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1. Agenda

The meeting was opened on Monday 6th July 10:00 CET. 

The meeting was chaired by Olivier Genoud. The agenda, documents allocation and schedule in R5w200200 were approved. 

IPR and antitrust reminder: 

The attention of the delegates to the meeting of this Technical Specification Group was drawn to the fact that 3GPP Individual Members have the obligation under the IPR Policies of their respective Organizational Partners to inform their respective Organizational Partners of Essential IPRs they become aware of.

The delegates were asked to take note that they were thereby invited:

· to investigate whether their organization or any other organization owns IPRs which were, or were likely to become Essential in respect of the work of 3GPP.

· to notify their respective Organizational Partners of all potential IPRs, e.g., for ETSI, by means of the IPR Information Statement and the Licensing declaration forms

The attention of the delegates to the meeting was also drawn to the fact that 3GPP activities were subject to all applicable antitrust and competition laws and that compliance with said laws was therefore required by any participant of the meeting, including the Chairman and Vice-Chairmen and were invited to seek any clarification needed with their legal counsel. The leadership would conduct the present meeting with impartiality and in the interests of 3GPP. Delegates were reminded that timely submission of work items in advance of TSG/WG meetings was important to allow for full and fair consideration of such matters.
Statement Regarding Engagement with Companies Added to the U.S. Export Administration Regulations (EAR) Entity List in 3GPP Activities

1. Public Information is Not Subject to EAR

3GPP is an open platform where all contributions (including technology protected or not by patent) made by the different Individual Members under the membership of each respective Organizational Partner are publicly available. Indeed, contributions by all and any Individual Members are uploaded to a public file server when received and then the documents are effectively in the public domain.

In addition, since membership of email distribution lists is open to all, documents and emails distributed by that means are considered to be publicly available.

As a result, information contained in 3GPP contributions, documents, and emails distributed at 3GPP meetings or by 3GPP email distribution lists, because it is made available to the public without restrictions upon its further dissemination, is not subject to the export restrictions of the EAR.

Meeting minutes are maintained for 3GPP meetings. Such meeting minutes for 3GPP meetings are made available to the public without restrictions upon its further dissemination. As a result, information, including information conveyed orally, contained in 3GPP meetings is not subject to the export restriction of the EAR; this would include information conveyed during side meetings that may occur during the main meetings, if these meetings are open to any participants and the results of all said meetings are publicly available without restrictions upon their further dissemination.

2. Non-Public Information

Non-public information refers to the information not contained or not intended to be contained in 3GPP contributions, documents or emails. Such non-public information may be disclosed during informal meetings, exchanges, discussions or any form of other communication outside the 3GPP meetings and email distribution lists, and may be subject to the EAR.

3. Other Information

Certain encryption software controlled under the International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR), even if publicly available, may still be subject to US export controls other than the EAR.

4. Conduct of Meetings

The situation should be considered as "business as usual" during all the meetings called by 3GPP.

5. Responsibility of Individual Members

It should be remembered that contributions, meetings, exchanges, discussions or any form of other communication in or outside the 3GPP meetings are of the accountability, integrity and the responsibility of each Individual Member. In addition, Individual Members remain responsible for ensuring their compliance with all applicable export control regulations, including but not limited to EAR.

Individual Members with questions regarding the impact of laws and regulations on their participation in 3GPP should contact their companies’ legal counsels.
10. 5G

R5w200206 – Flexible handling multi PDUs and PDNs in the 5G test specifications, presented by Samsung
TF160 asked for it to be clarified that this approach is based on analysis of the APN/DNN name, rather than the expected order of PDN/PDUs.  The MCX ATS has used a different approach.  Samsung replied that they want to introduce a system which is easily extendable for a number of different applications, not just MCX.

TF160 commented that this will require the use of timers to see if the UE is sending another PDN/PDU request.  Samsung replied that the PICS used today to count the number of PDN/PDUs are still used but they are not mentioned here (as this isn’t different from today).  They have however now removed the PIXITs they proposed for the transfer of PDN/PDUs between RATs as this is not always known.  Only in this instance will we use a timer.
TF160 are not sure if we need a PIXIT for each configuration number as we know which configuration is used for each APN/DNN.  Samsung replied that in general we don’t know the APN/DNN name, so this must be provided by PIXIT.  TF160 suggested that instead of using PIXITs called ‘APN01’, ‘APN02’, we can name the PIXITs ‘px_Internet’, ‘px_MCX’.  More information will be sent by email on this suggestion.
Samsung commented that if there is no default APN/DNN, then this PIXIT can be set to ‘n/a’.

TF160 commented that up to now, all APN/DNNs are IP based, so they can ALWAYS request an IP address.  We should therefore not fail the UE if it requests an IP address.  Also, the final column in table 4.8.4-1 can just describe if there is user plane signalling, and if so, what it is, rather than having separate columns for IMS, MCPTT, etc.

In LTE we’ve used the PICS to define whether the IMS PDN is first or second in some test case bodies, therefore we cannot get rid of these.  Samsung replied that the existing LTE procedures in 36.508 will still be used for existing LTE tests.  If there are specific 5G test cases that require PDUs to be established in a specific order, these will need to be reviewed on a case-by-case basis.
Anritsu asked when the UE moves to VPLMN will the IMS re-registration happen? or can we add another column in the table 4.8.4-1?  They will send more details by email.
Anritsu also asked how many PIXITs in total will be added.  Samsung replied that there will only be 6 PIXITs added now, and further PIXITs will be added in future if/when there is a need for support of a new application.  R&S suggested that the current PIXITs that are currently defined can be reviewed in case they can be re-used.
R&S suggested that the PIXIT related to the APN configuration could be changed from a charstring to an enumerated type of allowed values.  They also asked if this is purely referring to the preamble of the test case, as the emergency APN/DNN is not listed here.  Samsung replied that specific test cases will specify the behaviour related to emergency PDN/PDU as it’s expected that the UE will not automatically request an emergency PDN/PDU at switch on, but must be triggered.

R&S asked if the order of PDN/PDU establishment is important, or is it flexible?  Samsung replied that it’s expected to be flexible.

Keysight asked if there was a restriction to ensure that the UE has at least 1 PDU session, or will it be allowed to run the test case with 0 sessions?  TF160 replied that we currently have a restriction in 38.508-1 that there must be at least 1.  If this changed, then it may be that the test case preambles may need to be changed to trigger a PDU session if it is required in the test case.  This however will need to be considered by RAN5.

TF160 commented that it must be considered if a PDU session is to be released in a test case, if it is expected that this is the last PDU session or not, as this may affect UE behaviour.
Keysight asked about the test delivery that the RAN5 action point states to be delivered before the RAN5 meeting.  TF160 replied that this will be a ‘mini delivery’ and suggested that this be based on the not pursued CRs, rather than implementing this version.  The final version of these CRs only contains 2 sets of PIXITs.  TF160 requested that Samsung created a new version of the not pursued CRs which will use a timer instead of the 2 PIXITs per APN/DNN that specify the number of transferred PDN/PDU.  TF160 will aim to deliver the test delivery at the beginning of August.
Action 50.1: Samsung: To update the non-pursued CRs to use a timer instead of the separate PIXITs for number of PDN/PDUs transferred.  By 10th July.
TF160 raised the issue that at the moment, there are 6 PIXITs related to each IP address (3 for IPv4 and 3 for IPv6).  With these multi PDN/PDU changes, there may be the potential for up to 15 PDN/PDUs.  As this will require up to 6 x 12 extra PIXITs for the new PDN/PDUs, this will be a lot of extra PIXITs!  Does anyone have a suggestion on how we could reduce that number?

TF160 suggested that for IPv6 we only need to have 1 PIXIT and then can increment this - if we know what the increment is. For IPv4 a subnet can potentially be specified, but this will mean that the SS cannot use this subnet for any other purpose.

R&S would prefer to just add a new set of PIXITs each time, or a comma/space separated list, starting from the 4th address.

Keysight would prefer to have a list of addresses, rather than incrementing an initial address.
Anritsu and Keysight requested that they know which IP addresses will be used for IMS and IMS emergency (they probably don’t care which of these is used for emergency, but just to know all IP addresses on which to expect IMS signalling).  TF160 replied that this was possible – for example the existing IP addresses 1 and 2 could be hardcoded for IMS use, but if in the future it was required to know the PIXIT used for e.g. MCX, etc, then maybe the introduction of 6 PIXITs for each address may be easier.
As only Internet and IMS (and emergency IMS) are required at the moment, the current PIXITs are sufficient, so this does not need to be changed immediately; however these changes will have significant impact on the TTCN of all ATS as the current method of storing the IP addresses will need to be changed from a static list to a global variable in all RATs.

R5w200207 – Handling of the number of PDSCH HARQ processes at RRC connection establishment or resume, presented by Virginie
Anritsu asked if this is only relevant for non-early contention resolution?  This can be checked in the RRC Setup message and then configured by the SS.  TF160 replied that this is included in the system control ASP, therefore it will be sent when it needs to be done.  The RRC message does not need to be checked by the SS. 

Keysight replied that they prefer this to be set on the system control port.  
In principle more than 8 HARQ processes can be selected when the Setup message is included with the contention resolution.
The meeting agreed that proposal 1 is preferred.  This will have an impact on MAC test cases 7.1.1.2.1 and 7.1.1.2.2, but this can be done before the test body.  A local configuration is not required by the TBS test cases.
Action 50.2: TF160: To make a draft prose CR for 38.508-1 for the number of PDSCH HARQ processes.  By 10th July.
R5w200208 – NR RLC test case 7.1.2.3.5 performance aspects, presented by Keysight
Anritsu asked why the 18-bit case is not simply 64 * 7s.  Keysight replied that it may be due to the TTCN compiler, that the longer an array is, the time processed becomes longer and longer.    TF160 commented that it would be interesting to know if it’s a memory issue and if the time taken increases steadily or if it suddenly jumps when the array size gets to a specific size.  It may help by using a fixed array.  This information could be useful in the future for other test cases.  Keysight replied that the assignment time grows linearly, and it’s just the assignment time, not the time taken to encode the data.
TF160 commented that this proposal will have an impact on the prose.  7.1.2.3.4 has been modified in the prose to use batches and this has significantly improved the time taken.  In 7.1.2.3.4 the amount of data returned has also been reduced in order to reduce the memory required to store this.  We also suggested that 7.1.2.3.5 be split into 2 test cases – one for SN 12 and the other for SN18.
Keysight believe that a discussion document from Qualcomm has already been agreed by RAN5 to split this test, but this has not yet been done.

R&S agreed that the problem exists and would like that a common solution be used for all affected test cases.

TF160 commented that in 7.1.2.3.4 it does not matter when the data is returned, but 7.1.2.3.5 does require the return of the data to be timed.  Also, this proposal does not include to restrict the amount of data in the SDU, which has been done in 7.1.2.3.4, but this could also be included.

Action 50.3: TF160: To make a draft prose CR for 38.523-1 for optimising 7.1.2.3.5.  By 17th July.
R5w200209 – ASP update proposal for NR5GC SI scheduling, presented by Keysight
TF160 think this change is not needed.  The UE should only be expected to reselect to NR cell 11 after it has received the requested SI.  Keysight acknowledge that SI 3 is still included in the list, but expect that they should stop sending it.
TF160 replied that the SS should only broadcast what the TTCN tells it to, and the SS should not need to check the RRC messages sent to the UE.

This proposal is not endorsed.

R5w200202 – Updates to NAS type definitions, presented by Hellen
The IntraN1TransparentContainer type was added to 8.1.4.1.2 in the last RAN5.
The AccessCatDefinition type change is used in 11.3.9, which is not yet included in the TTCN.

The EAP type change is used in 9.1.1.1 and 9.1.1.2, which were included in the wk25 delivery.

R5w200204 – Intra-NR mobility in RRC_CONNECTED with NR CA, presented by Virginie

TF160 confirmed that steps 17.1 and 2 are a local end release of the PCell.  If the configuration is a target SCell, it will be done earlier, in step 12.
Anritsu asked if there is any scenario where the PDCP count is maintained.  TF160 replied this is when there is no key change.

This will be included in our 38.523-3 CR for the next RAN5 meeting.

R5w200203 – NR5GC: Layer3 NR-DC Test Model, presented by Virginie

Anritsu asked how does the SS know that a cell belongs to MCG or SCG?  TF160 replied that the SS doesn’t need to know that.  We don’t provide this for EN-DC, but we do provide the Cell Group Id.
Anritsu asked if we can use the same C-RNTI?  TF160 replied that it’s clearly specified that 2 different values will be used.

Keysight asked if there is an MCG DRB and SCG DRB in different cell groups, can they go through the same SDAP entity?  TF160 replied that as the split is done in the PDCP entity, then the SDAP entity will be the same.

SRB0 is configured on the PSCell in case the UE tries to access that cell – this will result in a fail verdict. Similar concept is used for SCells. 
R&S asked if different numerologies are applied to MN and SN?  TF160 replied that we will configure different values for the 2 cells.  The same SFN will be set in both cells.  In the case of HO, where the PCell becomes a PSCell, we will need to consider the numerology difference between the 2 cells.

This will be included in our 38.523-3 CR for the next RAN5 meeting.

R5w200205 – NR5GC: PDCP NR-DC Test Model, presented by Sheila
TF160 confirmed that transparent mode will be used for Split DRB.  The proxy PDCP will still be used so that the SS knows where to route the data. 

This will be included in our 38.523-3 CR for the next RAN5 meeting.

6. IMS

R5w200210 – Update of XSD.ttcn, presented by Wolfgang

There is a draft version of the TTCN CR included in the zip file for your information.
Anritsu asked which test cases it would affect.  TF160 replied that it will affect all ATS as the TempGruu and PubGruu types are included in the IMS registration.  We do not expect this to cause a problem with compilers, but this is just for information.

11. Other
R5w200201 – TTCN Deliveries and Miscellaneous, presented by Olivier
No comments were received.
12. Closure of the Meeting

The meeting was ended on Monday 6th July 15:30 CET. 

Summary of Action Points:
Action 50.1: Samsung: To update the non-pursued CRs to use a timer instead of the separate PIXITs for number of PDN/PDUs transferred.  By 10th July.
Action 50.2: TF160: To make a draft prose CR for 38.508-1 for the number of PDSCH HARQ processes.  By 10th July.
Action 50.3: TF160: To make a draft prose CR for 38.523-1 for optimising 7.1.2.3.5.  By 17th July.
