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1 Introduction
This paper analyses various implementation issues with TC 14.18.10.1 and raises some questions and assumptions requiring clarification.
1.1 14.18.10.1.2 Conformance Requirement 2 : PAN Error Rate  

Whilst 3GPP 45.005 Section 6.2.2 Table 6-5 specifies the PAN error rate limit (5%), the fundemental meaning of the PAN error rate is not clearly defined (in contrast to the BLER which is explainned in detail in the following paragraph). It is assumed that if the MS incorrectly interprets one or more bits in a particular PAN field (resulting in the unnecessary retransmisssion of one or more ACKED uplink data blocks, or the failure to retransmit one or more NACKED uplink data blocks) that this would count as one error sample. An alternative interpretation might be that each incorrectly interpretted bit (i.e. each unnecessarily repeated ACKED uplink data block, or failed repitition of a NACKED uplink data block) counted as one error sample.

1.2 14.18.10.1.4 Method of Test / Test Procedure / Step a : Time Slot Configuration
The preamble in this section states that "the SS shall transmit on the maximum number of receive timeslots", but in step 'a' it is stated that the MS shall be allocated 2 uplink and 3 downlink slots which is an apparent contradiction. It is not clear why 2 uplink and 3 downlink slots have been specified. Furthermore, there seems to be no consideration of the MS's multislotclass, some MS's may not be caple of supporting the 3 downlink 2 uplink slot combination specified.

1.3 14.18.10.1.4 Method of Test / Test Procedure / Step a / Step f : USF Mode 

In step ‘f’ when step ‘a’ is repeated with RTTI configuration, it is not stated what USF Mode (BTTI USF Mode or RTTI USF Mode) is used when the RTTI configuration is used.

1.4 14.18.10.1.4 Method of Test / Test Procedure / Step a / Step f : RTTI Timeslot Configuration
Step ‘f’ specifies that steps 'a' to 'e' are repeated with an RTTI configurartion. However, it is not clear which TBF(s) are being referred to - are both the uplink and downlink TBFs to be repeated with an RTTI configuration ? If so it is not possible to have an RTTI TBF using 3 timeslots as the timeslots must be allocated in pairs i.e. 2/4/6/8 slots depending on the MS's multislotclass.

1.5 14.18.10.1.4 Method of Test / Test Procedure / Step d : Implied Loopback Mechanism for PAN Field
In step ‘d’ it is stated that "...the SS transmits downlink data blocks with piggy backed Ack/Nack information [the PAN field]..the MS decodes the PAN...and the PAN field is sent in an UL data block.. the SS verifies the received PAN and determines PAN error rate.. ". In the base recommendations there is no apparent mechansim specified whereby the MS can send back a received PAN field (which relates to an uplink TBF) to the SS in an uplink block (where the optional PAN field refers to an unrelated downlink TBF) as this test case seems to be implying. If such a loopback mechanism is in fact being proposed, how is it envisaged this will work ?

1.6 14.18.10.1.4 Method of Test / Test Procedure / Step d : PAN Error Rate Performance 

In step ‘d’ it is stated that "...the rate of including the PAN field in the data block is implementation specific...". However, is it not possible that the PAN Error Rate performance can be influenced by the frequency with which the SS sends the PAN field to the MS ? If the SS sends PAN fields to the MS whereby the RB (received bitmaps) partially overlap, the MS is more likely to reject the whole PAN field (which it must do if it e.g. determines that a previously ACKED block is now NACKED - see 3GPP TS 44.060 Section 9.1.8.2.4) and therefore not respond incorrectly by re-transmitting ACKED blocks or failing to re-transmit NACKED blocks. If, by contrast, the SS sends PAN fields much less frequently such that the RBs do not overlap, then the MS is less likely to detect an erroneous PAN field (as it has nothing to compare the RB to) and is surely more likely to respond incorrectly by re-transmitting ACKED blocks or failing to re-transmit NACKED blocks.

1.7 14.18.10.1.4 Method of Test / Test Procedure / Step d : Polling of the MS by the SS for PAN
It is stated in step ‘d’ that "..the SS will not poll the MS for PAN...". It is not clear why this should be the case. Might this not result in an RLC window stall condition for the downlink TBF if Polled FANR (indicated at TBF establishment) is used for this TBF ? Alternatively, if Event Based FANR (indicated at TBF establishment) is used for this TBF, the MS will include the PAN field in the header of uplink blocks of its own volition (i.e. when it detects corrupted or out of sequence downlink data blocks).
1.8 14.18.10.1.4 Method of Test / Test Procedure / Step e : Simultaneous Testing of BLER and PAN Error Rate
In step ‘e’ it is stated that "..the SS determines BLER...and PAN error rate simultaneously". This makes the TC unnecessarily complicated and combining the UL and DL TBFs may restrict the number of timeslots (in the BTTI configuration) or timeslot pairs (in the RTTI configuration) that can be tested due to the MS’s multislotclass restrictions. As the BLER relates to a downlink TBF and the PAN Error Rate relates to an uplink TBF, there is no obvious reason why these two requirements could not be tested seperately. This would also have the advantage of being able to test the MS's performance using the maximum number of uplink or downlink timeslots or timeslot pairs. 

1.9 14.18.10.1.4 Method of Test / Test Procedure / Step f : Timeslot Configuration in RTTI TBF Mode 

It is stated in step ‘f’ that "...the SS does not transmit on the timeslots not allocated to the MS..." when the RTTI configuration is used. Why is this only stated for the RTTI configuration ? In any case why would this make a difference as the MS will only monitor its allocated slots ?

1.10 Method of Test(s) for GMSK and 8PSK 

These appear to differ only in the MCS specified in Steps a) and b). Would it not be editorially more concise to specify one Method of Test which initially specifies MCS-3 with an additional test step to the effect that steps a) to f) then be repeated for MCS-8 ?

2 Conclusion
The paper outlines open implementation issues for TC 14.18.10.1 Minimum Input level for Reference Performance on PAN. 
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