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1. TTCN Status
This meeting was triggered by RAN5 action point 52.04.

R5w110300 - TTCN Status as of 06/10/2011, presented by Shicheng
R&S stated that even though there are UEs available supporting IMS, they are not conformant to 3GPP IMS CC or IR.92.  For example if you want to establish a voice call, 3GPP requires you to run an IMS registration first; but the implementations don’t do this.

Motorola noted that there are IMS test sessions being run (IMTC), but Nokia stated that these are more to test UE-to-UE inter-operability and not UE-to-network conformance.  These sessions are used to find development issues, but not to test for compliance.  Ericsson agreed that they know of no IMS clients that are available to date.
Other SS vendors stated that UE vendors are currently focusing on the LTE functionality and only after this will they concentrate on IMS.  They don’t expect this to happen this year.
2. IMS – EUTRA Interworking
R5w110302 – CR to add default EPS Bearer Context for QCI 5, presented by Ericsson
This is required for IR.92, signalling.
Anite asked if this was to be used from now on if the UE supports IMS.

TF160 stated that the current prose points specifically to default bearer#1.

Anritsu asked if the QCI9 bearer should be used for non-IMS PDN.  Do we now have to create 2 default bearers?

Nokia agreed that it is clearly stated that there should be a PDN which is only for IMS, and a different one should be used if needed for anything else.  They believe that the IMS PDN should be established first.

Ericsson replied that this CR is changing the default bearer to be configured during the Registration procedure – so only the one will be configured.

Anite request that instead of creating default bearer context#2, we decide on the QCI in bearer #1 depending on the support of IMS_APN.  This is because there are a number of other places in the prose (e.g. ESM test cases) which specifically point to default bearer context#1.
This change is only changing one QoS parameter to make it conformant to IR.92.  All UEs should still work without this parameter set correctly, therefore there is no urgency to implement this CR.  Ericsson will submit this document to RAN5 and it will be implemented by TF160 when it’s approved.

R5w110303 – CR to update 12.12, presented by Ericsson

This is an example on how to update the IR.92 test cases to refer to C.21.
Nokia explained that Annex C.7 was originally specified for UTRA and C.21 was specified for EUTRA and IR.92.  We don’t really need both procedures, so we should remove one of them.  As most test cases refer already to C.7, Nokia would prefer to update C.7 and remove C.21.
As C.21 is already approved, and up-to-date, Ericsson prefers to keep C.21.

Nokia would like to analyse the differences between C.7 and C.21 and discuss this further on email with the other interested parties.

Action 1: Ericsson & Nokia: Investigate the differences between annexes C.7 and C.21, by the next RAN5
R5w110304 – CR to update 12.13, presented by Ericsson

This is an example of an MT test case, which still refers to C.11, to be applicable for EUTRA only.

Motorola asked that these documents will change these test cases to make them all only applicable to EUTRA only.  This is correct because they are valid for IR.92 and IR.92 is only applicable to EUTRA.  It was agreed at RAN5 that the IMS test suite is now only applicable to IR.92.

R5w110305 – CR to update 13.4.3.1, presented by Ericsson

This is an example of updating an SRVCC test in 36.523-1.
R5w110301 – CR for Generic Test Procedure for IMS Speech Call Establishment in EUTRA, presented by Rasheed

Ericsson stated that RAN5 has previously agreed to use procedure 4.5.3, so this should be used instead.
Motorola replied that this procedure is currently only used with a test loop and as this is to be used to execute an IMS call, this procedure is not correct.

Ericsson replied that they do not see a reason why a different RRC signalling flow is needed to specifically test IMS and if we want to do this, then we have to create a new work item.  The already existing procedure in 4.5.3 should be sufficient.  They believe that the network will not be able to distinguish what the UE wants to do when it sends an RRC Connection Request with establishment cause ‘mo-data’.  They believe that if the network will behave as specified in 4.5.3 for RRC (non-IMS) test cases, then it will behave the same way for IMS tests.
Motorola refers to validated test case 10.2.1 which uses the same procedure as specified in this document.
Nokia believes that the editor’s note at the end of the procedure (steps 1-3 of annex C7 should be done before establishment of the dedicated bearer) should always be done.

Nokia checked the core specs and found the following: 
· It will always be a network initiated activation of the bearer
· The dedicated bearer will be activated after the SDP offer and answer

This means that the statement above is correct, steps 1-3 must take place before the activation of the dedicated bearer.

Ericsson asked if non-IMS test cases are run, which do not establish IMS Voice, will these not work for an IMS UE if procedure 4.5.3 is used?  They are concerned that we have a big problem if the procedure in 4.5.3 is not correct for IMS UEs.  If it is not correct, then we need to change this.
Action 2: Nokia: To provide a document by email detailing the requirements of the Dedicated Bearer establishment, by October 14th
Action 3: Ericsson & TF160: To evaluate the impact of the Nokia document (Action 2) on the EUTRA tests and, if necessary, provide a document by October 22nd
3. IMS Test Models
TF160 asks the UE vendors whether it is acceptable for us to implement some of the Rel-9 test cases defined in 34.229 on the same platform as the LTE tests defined in 36.523.  This is due to quite specific lower layer test requirements for some of these tests.
R&S stated that they prefer that all test cases in a section are implemented in the same section.  They would like to first review which specification the test cases are defined in, so if it was thought these tests are easier to implement on the LTE platform, could they be moved to 36.523?

It was acknowledged that it is quite difficult to decide which specification some tests should be defined in.

TF160 pointed out that if any of the tests currently defined in 34.229 are moved to 36.523, their initial conditions may need to be more detailed.
Summary of Action Points
Action 1: Ericsson & Nokia: Investigate the differences between annexes C.7 and C.21, by the next RAN5
Action 2: Nokia: To provide a document by email detailing the requirements of the Dedicated Bearer establishment, by October 14th
Action 3: Ericsson & TF160: To evaluate the impact of the Nokia document (Action 2) on the EUTRA tests and, if necessary, provide a document by October 22nd
