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1
Introduction

At the RAN5#65 meeting in November 2014 LS was received from GCF entitled 'LS to 3GPP TSG RAN WG5 - Test Case Requirements Optimization' (R5-145253). The discussion on it resulted in RAN5 acknowledging the high interest for conformance tests optimization within the Industry and setting up two groups to study GCF request further.

At the RAN5#66 meeting in February 2015 a number of inputs on the topic were discussed. Among others the R5-150643 was discussed. It suggested some areas in which TC Optimisation in GCF could be achieved namely:

-
STRAIGHT FORWARD IMPLICIT TESTING
-
SPECIAL CASES OF "IMPLICIT" TESTING
-
REJECT/FAILURE BEHAVIOUR
and, it suggested some actions for RAN5.

The present document is a follow up which aims at taking into account some of the observations made during the discussion of R5-150643 at RAN5#66, as well as, some thoughts on the subject which followed that discussion. Basically, it suggests a different set of RAN5 actions on some of the areas listed above omitting the explanation/definitions of the areas/issues (for details of those, if needed, refer to R5-150643).

RAN5 is invited to take decision on the proposals described in the present document.

2
Areas for TC Optimisation in RAN5 and GCF

2.1
STRAIGHT FORWARD IMPLICIT TESTING
2.1.1
Issue description

See R5-150643.

2.1.2
Proposal

RAN5 should change its specs in regard to the TCs identified as being part of the area of STRAIGHT FORWARD IMPLICIT TESTING and change the identified TC applicability from (R) Recommended into (O) Optional.
In fact this should be considered as a RAN5's "normal" duty which should be performed regardless of the GCF TC optimisation initiative.
Reasoning

-
The STRAIGHT FORWARD IMPLICIT TESTING is a clear case of duplicated and hence redundant testing which does not bring any benefit in regard to assessing the UE conformity to core requirements
-
Keeping the TCs in 36.523 with Applicability 'Optional' would allow the TCs to be used for facilitating debugging UE issues.

NOTE:
The following CRs submitted to RAN5#67 provide modifications to the RAN5 specs which are relevant to the above proposal: R5-151281, R5-151279, R5-151462.
2.2
SPECIAL CASES OF "IMPLICIT" TESTING
2.2.1
Normal and Combined procedures reject/failure requirements
2.2.1.1
Issue description

See R5-150643.

2.2.1.2
Proposal

RAN5 should not change its specs in regard to the TCs identified as being part of the area of SPECIAL CASES OF "IMPLICIT" TESTING sub area 'Normal and Combined procedures reject/failure requirements'.

RAN5 should inform GCF about the opportunity for TC optimisation in the area and the RAN5's assessment of the level of impact, if any, the running or not of the identified TCs for Certification purposes may have. RAN5 should leave it to GCF to decide if the TCs should be mandatory or not for GCF Certification.

Reasoning

-
In general the defined as SPECIAL CASES OF "IMPLICIT" TESTING area contains valid conformance testing tests which test particular core requirement and which in contrast to the STRAIGHT FORWARD IMPLICIT TESTING do not represent a real test duplication as far as testing core requirements are concerned.

-
The situation in regard to Certification is however different. In there, under certain assumptions which only a Certification organisation can made, one could decide that such TCs may not be needed at certain point of time.
-
It is RAN5 where the detailed knowledge of TC implementation and the features being tested are. Therefore RAN5 is the best place for discussion of the relations between a Device implementation and Device compliance, and their impact on test results.
2.3
REJECT/FAILURE BEHAVIOUR
2.3.1
Issue description

See R5-150643.

2.3.2
Proposal

RAN5 should tailor its approach depending on the different cases that belong to the area of REJECT/FAILURE BEHAVIOUR.

CASE A

RAN5 should change its specs in regard to certain well defined cases identified as being part of the area of REJECT/FAILURE BEHAVIOUR and change the identified TC applicability from (R) Recommended into (O) Optional if they can be used for debugging purposes or remove them otherwise.
In fact this should be considered as a RAN5's "normal" duty which should be performed regardless of the GCF TC optimisation initiative.
The following cases are suggested at this moment of time to be handled as proposed above
-
[NETWORK FAILURE] RAN5 should stick to its general policy that NWK failure shall not be tested unless the failure can be considered as a security risk. If the latter is not respected the TCs should be removed.
-
[NOT REAL LIFE USER CASE] TCs which do not simulate a real life user case should be removed

-
[IMPLICIT TESTING] TCs which verify behaviour implicitly tested in other TCs should be removed or made optional (if they can be used for debugging purposes)

NOTE 1:
The following CRs submitted to RAN5#67 provide modifications to the RAN5 specs which are relevant to the above proposal: R5-151488, R5-151489, R5-151490.

Reasoning

-
NWK failure which cannot be considered as a security risk is a sign of general NWK service issues. RAN5 specs are dedicated to Device's and not to NWK's conformance.
-
TCs which do not simulate a real life user case do not provide true Device conformance assessment because they do not provide any guarantee that the device will operate properly in real life.

-
Implicit testing is a clear case of duplicated and hence redundant testing which does not bring any benefit in regard to assessing the UE conformity to core requirements
NOTE 2:
Current assessment of the situation in regard to [NETWORK FAILURE] suggests that RAN5 needs to review the existing TCs and verify if this rule has been consistently respected. Examples of TCs in which this rule has not been respected are:

9.1.2.4 Authentication not accepted by the UE / MAC code failure


9.1.2.5 Authentication not accepted by the UE / SQN failure


9.1.3.2 NAS security mode command not accepted by the UE


These 3 TCs test different NWK failures. Each of these NWK failures could indeed be the result of a not genuine NWK trying to take over the Device ("man in the middle"). However, the way these TCs are implemented today i.e. the scenario simulated in the test, what they do is to test a NWK failure in a valid/normal NWK (the scenarios include one NWK failure followed by correct NWK behaviour). If we want to test the security threat case we have to simulate persistent NWK failure and check if the UE is able to cope with it in order to avoid the security threat.

CASE B

RAN5 should not change its specs in all other cases (unless proven otherwise).

RAN5 should inform GCF about the opportunity for TC optimisation in the area and the RAN5's assessment of the level of impact, if any, the running or not of the identified TCs for Certification purposes may have. RAN5 should leave it to GCF to decide if the TCs should be mandatory or not for GCF Certification.
Possible areas for Test Case Optimisation which RAN5 should indicate to GCF:

-
Non compliant Device behaviour would not result in a deadlock (easy way to recover at the Device side)

-
Non compliant Device behaviour would not cause serious problem to the NWK (easy way to recover on the NWK side)

Reasoning

-
It is true that RAN5 has specified a significant number of TCs handling REJECT/FAILURE BEHAVIOUR (e.g. in the LTE NAS testing there are about 90 Reject/Failure-testing TCs Vs. less than one third of this number of Success-testing TCs), however most of these TCs are valid conformance testing tests which test particular core requirements and as such RAN5 cannot be in the position to make them Optional or Remove them.

-
The situation in regard to Certification is however different. In there, under certain assumptions which only a Certification organisation can made, one could decide that some of these TC may not be needed.

-
It is RAN5 where the detailed knowledge of TC implementation and the features being tested are. Therefore RAN5 is the best place for discussion of the relations between a Device implementation and Device compliance, and their impact on test results.
