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Intorduction

This document lists, in seprate clauses, some unresolved issues with applying the RAN5 PRD 13 when specifying EPS (E-UTRAN & EPC) TC prose, as well as some not covered yet issues. It is result of problems found during reviewing various RAN5#40 E-UTRAN & EPC related input documents.
The document provides some suggestions and aimes at achieving agreements.
1
The Preamble clause
Currently the PRD says: "The clause Pre-test conditions shall contain the configuration of the SS and UE that allows the TC to be run and also any specific actions (preamble) that would be needed to bring the UE to a state where the test procedure could be verified." (red/italic added here)
It seems that the diference between "configuration" and "preamble" needs further clarification.

Suggestion to clarify the meanings by modifying the text as follows:

The clause Pre-test conditions shall contain details on the configuration of the SS and UE, as well as, any preamble needed

-
The clauses SS and UE should provide configuration details that allow the TC to be run (i.e. the configuration of the SS and UE before the TC starts running)
-
the clause Preamble should provide details on what specific protocol actions would be needed to bring the UE to a protocol state where the test procedure (as described in procedure sequence) could be caried on (i.e. the preamble is applied immediately after the TC starts running)
If the protocol state is well defined in the core spec, an indication of the state name) would be sufficient.
2
What to put in table coulmn "Procedure"
(This also addresses the issue of how to provide additional information for the TTCN team)
Two different cases should be distinguished:
1
A TC testing a particular protocol layer should normally include/describe only steps that describe actions which belong to that protocol layer AND NOT actions that adjasent lower or higher layers do. For example if we test RLC, in the normal case, only actions belonging to RLC should be specifid and no actions e.g. in MAC. In general it shall be assumed that e.g. a lower layer in the SS is designed according to the core spec and behaves correctly according to the core spec requirements. If problems are found these are SS problems and not a TC problem.

2
However, in certain cases there may be TCs for which the TP cannot be achieved without a specifc interaction with lower or higher layers, e.g. an action at lower layer needs to be trigered which would not be possible if the lower layer is left to follow the normal behaviour of its protocol; or, a message/PDU/SDU/etc. belonging to the lower or the higher protocol needs to be verified in order to confirm that the protocol layer under test has behaved correctly.

What to do in case (1): Dedicated steps for events outside of the protocl layer under test shall NOT be included in the test procedure sequence

What to do in case (2): Dedicated steps for events outside of the protocl layer under test shall be included in the test procedure sequence.
Providing additional information to steps: If the TC prose developer feels that some additional information, which is not available elsewhere in the TC, may be still helpful for understanding the test procedure sequence then the TC prose developer may provide this information as Note(s):

-
if the information relates to an existing step then the Note(s) shall be incuded in the test procedure sequence table (the usual last row dedicated for notes)

-
if the information DOES NOT relate to an existing step then the Note(s) shall be incuded outside, immediately bellow, the the test procedure sequence table.
3
What to put in table coulmn "Message"
Tw issues here.

Issue 1

Currently the PRD13 is inconsitent on the title of column where messages, PDUs SDUs etc are shown. It is suggested to make it consistent as follows:

	St
	Procedure
	Message Sequence
	TP
	Verdict

	
	
	U - S
	Message
	
	


Clarification text should be added in a general clause in 36.523-1 explaining what is meant under "message", e.g. Messages and PDUs.
Issue 2

The "Message" column shall contain the complete information unit, e.g. a message or a PDU, that a protocol can send to its peer and NOT portions of its contents.

The implication of this for example is that a RLC PDU can be indicated in the column "Message" but a SDU(s) that this RLC PDU contains shall not.
If the structure/contents of a PDU needs to be specified this shall be done in/under the Specific Message Contents clause.

4
The TP column
Currently the PRD says: "The "TP" column shall indicate if a step belongs to the TP; steps describing preamble or a postamble shall not be indicated as part of the TP. In the case of multiple TPs it shall be indicated to which TP a test step belong; a step may belong to multiple TPs. For this indication the TP number shall be used. In case of a single TP the steps belonging to the TP shall be indicated with the inclusion of the number "1" even if the TP in clause Test Purpose (TP) may not be numbered." (red/bold highlight made for the purposes of this document)
The consequence is that all steps belonging to a particular TP shall contain the number of the TP in column "TP", and, if a step is applicable for more than one TPs then the numbers of all applicable TPs shall be present in the column "TP".

The idea was to provide unambiguous explicit traceability of, and, relation between steps belonging to a particular TP thereby avoiding problems related to modifications made to steps, on a later stage, without clear knowledge of the relations between steps and hence the implications of the change made.

It is suggested that the current requirement of the PRD13 shall be obeyed.
5
The Verdict column

Currently the PRD says: "The "Verdict" column shall contain "P" (for Pass) or "F" (for Fail) depending on what verdict should be assigned if the answer to the question put in column "Procedure" is YES. Verdict shall not be assigned to steps that represent a call to a procedure described elswere; the latter are expected to have verdicts assinged."

It seems that this statement(s) do not provide sufficient information to anser the following question: Should a verdict be assigned to EACH AND EVERY UE action OR a verdict should be assigned only to UE actions that satisfy/verify directly the TP?

It is suggested that:

-
a verdict shall be assigned only to UE actions that satisfy/verify directly the TP
-
text shall be added in a general clause in 36.523-1 to highlight the fact that although in the prose no verdict is assigned to each and every UE action, in reality the pass or fail of a test case depends on the result of each ond every UE action.
6
One Vs Multiple TPs
It seems that PRD 13 does not provide sufficient information on the issue as when in a single TC multiple TPs may be required.
It is suggested to add the following text to the PRD 13 and follow the approach which the text suggests:

If one or more requirements are to be tested should be reflected into the TC title. A TP should be developed per a conformance requirement according to the requirement(s) indicated in the TC title. A single requirement indicated into the TC title shall not be split in multiple TPs.
It shall be noted that: Verifying a single requirement may include checking of a number of things, e.g. values in a message, behaviour in regard to timers, or, using actions after the tested procedure has been completed to verify that something has hapened during the completed procedure, e.g. certain values has been stored somewhere. Such cases shall not be treated as a reason for introducing multiple TPs.
7
Miscellaneous
7.1
The sentence 2 in the first paragraph in the Conformance requirements to go in general text
Currently the PRD says: " References: The conformance requirements covered in the present TC are specified in: TS nn.nnn, clause x.y, ... The following represents a copy/paste extraction of the requirements relevant to the test purpose; any references within the copy/paste text should be understood within the scope of the core spec they have been copied from."

The suggestion is to avoid >400 times repetition of the second sentence and to move it to an appropriate general clause in 36.523-1.
7.2
The Exception being a single cell row Vs keeping the Cell numbers as they are
Two issues here:

Issue 1
In regard to EXCEPTIONS (e.g. used for parallel behaviour or for loops) currently the PRD mandates the following usage:

	-
	EXCEPTION:
In parallel to the events described in steps 4 to 6 the steps specified in Table 7.2.3.2-2 should take place.
	-
	-
	-
	-


The reason NOT to merge the cells in the table row containing the EXCEPTION is to avoid editing issues if the table columns needs to be re-sized or new columns added.

It is suggested to stick to the current requirement as above.

Issue 2
For the word "exception" the PRD currently suggests the format "EXCEPTION", some CRs use the format "Exception".

It is suggested to stick to the current requirement as above. (There is no problem to change but we should be consistent.)
7.3
British Vs US English "Behaviour" Vs "Behavior"
Currently the PRD uses the US English, i.e. "Behavior".

In many already agreed contributions howeve both versions have been used. No problem to go for the british English, i.e. "Behaviour" so long as we are consistent.
It is suggested to go for the British English and update the PRD accordingly.

7.4
The title of the test procedure sequence tables

Currently the PRD says: that this should be in all capitals "MAIN BEHAVIOR", "PARALLEL BEHAVIOR".
In some already agreed contributions however the following formatting has been used: "Main Behaviour" and "Parallel Behaviour" respectively. No problem to go for this so long as we are consistent.

It is suggested to go for the "Main Behaviour" and "Parallel Behaviour" and update the PRD accordingly.
7.5
Multiple checks in a single test procedure sequence step

Currently the PRD13 is not clear enough on the issue if it is allowed or not to have multiple checks in a single test procedure sequence step.
The suggestion is to clarify this in PRD13 by adding the following text:

The procedure steps should be considered from the point of view of the UE and if a multiple checks are associated with a single UE action these should be included in a single step. Multpile checks should be numbered.

EXAMPLE:

	2
	Check1: Does the UE respond with a MESSAGE_X message

Check2: Does the UE sent the message before Timer T_XX expires
	-->
	MESSAGE_X
	1
	P


7.6
Notification for values or data units that do not have as yet a specified and agreed value/format/contents
It is suggested to add text to the PRD clarifying that:
Values or data units (e.g. messages, PDUs, etc) that do not have as yet a specified and agreed value, format or at all contents may be provided/indicated in square brackets "[...]" and where appropriate an edditor note should be added to clarify the problems.
