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1. Overall Description:

TSG RAN WG5 (RAN5) thanks TSG SA for the opportunity to comment on the issue of Testing and Time to Market as per the LS in SP-050408. This LS was presented during RAN5#28 and created considerable interest. The matters discussed included proposals for the adoption of IOP testing within 3GPP based on an OMA style framework and whether this was appropriate or workable, or indeed whether it offered any advantages in terms of reductions in time to market. In addition, the meeting explored some of issues associated with IOT based on current experience and finally ETSI PTCC presented options for testing IMS based applications. 

Although it is appreciated that the impetus for the TSG SA LS was based on the testing of IMS enabled handsets, RAN5 has attempted to examine this issue generically. So in response to the following action requests:

TSG RAN WG5 is invited to identify other methodologies than the currently used ISO 9646 testing methods. In addition TSG RAN WG5 is invited to indicate if the other methods are to be seen as an alternative to the existing methodologies or if they are to be seen as a temporary measure allowing the introduction of features and services into the market before the formal testing becomes available.  RAN 5 is requested to provide the results of their analysis into CT, RAN, and SA.

RAN5 makes the following points:

Conformance Test Development Progress

The LS from SA is mainly based on the premise that the use of conformance testing creates delays in product delivery because of the time it takes to develop, verify and implement high quality conformance tests. It was acknowledged by RAN5 that this has been the case during the ‘ramping up’ phase. For instance, once the first RAN5 test was verified, it took around 2 years to deliver about 450 (R99) conformance tests to meet a request by the Global Certification Forum (GCF) that enabled certification of 3G UEs to commence in February 2005. Of course, during this time the core specifications were not entirely stable plus in the early stages there was a very limited number of suitable UEs with which to verify tests. The situation has now improved dramatically in so much that the market driven requests to RAN5 to specify tests for very specific functions, such as HSDPA, can be met within a few months of the first commercial (HSDPA enabled) products being made available in the market. This improvement is based in part on the growing expertise of those involved in both UE manufacture and test development as well as the optimisation of processes for test selection and delivery. Whether this ‘time lag’ is still too great or acceptable for the testing of certain new functions is not a matter for RAN5 to decide, however, what is clear is that conformance tests are now being developed almost in parallel to the functions themselves. This is in the main due to the continued support for the development of these conformance tests by contributions from the company representatives attending RAN5.
It is also clear that the close cooperation between RAN5 (and previously as T1) and the test industry has been a significant factor in the rate of test development within 3GPP and implementation by the test industry.

Certainly the one theme to which all of RAN5 could agree during the discussions was that there will always be a need for underpinning conformance testing (using reproducible and controlled test environments) to ensure that the 3GPP owned core specifications are implemented properly. Furthermore such testing, as part of the overall strategy, must always be considered by those responsible for defining new functionalities, at the earliest opportunity. RAN5 continues to be well placed to take on additional tasks in accordance with market requirements in this regard, but as has been identified above, there will always be an associated time lag between test requirement definition and delivery.

IOP Test Development

Within RAN5 there was agreement that the employment of interoperability (IOP) tests was a necessary step in the delivery of a product. Such activity is, of course, already well established through either bi-lateral agreements or within more open fora such as the OMA. It was acknowledged that IOP testing covers areas (especially the higher layers) where conformance testing is not appropriate but in general IOP testing has to be considered as complementary to conformance testing and not an alternative. There was not, however, a consensus, on whether IOP test specification development should take place within 3GPP. There was also some doubt expressed by some delegates as to whether IOP testing would always offer a solution to the time lag problem in so much that IOP test specification development could be just as time consuming and as problematic as for conformance test development. 

Test Development Implementation

The LS from SA is quite clear that ‘3GPP’s role would be at maximum the provision of the IOT test specification and not to perform the actual IOT testing’. The view was also expressed by some RAN5 delegates that consideration of the complete IOP test implementation and associated processes must be made before deciding whether, where and to what extent the adoption of IOP testing should take place within 3GPP as appropriate. 

In this regard, IOP testing within the OMA framework was discussed as one potential methodology. Again there was no consensus as to the adoption of IOP testing and whether this would be appropriate within 3GPP to overcome the perceived time lag issue. It was commented that on the one hand the OMA processes are now established, but on the other hand even the OMA IOP testing regime is based on the premise that conformance tests are already established. This is not to say that adoption of the OMA process is impossible but there are many challenges associated with the adoption of a complete IOP testing process which may need to be overcome, such as the establishment of a test bed facility/ies through to controlled feedback of resulting issues. These issues were considered to be outside the scope of the RAN5 discussions in regard to this LS and is probably worthy of a separate study if 3GPP feels it wishes to consider the adoption of an IOP testing process further. 

Alternative Methodologies

RAN5 did address whether other methodologies including those presented by the ETSI PTCC (which were specific to IMS testing); with the possible exception of using IOP testing, the meeting concluded that none of these alternatives could address the concerns raised in the LS from SA.  
Summary

Within RAN5 there was consensus that the time lag problem associated with conformance (formal) testing is being reduced dramatically in line with the requirements of certification bodies such as the GCF. It was also agreed that IOP testing should be used as part of the Technology/Terminal Developers’ testing strategy for new functions or applications in a complimentary manner but not as an alternative to conformance testing.  There was no consensus, however, as to whether IOP test specifications should or should not be developed within 3GPP, nor whether an IOP strategy could enable the quicker delivery of new functions or applications to market. No additional alternative methodologies were identified either.

This LS has attempted to capture the contributions made by RAN5 delegates during RAN5#28 in response to the requests made during TSG SA#28. It could be argued that it is difficult to draw many firm conclusions from the discussions above, however, this probably reflects the complex nature of the issue; it involves technical and organisational challenges that impact the UE manufacturer’s ability to deliver a suitably tested UE, to an ever more demanding and perceptive consumer. Despite this it is hoped that the LS is helpful and RAN5 stands by to offer further assistance as required.

2. Actions:

To TSG CT

ACTION: Please consider the above information when replying to actions from SP-050408: Please evaluate any output received from RAN WG5 and consider if it is appropriate to house specification of any of the identified testing methodologies within CT and inform SA of the result.

To TSG RAN

ACTION: Please consider the above information when replying to actions from SP-050408: Please evaluate any output received from RAN WG5 and consider if it is appropriate to house specification of any of the identified testing methodologies within RAN and inform SA of the result.

3. Date of Next TSG RAN WG5 Meeting:

RAN5#29
7 – 11 November 2005
Seoul, Korea
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