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1. Agenda

The meeting was opened on Tuesday 4th February 10:45 CET. 

The meeting was chaired by Olivier Genoud. The agenda, documents allocation and schedule in R5w200000 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

R5w200005 – Updated Guidelines on 5GS Test Execution, presented by Virginie
These changes will be added to the CR presented at the upcoming e-meeting.
R5w200007r1 – NR PDCP test case 7.1.3.1.2 – UP 18bit SN, presented by Sheila
Motorola commented that Notes 4 and 5 have minor errors and should be corrected.  
Anritsu asked if the 64 PDUs the TTCN will send will be encoded by SS or TTCN?  TF160 replied that the TTCN will have a list of 64 PDUs which will be sent in one ASP call, all using same transmission timing.  The TTCN will build the header with the SDU.  Anritsu asked if the TTCN could construct the whole PDU and send it in a single request.  TF160 replied that in NR there is one-to-one mapping of RLC PDUs to PDCP PDUs.  This could therefore only be done if we used the MAC test model.
Keysight asked if it would help if the same iteration size was used for the 12bit test case?  TF160 replied that the idea was to prove the concept on the 18bit test and then update the 12bit test later.

R&S commented that step 1 provides a list of PDUs to be transmitted at individual timings, then step 2 appears to receive the UL PDUs in parallel, not sequentially.  TF160 replied that the TTCN is currently sending a list of 64, then expecting these to be sent back sequentially, before moving on to sending the next 64.  R&S commented that 7.1.2.3.3 is currently using a 20ms spacing which seems to be working.  Anritsu replied that RLC test cases may need to be handled differently.

TF160 asked the SS vendors if a draft implementation would be useful to test in the next couple of weeks, before the wk11 delivery.  Anritsu and Keysight would be interested in this if TF160 could provide one.

Keysight commented that RLC test 7.1.2.3.5 is also taking a very long time, so could this also be optimised?  The TTCN executable takes several hours to build the array and encode a very large number of PDUs before anything is sent.  Anritsu thought that this test case was going to be looked at after the implementation of 7.1.3.1.2, but they are now unsure if this method could be replicated in the RLC test case.
Action 48.1: Keysight: To send details of the timing issue for 7.1.2.3.5.  By 7th February.
R5w200009 – NR CA: Proposed ASP Extension, presented by Keysight
TF160 asked what would happen if a cell is associated with multiple PCells was activated with the same SCell?
Anritsu asked if it was specified if it was an SCell when a cell is created?  TF160 replied that there will be an ASP call which specifies all the associated SCells, then another ASP which specifies the SCell with its index.  This is the same as LTE.  The association will only happen when the SCell is activated.
TF160 commented that there appears to be test cases where this information is not static, therefore this proposal cannot be accepted as is.  Keysight has not yet found any test cases where this information is not static.
Action 48.2: TF160: To provide an example of an NR CA test case where the cell association is not static. 

TF160 has identified test cases 8.1.4.1.8.1, 2 and 3.

NR5GC InterRAT test cases.

TF160 stated that the original implementation of the NR5GC IRAT ATS provided a ‘standard’ solution for the NAS emulator on both 4G and 5G.  This can be used for all NR5GC test cases and some of the IRAT test cases; but however it does not handle the unique case of the initial TAU Request message sent when the UE moves from 5G to 4G as this needs to be protected with the existing 5G security context.
TF160 have implemented, but not yet delivered, this special case where, as specified in 33.501, the 4G TAU Request message is sent to the 5G NAS emulator for the security to be checked.

Meanwhile at least 2 of the SS vendors have verified some of the NR5GC IRAT test cases which move from 5G to 4G.  These verification CRs requested many changes which send details of the 5G security context, in order to test the TAU Request message in the 4G NAS emulator.
In order to provide a solution which is not a combination of different proposals provided by different companies, TF160 would like our implementation tested; and to this end will provide a draft ATS, on top of the wk50 delivery, which will also include the other, accepted changes from these verification CRs.  

TF160 would also like it noted that as there currently seems to be some confusion in RAN5 as to which test cases should include the PDU Session Modification procedure (only 2 test cases currently include this), we have not accepted  or implemented any changes to add this to the verified test cases.  These test cases in the draft ATS will therefore probably fail for transitions from 4G to 5G; however only the 5G to 4G transition needs to be tested – to test the security check of the initial TAU Request message.
Action 48.3: TF160: To send updated draft NR5GC IRAT ATS to test the move from 5G to 4G.  By 7th February.
R5s200158
TF160 stated that TTCN CR R5s190909 requested a co-ordination message be moved on the EUTRA PTC in the ENDC ATS.  When accepting this change, we also moved the corresponding co-ordination message on the NR PTC.  This was included in the wk50 delivery.

Keysight then raised CR R5s200045 as this additional TF160 change on the NR PTC now caused problems on the EUTRA PTC.  TF160 decided that the additional change on R5s190909 was not needed on the NR PTC, so reverted this change and provided an alternative implementation to all changes requested in R5s200045.
R&S have now raised CR R5s200158, on top of wk50, to add a change that TF160 believe was already added in the alternative implementation provided in the comments for R5200045 – therefore this change has already been implemented and the CR cannot be accepted.

R&S replied that the proposed change in R5s200158 was in addition to R5s200045 and is adding a flag around the reception of the co-ordination message in the common function.
TF160 requested, in order to avoid further confusion, that any further change in this area will only be done on top of the wk11 delivery.

RAN5 AP#85.02 - Issue with interference between IntraFreq NR Cells.

TF160 has not received any feedback from either Qualcomm or the SS vendors.

Anritsu commented that the RSRQ issue appears to have gone, but now there is an issue with SIB1.  TF160 replied that we moved the SIBs by one block, so this shouldn’t cause a problem.

TF160 will look to submit these changes again at the upcoming e-meeting.

8. NB-IoT

R5w200008 – NB-IoT camping issues, presented by Olivier
R&S requested a review period to test this approach.
Action 48.4: SS Vendors: To test proposed NB-IoT guard timer change.  By 14th February.
6. IMS
R5w200002 – SMS over IMS: Updates to SMS type definitions, presented by Erich
TF160 commented this change has been present since Rel-8 but believe that Nokia will raise a correction CR at the next CT1 meeting to remove the extra ‘Cause Value’.  We will therefore update our type definitions accordingly.  We don’t think that this definition has been used yet (in either TTCN2 or TTCN3) but will be used in the new test case from DoComo.
R5w200003 – IMS over NR/5GC: Initial Test Model, presented by Wolfgang
The timeline for the delivery of this test suite is provided in R5w200001.

R5w200006 – Import of other namespace into XML schema, presented by Wolfgang
Only the schema location in the files will be changed – the filenames of the XSD files will stay the same.  It should not have any impact on existing test cases.  The proposal included was put forward by Devoteam to remove the existing warnings already occurring.
The prose CRs will be submitted to the upcoming e-meeting and the changes to the XSD files will be included in the wk11 delivery.

11. Other
R5w200004 – RAN5 PRD12 update for 2020, presented by Olivier
Anritsu asked that if the TP needs to be changed, then a TTCN CR should not be raised, instead a prose CR should be submitted to the next RAN5 meeting first.  TF160 confirmed this, as if a TTCN CR is raised which requires a TP change, then we will postpone the TTCN CR until after the prose CR has been agreed at next RAN5 meeting anyway.
Keysight asked if an additional statement could be added in the annex A to specify that test case reservation will be removed if that test case is considered to no longer be verifiable. TF160 agreed. 
R5w200001 – TTCN Deliveries and Miscellaneous, presented by Olivier
The proposal is to keep the wk11 delivery, but we will concentrate on implementing correction CRs and reduce the number of new test cases included.
Anritsu asked about the VPLMN issue being discussed with Qualcomm (RAN5 AP#85.03).  TF160 thinks the solution is not yet a complete proposal, therefore would prefer to postpone this until the May RAN5 meeting.
The e-meeting will be purely via email on the RAN5 SIG and RF reflectors, but small conference calls can be arranged between interested parties if required for specific topics.  Late CRs will not be allowed to be submitted as there will be no email agreement period after the meeting.

Jacob is currently trying to arrange the May RAN5 meeting in Pune, in which case it might be 1 week earlier, but if that is not possible, then it will probably be in Athens with the other RAN groups.

R&S confirmed that 34.229-5 will not change from draft status and new IMS over 5G test cases will not be submitted in the e-meeting.

R&S asked about the 14 IMS over LTE test cases which have not yet been implemented, of which 4 have been prioritised by GCF.  TF160 will look into this.

A RAN5bis meeting has been suggested for the same week as the CAG meeting (20th – 24th April), but this is currently only foreseen as an RF bis meeting.
12. Closure of the Meeting

The meeting was ended on Tuesday 4th February 15:00 CET. 

Summary of Action Points:
Action 48.1: Keysight: To send details of the timing issue for 7.1.2.3.5.  By 7th February.
Action 48.2: TF160: To provide an example of an NR CA test case where the cell association is not static.  By 7th February.

TF160 has identified test cases 8.1.4.1.8.1, 2 and 3.

Action 48.3: TF160: To send updated draft NR5GC IRAT ATS to test the move from 5G to 4G.  By 7th February.
Action 48.4: SS Vendors: To test proposed NB-IoT guard timer change.  By 14th February.
