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1. Overall Description and Summary of TSG-RAN#29 discussions:

Document RP-050590 [1] was discussed in TSG-RAN#29 Meeting in Tallinn, Estonia. The subject of this Document is -  

The Core Specifications for Release 99 were decided to be “frozen” by the TSG’s a long time ago. 

Should TSG-RAN (and RAN WG5) consider the “freezing” of Release 99 Test Specifications, at some time (and perhaps also of the Rel-4 Test Specs)?

RP-050590 also asks a number of questions related to this subject, and proposes 3 Actions A1, A2, and A3. 
During the discussion in RAN#29, almost all the commenters overwhelmingly supported RP-050590, and spoke in favor of the Freezing of Release 99 and Release 4; and supported the proposal in RP-050590 that TSG-RAN should request RAN WG 5 to consider and discuss RP-050590, and provide a recommendation to TSG-RAN at the December meeting. TSG-RAN#29 decided to ask RAN WG5 to so discuss and respond.

The purpose of this document is to provide additional considerations, to help advance the discussions and decision by RAN WG5, and Recommendations and proposed RAN5 Conclusions to TSG-RAN in December. The discussion in RAN WG5 should focus on the technical issues related to these recommendations. 
The contents of RP-050590 are not repeated here, but form a base for the discussion herein. 
2. Discussion on Changes in later Releases, and their impact on earlier releases:

It is a given that changes will occur in later releases, which do not exist in earlier releases. These changes may be of many types – new capabilities which are to be added in later releases only, and to be tested for later release equipment only; or fixes to earlier Test Cases which may be decided as not sufficiently severe to justify the cost of retrofit to earlier-release equipment, but worth implementing for later releases. The sheer quantity of changes is expected to be extremely large. A capability to deal with all types of later-release-changes, with controllable impact to earlier releases, which is easily manageable, is mandatory.

A large quantity of active R99 equipment is in the field, and it is prohibitively costly to implement any fixes. All proposals to make changes for Rel-99 (and Rel-4) need to fall under a set of precise rules under which such changes shall be approved, to avoid even the remotest chance of severely impacting the equipment already deployed. The Core Specifications for Release 99, Rel-4 (and largely Rel-5 also) are already in a frozen state, and there is tremendous resistance in the TSGs to making any changes or additions to the contents of Rel-99, Rel-4, Rel-5 Core Specs as a generic rule, because of the required stability of active Release 99 and Release 4 UE in the field.
There must exist a Test Specs Package to which the equipment for any Release explicitly corresponds – i.e. “this is the set of specs to which this field equipment has been demonstrably and provably tested”. There needs to be an explicit relationship between TSs and Equipment for an Earlier Release, that does not change with later releases changes to TSs. This Test Spec Package for each Release has to be explicitly known and easily found. And this can’t be at the gross Test Case-only level, but needs to be at the smallest atomic part of a Test case, as described below.

From RP-050590 Question 3.5 - “making changes to the Test Specs (a Test Case) for a later Release without automatically having the change apply, by default, to an earlier release such as Rel-99”
Changes to a later Release Test Spec can be characterized into 4 types of changes 

C1. Addition of a COMPLETE new Test Case which is to apply to a later Release but not to an earlier release

C2. Removal of a COMPLETE Test Case to apply to a later release which exists in earlier Releases and should continue to exist for (and continue to apply to) earlier releases.

C3. Addition of a change to a PART of (WITHIN) a Test Case for a later release, this Test Case existing for earlier Releases, and the change is decided not to apply to the earlier Release. One example would be to add a value or field  in an existing Information Element within an existing Test Case

C4. Removal of a change to a PART of (WITHIN) a Test Case for a later release, this Test Case  existing for earlier Releases, and the change is decided not to apply to the earlier Release.

Test Specifications need to be able to cover future 3GPP Releases such as Rel 6, 7, 8 and onwards. The end of the coverage of existing Test Specifications, which cover Release 99 equipment, is not planned yet -  thus coverage of the TSs should be planned to last for the expected complete life of the Test Specifications. The Test Specifications need to be flexible enough, and have a structure which supports the full range of foreseeable changes and enhancements.

The question which should be considered – does the current structure of Test TSs support all 4 of the above change types into the future?

For example, is it the situation for TS34.123-1 and 34.123-3, that only change type C1 is currently possible? What about 34.121? what about 34.108?

3. Comments on Freezing of Rel-99

RP-050590 asserts that a Freeze of Rel-99 Test Specifications is very necessary. In the discussion in TSG-RAN, comments strongly supported this assertion.

A comment was made in TSG-RAN that a Freeze of Rel-99 should still permit “Essential Changes”. These essential changes may relate to 

a. the severity of impact on equipment operation, (i.e. a change should be done if it passes criteria of necessity of the change versus its impact, should be extremely carefully evaluated and justified)

b.  if a Test Case is “broken”

The intent of RP-050590  was to allow such changes, but put in place a rigorous, formalized, process of change evaluation). Thus a “slurpy” freeze (some preferences were expressed that it should be called a “sundae” freeze in TSG-RAN). 

The GCF have defined the required Test Cases for their R99 Certification Requirements, and these Requirements, and thus the Test cases, could be considered to be stable. It could be argued that this constitutes an effective “Freeze”. However, a GCF so-called Freeze on adding new Test Cases for Rel-99 (assuming it were formally declared) does not remove the need to also manage the 3GPP RAN5 Rel-99 Specifications themselves – both are necessary, and have different objectives/constraints. The 3GPP Test Specs need to handle all changes to a Test Case for 3GPP features, as they evolve in later Releases and apply in later releases, and RAN5 needs a process to be able to decide explicitly, and track, which change (and CR) shall be applicable to which Release. Thus, while admirable in its own right, the GCF so-called “Freeze” does not meet, in full, the needs of RAN5 and TSG-RAN and 3GPP, and also the needs as set forth in this document.  A reasonable and complete solution which consists of a GCF “Freeze” and also a 3GPP Test Specs and Core Specs “Freeze” will be preferable for manufactures and operators whose services have to do something with the GCF and the real 3G business from a financial point of view. 

Section 3 Recommendations and Proposed Conclusions

It is Recommended that RAN WG5 agree to (and make a decision regarding) the following, and Report to TSG-RAN#30 accordingly – 

3.1 - RAN WG5 has agreed to Freeze the Test Specifications applicable to Release-99 and Release-4 Content as defined in this section.

3.2 - The Test specifications affected by this Conclusion are  - 

TS34.121, TS34.122, TS34.123-1, TS34.123-2, TS34.123-3, TS34.108

3.3 - The Freeze will be exercised on a case-by-case basis, in a manner to allow consideration and approval by RAN5 of Essential changes (CRs) only,. Essential Changes/CRs shall be defined as- 

3.3a – Those where an existing Test Case has been demonstrated to not be functioning, such non-functionality having been documented and determined as sufficiently severe to justify the impacts in 3.3b and 3.3c.

3.3b – Those where the impact to R99 and R4  UEs in the field has been documented and determined as acceptable (the severity of impact on equipment operation is justified)

3.3c -Those where the impact to R99 and R4  System Simulators in the field has been documented and determined as acceptable (the severity of impact on equipment operation is justified)

3.4 – No new Test Cases to be added to a Frozen Release.

3.5 – No new functionality to be added to existing Test Cases in a Frozen Release.

3.4 – The Freeze for Rel-99 and Rel-4 shall be effective as of DD, MMMM, YYYY (To be decided by RAN WG5)

4. Change Management System (CMS) – Release-Independent (RI) versus Release-Based (RB):

A. Release-Independent (RI)  versus Release-Based (RB)  Test Cases (and TSs)
There were a few issues discussed in TSG-RAN#29, (perhaps not directly related to RAN5 work)  which clearly impacted the Release-Independent nature of some TSG-RAN Specs. An example is the Release Independent Frequency Bands, and the addition of new bands which should apply only for later releases. Another example is the changes to UARFCN and UARFCN Rules discussed in TSG-RAN, which should apply only to later releases.

Based on these emerging issues, an observer could conclude that, generally, Release-Independent Specs must inevitably show a need to be able to manage Release–Based needs.

One could think (for purposes of understanding only, in actuality Specs can be either Release Independent or Release Based only, i.e. binary) of the RI versus RB question as a continuum along a straight line connecting the end-points RI and RB. On that continuum, some current RAN5 Test TSs could perhaps be placed close to the RI point but not on it (for example  with regard to the existing support for change type C1 in  34.123-1 which already exists ion 34.123-2). The needs described in this document could be viewed in terms of their position along the RI-RB line .

B. Management of Release-Independent (RI) Test Cases (and TSs) 

An RI TS system eventually requires that changes of all 4 above types C1, C2, C3, C4 be managed – this is sometimes done (as an immediately obvious solution) by keeping side notes and cross references for different Specifications on a release-by-release basis. These side notes and cross-references can be kept in the one of the following 3 ways – 

in-line notes and cross-references for the applicability to different releases

in an Annex

in a separate Specifications document. 

TS34.123-2 is one example of such a cross reference in a separate Specifications document which, as mentioned above, currently only supports change type C1.

Will such an RI CMS (Change Management System) get overwhelmed, and require increasing larger resources to keep it in sync, and become essentially unmanageable as it tries to cope with the high volumes of the 4 change types through the life of the specs?

Another related method which can be used to manage release-based needs in an RI system is - to create a separate copy of an earlier Release Test Case with the Change types 3 and 4 incorporated into the text of the new Copy (Copies!!) of the Test Case. Will this method carry with it the load of managing many mostly-identical Tests Cases manually and performing manual cross referencing and cross-checking for applicability of a future change/CR to these Copies? Creating multiple copies of a Test Case for changes for each Release, but then keeping them all in one Release-Independent TS, basically implements a Release-Based system, without accruing any of the benefits of an RB CMS, i.e. less complexity and easier management. Will this system work only while the existing RAN5 participants retain memory of related Test Cases which can be called upon during CR review? Will this method also get overwhelmed and become essentially unmanageable by the volume of changes?

C. Management of Release-Based (RB) Test Cases (and TSs) 

An RB CMS system requires an early set-up of a separate set of TSs for each Release. Changes are managed on a per-release basis. This, in fact, is how almost all of 3GPP TSs (and TRs) are managed. The additional load is the creation and tracking of one change/CR for multiple Releases. Most of this load falls on the MCC, but there is nonetheless a small load on the WGs to process CRs on a per-release basis.  The fact that a CR is usually reviewed for multiple releases at the same time simplifies the discussion considerably. The RB CMS system is robust, and its management has been shown to be relatively foolproof. Most 3GPP WGs are undertaking the necessary increased load for the sake of clear unambiguous Change Management because it allows less complicated management overall, and in the end is less effort.

For the Test TSs, it has been argued that the size of the TSs creates special problems and extra load. However, most of the size issue and the load is on the MCC functions.

There is also a need to consider the “special” (?) case of 34.123-3 which is software code (though this could be considered to be “behind the scenes” and not evident in the final TS – but it is being discussed here for completeness of analysis). This in fact is the easiest problem to solve – software release management of separate issues per release is an old well-proven science (art?).

Section 4 Recommendations and Proposed Conclusions

It is Recommended that RAN WG5 agree to (and make a decision regarding) the following, and Report to TSG-RAN#30 accordingly – 

4.1 - RAN WG5 has agreed to create Release-Based Test Specifications as defined in this section.

4.2 - The Test Specifications affected by this Conclusion are  - 

TS34.121, TS34.122, TS34.123-1, TS34.123-2, TS34.123-3, TS34.108

4.3 – RAN5 requests the MCC to immediately commence an analysis to convert to the RB TS System, and Report back to RAN5 as soon as practical.

4.4  - RAN5 has agreed, in principle and as a working assumption, to review and implement, expeditiously and promptly, the recommendation generated by the MCC arising from 4.3.

4.5 – RAN5 had agreed to convert to the RB system without delay as soon as feasible based on practical  considerations. The target date is forecasted as DD, MMMM, YYYY (To be decided by RAN WG5).
5. Recommendations on Timeframes :

The number of changes to later Releases will obviously increase exponentially with time. Therefore, the earliest adoption of a Freeze and the earliest transition to a Release-Based CMS has benefits, in minimizing the amount of the changes compared to a later adoption.

A. to Freeze Rel-99 and Rel-4

Target Effective Date - DD, MMMM, YYYY (To be decided by RAN WG5

B. to go to a Release-Based CMS 

Target Effective Date - DD, MMMM, YYYY (To be decided by RAN WG5)
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1. Overall Description:



The Core Specifications for Release 99 were decided to be “frozen” by the TSG’s a long time ago. 



Should TSG-RAN (and RAN WG5) consider the “freezing” of Release 99 Test Specifications, at some time (and perhaps also of the Rel-4 Test Specs)?



2. Discussion:



The Core Specifications for Release 99 were “frozen” by TSG-SA a long time ago, in the sense that new features, modifications to features, feature extensions, minor editorial changes, etc. were being decided not to be approved. Proposed changes had to be justified in terms of their urgent need compared to the risk of de-stabilizing equipment already deployed in the field. Thus, one could consider Release 99 as in a sort of a “slurpy” or “ice cream” freeze rather than in an “ice cube” freeze (but let’s not debate this too much).



Based on the Release 99 frozen status, therefore, it is an obvious question to ask – 



Should TSG-RAN consider the “freezing” of Release 99 Test Specifications (for TS34.121, TS34.123, TS34.108)? (and perhaps also Release 4)? 



3. Questions to Consider


The following questions are important to consider, from the viewpoint of their impact on each of A, B  -



A. the System Simulator Equipment in the field



B. the UE Equipment in the field



3.1. Should Rel-99 Test Specs (e.g. TS34.121, TS34.123-1, -2, -3, TS34.108) be frozen at some time?



3.2. If the answer to Question 1 is Yes, When should the freeze be effective? How should a freeze date be determined?



3.3. What categories of changes should be generally permitted in the frozen state? 



a. New Features (Test Cases)



b. Extensions to Features (Test Cases)



c. Modifications to Features (Test Cases)



d. Editorial Changes



e. Non-Essential Corrections



f. Essential Corrections



3.4. How should 3.3f be defined?



3.5. This whole discussion raises the question of making changes to the Test Specs (a Test Case) for a later Release without automatically having the change apply, by default, to an earlier release such as Rel-99.



Should TSG-RAN ask RAN WG5 to consider developing a process to allow a later Release change which will  not be in effect for an earlier Release?



3. Proposed Actions


It may be appropriate for TSG-RAN to request RAN WG 5 to consider and discuss the following, and provide a recommendation to TSG-RAN at the December meeting



A1. Consider the freezing of the Test Specifications for Rel-99 and Rel-4, and define what a freeze would mean.



A2. Determine an appropriate freeze date for each TS (e.g.  34.123-1, -2, -3).



A3. Define a process which would allow a later Release change to a Test Specification which will not be in effect, automatically by default, for Release 99 and Release 4






