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	Reason for change:
	Ut_CnfReq_Type was extended in ATSwk24 with new CNF type <MULTIPLE_CNF>. It is assumed that such a CNF will mainly be used for UE unsolicited commands.


Normally, an Upper Tester interaction consists of a REQ and an optional CNF. By introducing the <MULTIPLE_CNF> the interaction consists now of one REQ and multiple CNF’s; though when running the TC in manual mode the user gets no trigger when exactly to enter the received unsolicited command or e.g. in case of POS TCs when to confirm the “LOCATION NOTIFICATION” user prompt on the UE display, thus possibly causing TCs to unfairly FAIL conformant UEs. This is a problem especially if the TC (e.g. POS TC 7.2.1.2 or 7.1.2.3) has to be run in manual mode as the UE does not support the optional AT commands +CMTLR respectively +CMTLRA.


Therefore, this concept should at the moment only be used for unsolicited commands, which get triggered via signalling. Because then it is exactly known in the TC sequency when such an unsolicited command is expected. For other cases, there is no reason why the REQ should be removed from the upper tester communication. The user would get no trigger when to send this unsolicited command and thus could cause the TC to unfairly FAIL.


	
	

	Summary of change:
	Before using these – partly optional – AT commands for Positioning, the TTCN applied MMI commands, for which whenever a location change was known to have happened a location notification was requested. 

TTCN is modified to provide the missing trigger. <CNF_REQUIRED> is used instead of <MULTIPLE_CNF>.
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1. Overview

This document lists TTCN changes needed to correct issues in the ATS ‘iwd-TTCN3-B2013-03_D14wk24’.
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3. Corrections

Change 1 – Modification of Upper Tester Functions
	Function name
	f_UT_AT_SubscribeLocationRequestNotifications ()   and

f_UT_AT_NotifyLocationRequest ()

	Reason for change
	Ut_CnfReq_Type was extended in ATSwk24 with new CNF type <MULTIPLE_CNF>. It is assumed that such a CNF will mainly be used for UE unsolicited commands.

Normally, an Upper Tester interaction consists of a REQ and an optional CNF. By introducing the <MULTIPLE_CNF> the interaction consists now of one REQ and multiple CNF’s; though when running the TC in manual mode the user gets no trigger when exactly to enter the received unsolicited command or e.g. in case of POS TCs when to confirm the “LOCATION NOTIFICATION” user prompt on the UE display, thus possibly causing TCs to unfairly FAIL conformant UEs. This is a problem especially if the TC (e.g. POS TC 7.2.1.2 or 7.1.2.3) has to be run in manual mode as the UE does not support the optional AT commands +CMTLR respectively +CMTLRA.
Therefore, this concept should at the moment only be used for unsolicited commands, which get triggered via signalling. Because then it is exactly known in the TC sequency when such an unsolicited command is to be expected. For other cases, there is no reason why the REQ should be removed from the upper tester communication. The user would get no trigger when to send this unsolicited command and thus could cause the TC to unfairly FAIL.

	Summary of change
	Before using these – partly optional – AT commands for Positioning TCs, the TTCN applied MMI commands. Which means that whenever a location change was known to have happened a location notification was requested. 

TTCN is modified to provide the missing trigger. <CNF_REQUIRED> is used instead of <MULTIPLE_CNF>.

	TTCN module
	Common\Common\UpperTesterFunctions.ttcn

	MCC160 comments
	


Before:

	…
  //----------------------------------------------------------------------------
  /*
   * @desc      To subscribe to AT response location request notifications.
   *            To be called at the beginning of appropriate positioning test case bodies
   * @param     p_Port
   * @param     p_Enable            (default value: true)
   * @status    APPROVED (POS)
   */
  function f_UT_AT_SubscribeLocationRequestNotifications(UT_PTC_MTC_PORT p_Port,
                                                         boolean p_Enable := true)
  {
    var template (value) Ut_ParameterList_Type v_Enable := cs_IntegerString ("3"); // enable everything
    if (not p_Enable) {
      v_Enable := cs_IntegerString ("0");
    }
    fl_UT_ApplyCommand(p_Port, cas_UT_Req(LOCATION_SUBSCRIBE, MULTIPLE_CNF, v_Enable));
  }
  //----------------------------------------------------------------------------
  type enumerated LOCATION_REQUEST_Type { LOCATION_NOTIFICATION, LOCATION_REQ_ALLOWED, LOCATION_REQ_FORBIDDEN };  /* @status    APPROVED (POS) */
  /*
   * @desc      To check the UE displays the correct notification
   * @param     p_Port
   * @param     p_LR_Type
   * @return    integer
   * @status    APPROVED (POS)
   */
  function f_UT_AT_NotifyLocationRequest(UT_PTC_MTC_PORT p_Port,
                                          LOCATION_REQUEST_Type p_LR_Type) return integer
  {
    var UT_COMMON_CNF v_Cnf;
    var integer v_HandleId := -1; // value of -1 means location request notification request received, but of wrong type, so test case should fail
    var charstring v_NotificationType := "";
    var charstring v_HandleChar := "";
    v_Cnf := fl_UT_RetCnf(p_Port);
    v_HandleChar := regexp(v_Cnf.ResultString, "*CMTLR: (*),", 0);
    v_NotificationType := regexp(v_Cnf.ResultString, "*CMTLR: [0-9]+,(*)", 0);
    if (enum2int(p_LR_Type) == str2int(v_NotificationType)) {
      v_HandleId := str2int(v_HandleChar);
    }
    return v_HandleId;
  }
…


After:

	…

  //----------------------------------------------------------------------------
  /*
   * @desc      To subscribe to AT response location request notifications.
   *            To be called at the beginning of appropriate positioning test case bodies
   * @param     p_Port
   * @param     p_Enable            (default value: true)
   * @status    APPROVED (POS)
   */
  function f_UT_AT_SubscribeLocationRequestNotifications(UT_PTC_MTC_PORT p_Port,
                                                         boolean p_Enable := true)
  {
    var template (value) Ut_ParameterList_Type v_Enable := cs_IntegerString ("3"); // enable everything
    if (not p_Enable) {
      v_Enable := cs_IntegerString ("0");
    }
    fl_UT_ApplyCommand(p_Port, cas_UT_Req(LOCATION_SUBSCRIBE, CNF_REQUIRED, v_Enable));
  }
  //----------------------------------------------------------------------------
  type enumerated LOCATION_REQUEST_Type { LOCATION_NOTIFICATION, LOCATION_REQ_ALLOWED, LOCATION_REQ_FORBIDDEN };  /* @status    APPROVED (POS) */
  /*
   * @desc      To check the UE displays the correct notification
   * @param     p_Port
   * @param     p_LR_Type
   * @return    integer
   * @status    APPROVED (POS)
   */
  function f_UT_AT_NotifyLocationRequest(UT_PTC_MTC_PORT p_Port,
                                          LOCATION_REQUEST_Type p_LR_Type) return integer
  {
    var UT_COMMON_CNF v_Cnf;
    var integer v_HandleId := -1; // value of -1 means location request notification request received, but of wrong type, so test case should fail
    var charstring v_NotificationType := "";
    var charstring v_HandleChar := "";
    v_Cnf := fl_UT_ApplyCommandRetCnf(p_Port, cas_UT_Req(LOCATION_INFO, CNF_REQUIRED));
    v_HandleChar := regexp(v_Cnf.ResultString, "*CMTLR: (*),", 0);
    v_NotificationType := regexp(v_Cnf.ResultString, "*CMTLR: [0-9]+,(*)", 0);
    if (enum2int(p_LR_Type) == str2int(v_NotificationType)) {
      v_HandleId := str2int(v_HandleChar);
    }
    return v_HandleId;
  }
…


