Draft minutes of 3GPP TSG-T1 Applications Testing  (AT) Ad Hoc Munich, Germany 1 August 2001

The meeting opened  at 9:10 and took place at R&S facilities in Munich. J. Fenn (SERI) acted as moderator for the meeting.

The agenda was introduced and with slight modifications (updating of contributions) was adopted.

A roll call of delegates followed. 25 participants were entered into the attendance list attached.

The documents  were then introduced by the respective contributors. The moderator introduced T1A-010005 which he stated were the meeting objectives.

· Should T1 set up an Applications Testing Sub Working Group?

· What terms of reference (TOR) should this group have?

· What should be the draft Work Item Description?
T1A-010002 
“Application Enablers” for external application testing

This document was presented at the last T1 meeting in Melbourne and here introduced by J.Fenn. 

He explained the problems facing the 3GPP community where “applications" are sitting on top of the UE signaling layers whereas there is no way of testing the effects of these applications on the UE. 

Do we need a standardized applications interface to allow the testing of these applications on the UE? 

Do we need standardized, interoperability of applications on various UEs?

Do we have the commitment to push for this applications interface.? This started off a long discussion on the figure and clearly not everyone present understood it.
P. Brown:  Agreed but it must not hinder progress

S. Persson:  Again agreed but we should aim to test the enablers first. 

B. Nielsen:  We must be clear what are objectives are?

C. Arzelier:  There may not to be standardized interfaces available to achieve our aims

P. Sood:  Again we need to be clear what it is we need to test.  The internal applications and applications enablers do already have specifications defined by the other 3GPP groups 

B. Nielsen:  Are the existing specifications good enough for testing purposes.?

S.Persson:  The experience with WAP shows that testing is necessary since to get it working it was necessary to customize the content for each mobile type. 

P.Sood:  If we are only interested in interoperability then we need only concern ourselves with the AE interface, whereas if we want to prove the UE stack is unaffected then we should check the whole protocol stack.

In particular the interfaces shown caused misunderstanding amongst some of the participants. In order to aid in clarifying them document T1A-010003 was introduced by P. George of Anritsu.

T1A-010003 Diagrams of possible Application Testing Scenarios

This presentation stimulated a debate on possible applications test aspects and what we should be focusing on.

C. Arzelier:  Felt that some form of external application test would be useful and that we should consider the specification of bearer service very carefully.

Unfortunately even this document could not completely dispell the misunderstandings and confusion of certain participants. As a result P.George produced another block diagram which was discussed later T1A-010003r.

T1A-010006 Application testing – arguments and a suggestion on implementation

S.Persson of Telia AB introduced this document which was a joint contribution together with Cetecom and Materna. It was very positive in supporting a creation of a WID for AT and assigning the work to T1 with T2 as expert source. The WID for an added testing possibility of the application to the Terminal Local Model was attached. This  work would improve the reliability of the interworking between the application and the terminal as well as the interworking between the application and the network. The initial bad experience with WAP implementations before a testing scenario  was developed was stated and it was emphasised that we should learn from this and not repeat it.

T1A-010004, The functionality split in the UE; Bjarke Nielsen

This document raised a number of questions, which prompted a discussion on which direction we should go.

· We need to test EMS and MMS as extensions to SMS; we need to review the possibilities and structure of tests.

· How to test ‘UE capabilities adaptation’ ?
· The ability for a UE to adapt Content to fit terminal capabilities, service type and user preferences.

· How to establish a concept, where new APIs can be identified and tested in an efficient way?

· What is required (logistics, interface to other groups, structure of documents,…)?

· Should we be testing things like the downloading of objects…?

· Should we test (and if so, how?) the capability of the UE to ensure that, when streaming - for certain content, the stream should not be reproduced?

· Should we test immunity mechanisms against viruses?

· How to test multiple subscriptions, and/or user profiles?

· How to establish QoS levels?

Samsung:  We need to define some clear boundaries on what should be conformance tested and what should not?

Vodafone:  There is a need for applications metrics beyond BLER for different classes of service.

Moderator’s Summing Up

We have a consensus on the fact that we need some form of application testing as part of 3GPP

Motorola:  T1 should only be interested in the interface at the top of L3 and nothing else.

Identify Areas for discussion

· End to End service testing

· End to End applications testing

· Common interfaces between application enabler and L3

· Applications platforms/enablers

· UE Split

· Applications platforms interface to external applications

· Testing of applications on the UE

· Assessment of the quality of applications classes (application specific)

· Common interfaces directly between application and layer 3, without an application enabler

· How do we understand what is being done outside T1?

B.Nielsen reiterated the scope of T1 as being limited to testing the UE only.  Therefore end to end testing is beyond the scope of T1.  If we feel there is a real need for such tests then we should raise an LS to other 3GPP groups.

Items that were determined to beyond the scope of T1 were struck through.

Simplified Graphical Representation; B. Nielsen





The diagram above was generated to show in simple terms where the boundary was for the AT group. This was the double arrow between the two blocks.  However, even this diagram failed to convince some of the participants.
Sofi’s Diagram

To try and clarify the situation S. Persson  drew the following diagram:







The numbers relate to the numbered list above, and show where they are on a layered model.

As this model still did not convince all the participants L. Mattisson produced yet another diagram which is in T1A 010007. This helped some of the delegates to understand the terminology and definitions.

Finally after even more discussion the following was agreed by a majority, with near-unanimous support, but was not unanimously agreed by all attendees:

Majority Agreed scope ( Terms of Reference?) for future AT group

Testing of:

1. Interfaces between application platform/enablers and 3GPP UE signaling core

2. Applications platforms /enablers (only parts developed by 3GPP)

3. The interfaces between AP/AE and external/downloadable applications

4. Evaluating the consequences of splitting the UE functionality from a conformance testing perspective 

*definitions of Application Platform and Applications Enabler to be provided

For future consideration:

· As part of our investigation work if we identify potential test areas outside our scope, we will bring this to the attention of the relevant groups

· We will offer support to other groups producing applications test, if we can.

Conclusion

Despite the long protracted discussions no unanimous agreement on the meeting objectives could be agreed. Straw polls indicated that a large majority of participants agreed that applications’ testing was important and supported forwarding the above Majority Agreement to the T1 meeting in Korea and recommend that a Sub WG be authorized. However, no unanimous agreement could be reached on the following:

· The actual name of the group if it should be set up *

· A complete TOR and Scope 

It was agreed by all present that the discussion on modifications to the above scope and terms of reference would continue on the email reflector of T1. It would be moderated by J. Fenn and the results would be presented to the next T1 meeting to be held in Busan, Korea September 3-7. All documents would be put on the 3GPP Server in the T1 area.

The moderator thanked Rhode & Schwarz for hosting the meeting at very short notice and closed the meeting.

* A prize will be offered by the moderator for an agreed name for the group to whoever proposes it at the next T1 meeting.
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