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1 Background

During T1#20 in Munich Anritsu presented T1-031210 to remove URA-Id from a certain number of test cases. One of the test cases affected was 8.3.2.13. ETSI expressed some concerns about the impact this change could have on 8.3.2.13 but Anritsu suggested the CR should be approved in the form it was presented (though some editorial modifications were applied) but on the understanding that the areas of concerns are appropriately scrutinised and if necessary a suitable solution must be provided.

2 Analysis

Currently the URA-Id value is omitted from the 'URA Update Confirm' message (due to T1-031210) and since SIB2 contains only one URA-Id this does not seem to cause any problems. Indeed 8.3.2.13 uses the default SIB2 (as defined in 34.108) where the list of URA-Ids (for cell 1, 2 and 3 used in the test case) contains one element only.

Under such circumstances ETSI felt that since no URA-Id was present in the ‘URA Update Confirm’ message the SIB2 list of URA-Ids has become forced to contain exactly one element. Hence scenarios where SIB2 list is empty, contains 2 or more elements, or UE cannot read SIB2 would certainly cause problems and seemed to limit the testing scope to be less than what was originally intended. 

It was therefore agreed to assess the extent of the impact and enhance the situation by either modifying 8.3.2.13 directly or devise new test cases to cover the missing aspects.

It is perhaps more instructive to look at the entire situation and identify all the relevant factors that affect this issue so that a satisfactory solution could be proposed. For the sake of a more general coverage we need also to consider the extra cases where the URA-Id is included in the 'URA Update Confirm' message with all the SIB2 possibilities referred to above. Such cases can be further divided into scenarios where the URA-Id in  'URA Update Confirm' message matches at least one item in the SIB2 list and scenarios where no match can be found.

Figure-1: Possible Extensions of Coverage for test case 8.3.2.13

	
	Ura Update Confirm

	
	Contains Ura-Id
	NOT contain Ura-Id

	
	Matches UraId of SIB2
	NOT match Ura-Id of SIB2
	

	SIB 2
	List = 1 UraId
	Scenario A: 8.3.2.5
	Scenario C: 8.3.2.5/6
	Scenario G: 8.3.2.13 (current)

	
	List = 2 or more UraIds
	Scenario B: 8.3.2.1
	Scenario D: 8.3.2.1
	Scenario H: new test case?

	
	List = Empty
	Scenario E: Cannot be tested (ASN.1 limit)
	Scenario I: Cannot be tested (ASN.1 limit)

	
	UE cannot read SIB2
	Scenario F: 8.3.2.1
	Scenario J: new test case?


A scenario matrix is shown in Figure-1 which illustrates the various possibilities that need to be considered in this context. A study of the 8.3.2.x series revealed, however, that several scenarios are already tested by other 8.2.3.x test cases and this is also indicated in Figure-1.

Additionnaly there seems to be an inconsistency between the ASN.1 (where minimum size of SIB2 list is 1) and core specs (8.6.2.1, 25.331) which refers to empty list of URA Identities. Hence the anticipated condition where SIB2 list is empty (Scenario E and I) cannot be tested.  It could be argued that Scenario J can be used (instead of I) to simulate the same condition  (ie: UE cannot derive a URA-Id from SIB2) and similarly scenario F can be used instead of E.

So at this stage only Scenario H and J seem to require further attention. According to TS25.331 (subclause 8.6.2.1) for both scenario H and J respectively a failure will arise  which will cause the course of actions specified in subclause 8.3.1.10(25.331) being taken. Further investigations reveal that both main paths of subclause 8.3.1.10 (V302≤N302 and V302>N302) are already tested by test case 8.3.2.5 and test case 8.3.2.6 respectively. 

This leads to the main conclusion that all the possible scenarios identified in this context are covered in some form or another and therefore no additional testing requirement could be suggested.

3 Proposals
In view of the fact that the various possible extensions as identified above do not test features that are not already tested elswhere or cannot be tested it is proposed:

1) To leave 8.3.2.13 in its current form*

2) Not to add any new variants to 8.3.2.13 with SIB2 list of URA-Ids’ size different than one.   

*It should be noted that some editorial corrections are needed in the text (to remove ambiguities) but this will be dealt with in a different CR that is being presented at this meeting.
