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1. Introduction

During the TSG meetings held in Quebec in June 2005, a proposal [1] to support some kind of IOT for new IMS services within rel-6 was proposed. So called “lightweight testing”. After numerous discussions in all the TSG meetings in Quebec, TSG SA sent a LS [2] to RAN5 to solicit their expert opinion on the possibility of establishing a speedier test method which may facilitate early introduction into the market place for “services and features”. 

2. Overview

In particular during the discussions in the TSG meetings it was highlighted that waiting for the completion of conformance tests before introducing these features and services is seen as creating unfavourable delays. . 

TSG SA ask RAN5 to consider any suitable test methodologies whereby features and services may be introduced in a quicker manner than that already established by the current activities within 3GPP, specifically as detailed within ISO 9646. In considering such alternative methodologies SA would like to understand whether any proposed methodology is considered as an alternative, or a temporary measure before some more formal process may be introduced.
The original contribution [1] proposes the introduction of IOT tests for certain IMS services, where the IOT methodology would be in a “similar framework” to that currently defined in OMA for their enablers. As such, the proposal is that any IOT would be viewed as complementary to the conformance testing work currently under way in RAN5 for the IMS core call control functionality.

3. Points for consideration
In order to assist in the determination of whether a suitable methodology should be supported a number of aspects need to be considered.

3.1
Duplication

The introduction of any complementary test methodology would need to consider closely the demarcation of the specified tests when more than one methodology exists. Specifically there should be no unnecessary overlap in the tested functionality between a conformance test and an IOT test. This is in order to reduce any duplication of test coverage and therefore avoid any wasting of time during the specification and implementation of each methodology.

The scope of any complimentary IOT and conformance specification should clearly be identified as early as possible. This is to help clarify the scope of the required work for both activities and ensure the validity of the separate test suites. This will then enable the creation of suitable IOT specification earlier than the more detailed and thorough conformance tests.

3.2
Baseline Performance
If the service or feature to be introduced, is expected to utilise/ interact with the core specifications (as in IMS for example, with SIP signalling and services such as PoC, and Presence) then there seems to be some requirement to understand the performance of the core specification.   
However, with the adoption of an open IOT “test fest” activity, which is adequately attended by sufficient numbers of interested implementations, of both networks and terminals, then this understanding for the performance of the core specification may be unnecessary. 

We believe that a single test fest would not be sufficient to determine satisfactory IOT. In fact the full IOT process would probably take several iterations to achieve satisfactory completion of the IOT.  

Also the process of open IOT requires multiple attendees, and as such would be self policing in achieving a common indication of the underlying core functionality, in relation to the service or feature being tested. This would be due to the common focus of the multiple manufacturers’ development activities with regard to the implementation of the feature. 
There may however be questions over the formal completion of satisfactory IOT with regard to the minimum number of required different implementations that are acceptable to indicate satisfactory completion of a feature and service. This may need further consideration.
3.3
Regression testing

During product development new software releases occur on regular base. The releases typically aim to fix earlier identified problems, introduce new functionality, improve the performance of the SW etc. To ensure that fixes to problems work and no, previously working, functionality was broken during the SW change, a retesting of the SW is required.. Therefore any new methodology needs to consider the ability to conduct reliable retesting in a known and specified manner.

If a mechanism such as IOT is introduced then consideration for the need of a regression testing platform is required. For any given service or feature that is introduced early via IOT, in order to provide sufficient capability for regression testing a baseline platform with a pre-agreed specification may need to be identified. If such a regression platform is necessary it seems that a clear identification of the full system requirements needs to be specified as part of the IOT specification. 

3.4
Prioritisation

The adoption of a new IOT methodology is suggested in order to shorten the time taken to introduce a new service or feature to the market, however other mechanisms may be considered. This could be in the form of additional ad hoc meetings which may focus on acceptance of test cases for individual features. Of course as test case generation is contribution driven then it may be beneficial for supporting companies to identify which features have higher priority and thus ensure that the required test cases are completed on time. 
Clearly the creation or addition of any new test methodology could create an additional initial delay in defining any suitable tests and establishing working procedures, depending on who and where the adoption of the methodology takes place.  However, if it is established that a methodology from another fora is suitable then the adoption of that methodology could reduce this time considerably. 

Clearly the introduction of any suitable methodology must enable the introduction of the service or feature sufficiently early enough to provide the benefit of introducing the methodology.

Also whilst the methodology enables the early introduction of the service or feature, it also should provide on going reliable IOT verification after the introduction of the more detailed conformance testing, at the later time. It is still required to ensure that the implementation of the core functionality is thoroughly tested in all suitable configurations and that implementations can be rigorously tested independent of the ‘test fest’ activity.

3.5
Scope of suitable frame work

It is proposed [1] that a suitable methodology may be of “a similar frame work of procedures as used in OMA” today. The intended extent of this “frame work” needs to be considered by understanding the complete requirements for the introduction of any such new methodology. 

The complete scope of this work in OMA currently considers not only the specification of test requirements, PICS listing and ‘test fests’ but also identification of the ability of devices to satisfactorily complete all this testing. 

Adoption of any similar methodology therefore should consider whether the adoption of this entire procedure is appropriate, along with any implications regarding any additional resource issues, such as conducting ‘test fests’ and the financial and time considerations of doing so.

3.6
Verification of Test specifications
In order to conduct any traditional ‘testfest’ type activity for IOT multiple networks and terminals need to be made available for testing and thus ensuring maximum inter-operability for the features/services will be possible when they are deployed and activated.

4. Conclusion
In discussing the identification of an alternative methodology which may be suitable for the early/ quick introduction of features and services, a number of points have been outlined above. These should be considered when replying to [2].
· IOT may be useful for the early introduction of features and services 

· IOT should compliment conformance testing and avoid duplication

· We are able to accept IOT in 3GPP, however wherever it is finally agreed that IOT should be developed, we believe that the tests must be defined and conducted within the realm of open fora.

· Any group developing and or implementing IOT testing should be made up of IOT experts. We believe that these experts should be different from the protocol developers to provide independent verification of the core specification. 

· When adopting an IOT methodology a “similar frame work as used by OMA” is seen as a good way forward. The scope of any such framework however needs to be clearly understood as do the implications of adopting such a framework.
· An open platform to enable a common ‘test fest’ for all, should be supported as part of the whole IOT framework (this should also support a need for regression testing).
· Conformance testing is still required in order to verify implementation of the core specifications, and enable certification
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