vendors: To provide feedback about LTE Coverage Enhancements test model.  By 11th August.

Action 30.5: Olivier: To provide list of CA test cases to be re-verified.  By 6th July.

Action 30.6: TF160: To investigate the NAS security issue in 6.1.1.8 and 6.1.1.9.  By 11th August.

Action 30.7: SS Vendors: To investigate if any more fields are required in the RTP/RTCP definitions.  By 11th August.

Action 30.8: Anite & TF160: To investigate how we can disable IMS deregistration over GERAN in non-IMS related test cases.  By 11th August.

Action 30.9: TF160: To investigate which TTCN procedures can be replaced by the AT command CSRM.  By 11th August.

