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BACKGROUND

1. In early April 2003, T1 delegates were provided with Ref A to give an idea of the intended activity of the Open Mobile Alliance Interoperability Working Group (OMA IOP WG) and its various sub working groups (SWG). It is clear from Ref A that the main thrust of testing will be done during 'Test Fests' where manufacturers bring equipment together to perform a set of pre-determined tests to see whether or not their equipment work together in the interoperability sense. This is a positive move as it proves (or otherwise) the success of equipment working together under the circumstances provided on that day. The extent to which the products are tested over a simulated or live network has yet to be established. 

2. There is a view that this will not be enough to really ensure that applications using the enablers will always behave in the same way. This could be the result of various reasons such as handsets/devices being set up differently or having different capabilities or that the network treats enablers in slightly different ways.

3. About 21 months ago T1 staged an ad hoc meeting to decide whether it (T1) should test application enablers. Unfortunately, for various reasons, the initiative died and shortly after OMA was created. T1 observed, with interest, to see whether OMA would create conformance tests but, as Ref A now states in clause 8.3, the outcome in OMA is that conformance is being left to the handset manufacturers. It is unclear as to what this actually means, for instance, against what benchmark or set of tests will manufacturers test for conformance. It could be argued that the industry is no closer to establishing application enabler conformance tests today than it was 21 months ago.

4. A decision has yet to be made within OMA as to who will have the responsibility to prepare the test specifications. An interim meeting of the IOP WG in early May 03 has agreed to set up a joint meeting with the Global Certification Forum (GCF) to try and resolve this issue among others. It should be noted that the OMA IOP do acknowledge that conformance is a pre-requisite to interoperability testing.

MMS - EARLY ENABLER

5. The arrival of MMS, as one of the early enablers
, provides a good example of how different manufacturers are implementing the handling of MMS objects in different ways. In this particular case, work is ongoing to develop an open ‘Conformance Document’ within OMA. Developers of this work have utilised the rather loose 3GPP standards to create a more focused set of parameters within a single document. This document, and its later versions, will supplement 3GPP and will probably become an OMA specification in its own right. 

6. Traditionally test specs are referenced directly back to core specs. If the core specs are immature, not comprehensive or could be widely interpreted, then the subsequent test specs could be of little value. The risk is that companies who create applications to run on the enablers will have little guidance as to what they might reasonably expect to work in a wireless environment. Such companies should not have to consider the equipment to be used or the configuration of the network as they will not necessarily know over which network their application will be used.

7. The success of 3G is largely dependent on operators recovering their costs through the sale of services. It is argued that these services are not the tools within the handset such as MMS, browsing or LBS; they are the applications that are written that use the tools (enablers). If the performance of applications across different configurations of equipment is inconsistent, i.e. they work on some and not on others, then the perceived usefulness of 3G will be undermined, consequently knocking the confidence of the industry as a whole.

PROPOSAL

8. It is proposed that T1 considers the possibility of expanding its scope in order to take on conformance testing in the less traditional areas of enabler testing. In doing so T1 may have to rethink its approach by moving away from the 'bit exact' model associated with the current test specs. Instead it may be enough, in the early days at least, to develop benchmark tests; these would be a set of rules or conditions that must be satisfied for an enabler to be deemed conformant. This in turn gives guidance to application writers to develop their products with a much higher degree of early success. 

IMPLICATIONS

9. It is acknowledged that 3GPP is driven from the bottom up, i.e. by contributions from volunteer companies for the mutual benefit of the industry. Ultimately the success of developing benchmarking tests is dependent on contributions. If T1 is to widen its scope then it will need to increase its resource base. This means T1 will need to be augmented by delegates whose skill set would be quite different from those of the traditional RF and Sig delegates of today. They might also come from smaller application-provider companies that, for various reasons, are not active in OMA. 

SUMMARY

10. It is appreciated that application enabler conformance testing is an old topic in T1. This review reflects the priority made by OMA to concentrate on Test Fests rather than conformance testing. T1 has the ability to develop tests and has the procedures in place to create 3GPP specifications as necessary. What is not clear yet is the level of support for this approach and feedback is sought during T1#19. Further action will reflect the feedback provided.

� It can be argued that MMS is a complete service in itself.  Where it could be deemed an enabler is for example, the MM7 interface (XML/SOAP interface that allow a VASP to send message to users).  Interfaces like MM7 provide a service that a networked based application can make use of (e.g. online auction service).  For this reason it is important to understand where enablers might actually exist - in the network, edge of network, or in the handset; this could have implications for what and how T1 might want to approach testing and conformance.








