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Opening of the meeting

The formal part of the meeting was chaired by Mr Dan Fox, Chairman of T1/SIG SWG.

Mr Hu welcomed attendees on behalf of ETSI, who hosted the meeting.

1 Agreement of the Agenda

Two additional documents, T1S-000078 from Anite and T1S-000079 from Anritsu were added to the agenda under the Methodology item. There were no other comments to the agenda, and it was agreed.

2 Summary of TTCN funded team, and update on status

T1S-000034
Selection of specialists for MCC tasks 160 and 161
ETSI

T1S-000037
Report of the candidate selection meeting for MCC tasks 160 and 161
Chairman

These documents were briefly presented for information. They have been discussed informally previously, and there were no further comments.

3 Proposed TTCN Schedule

T1S-000038
TTCN ATS Development Project Plan
Chairman

T1S-000039
TTCN ATS Development Project Plan explanatory notes
Chairman

Anite and R&S asked about the methodology assumptions for validation of test cases. This was explained with reference to the explanatory notes, but it was clarified that validation relies heavily on voluntary contributions, and that only a minimal validate/fix cycle is allowed for in the plan. This has proven difficult to achieve in the past, and a better methodology needs to be developed to achieve the planned single validation/fix cycle in the plan.

4 TTCN Methodology related issues

T1S-000035
Abstract test method for UE conformance testing
ETSI

T1S-000058
RRC Test Suite (TTCN) proposal
Rhode & Schwarz

Anritsu raised the concern that unlike the RLC/MAC layers, the RRC has much more of a controlling role. The RLC/MAC can conceivably be written to behave in an identical manner for all tester implementations – at least in that it will not effect the operation of test cases. This will be very much more difficult to achieve for the RRC layer. The danger with tester emulation of RRC is that two testers will behave differently for the same test case, even though both implementations adhere to 25.331.

Anritsu supported the concept of trying to separate the AS and NAS testing, but want to see a way of guaranteeing behaviour of emulated RRCs in the testers.

Anritsu suggested that one possibility was to describe a reference behaviour for the emulated RRC layer in TTCN. The emulated RRC will have to conform to this reference. Anritsu volunteered to make a text proposal for the August T1/SIG meeting with further detail of this idea.

It was agreed that T1S-000058 proposal will be provisionally accepted, and will become the working assumption pending resolution of the reference RRC issue at the August T1/SIG meeting.

T1S-000079
Proposal for Layer 2 testing methodology
Anritsu

There was a discussion on the impacts of the proposed queuing of blocks in the TM RLC, and the effect this would have on test case operation. No cases where this could be important have yet been investigated, but it was recognised that this needs further investigation.

As this is a new proposal, some time is needed to fully consider it. It was agreed to postpone agreement and to further review the proposal on the email reflector. A target date for provisional agreement has been set for the 20th July. If no objections are received by this time the proposal will become the working assumption. Formal agreement will made at the August T1/SIG meeting.

T1S-000078
Guidelines for 3G TTCN
Anite

Anritsu commented that many of the points raised by Anite may be assisted by using Modular TTCN. This has been previously discussed, and it is widely accepted that Modular TTCN will be used, however as yet there has been no firm proposal.

ETSI volunteered to make an initial proposal for the structure and general operation of the TTCN modules.

The discussion moved on to cover the issue of a single ATS versus an ATS for each layer or protocol. The issue was raised as to the usability of a deliverable that consisted of many ATSs, but this was generally agreed to be solvable. The consensus of the meeting was that the TTCN should consist of a number of ATSs, each with a specific purpose. The definition of these ATSs will be resolved after the modular proposal has been reviewed, but the aim will be to try to make it consistent with the structure of TS 34.123-1.

Report from Section 2 of the agenda, 25th May 2000
The meeting was convened by Mr Hu. According to the chairman's note, the purpose of this section is to reach a consensus towards the resolution of some key issues, so that detailed text proposals can be written for discussion at a future meeting.

Mr Hu welcomed the participants and gave a summary of the conclusions reached the previous day in some of the areas under this section.

· Use of TSOs for IE content processing

· The use of TSOs shall be avoided when possible.

· A new PCO will be defined for the IMME interface

· TSO will only be used in justified cases

5 Methodology related discussion

· Methodology of testing of Layer 2
Treated during the first day of the meeting.

6 Issues related to re-use of GSM test cases.

· Use of TSOs for IE content processing

Treated during the first day of the meeting.

· Decoupling of old GSM RR signalling

It was felt feasible to reuse the upper layers GSM tests for the 3GPP tests due to similarities between both protocols. For lower layers might be better to completely rewrite the test cases. The issue will be further study by the expert group.

Anite will estimate the effort to change the actual GSM implementation to perform the NAS protocol test. They would like to see the TTCN style documents from Nokia, Anritsu and R&S before doing the estimation.

Mr Hu explained that the partners have agreed to fund this project for 3 years. If no voluntary contributions are received for Packet Switched, SM and GMM, a new ToR will be proposed to get funding for next year.

· Heavily nested nature of constraints

Anite suggested to pass parameters to the PDU constraints. For the GPRS test cases they follow the rule of defining constrains only for the default conditions in 11.10-1; if one test needs a different constraint, this will be derived from an existing constraint.

It was felt convenient to try to use the data locally. This is facilitated by using several ATSs.

Anite thinks that messages can be divide in those transmitted by the SS and those received by the SS. It is more important to clearly define the messages to be sent by the SS that what the SS is going to Rx. The SS will receive many different messages from different MS, where mainly the field related to the test purposes will be checked. Some balance is needed.

TS 34.123-1 does not define completely the test cases. Some decisions have to be taken when implemented the test cases. Guidance is needed on what has to be checked.

Conclusions: 

· We shall try to keep the use of data locally (e.g. to test groups), except for the default messages. Prefixes shall be used in order to improve the readability. R&S suggested to include the use of these prefixes in the TTCN style guide.

· To use parameterization of test cases

· The assignment of verdict is not only restricted to test purposes, some other fields in the PDUs may have to be checked for the assignment of verdicts.

7 Issues relating to ATS structure.

· Generation of TTCN framework (Declarations etc.)

It seems that part of this work that was previously allocated to T1/Sig will be reallocated to the expert team.

Proposals will be made on the primitives needed for every PCO (by Matsushita) and on how to define the GC-PCO (by STF 160).

It is foreseen that the definition of the declaration will start after the T1 meeting in June.

Each ATS will only have the messages and PICS/PIXIT necessary for the test cases.

There are PICS questions that are common for all the ATS, these must be in a common part. Maybe we have to separate the PICS question in two parts: one common part and one specific part.

· One or many ATSs?

The meeting agreed to have multiple ATSs. Task 160 will make a proposal on how to handle them.

· Co-ordination/acceptance of voluntary contributions to TTCN test cases into the ATS(s) generated by the funded team.

In order to facilitate the integration of voluntary contributions with the work of the funded team, the following is needed:

· a style guide 

· declarations part, constrains and test steps (framework) 

Voluntary contributions will be integrated in the ATS by the expert team.

Companies submitting voluntary contributions will have to asses if the constrains they need are included in the common library or if additional constrains are needed. 

It was considered convenient to have an internal document showing the traceability of the ATSs. This document will be generated and maintained by the expert group.

STF 160 shall also produce a document for 11.10-3 (apart from the TTCN code) in which the test method, the style guide, how to define the PCO, etc  shall be documented. 

Conclusions:

· We will use the style guide to make easier the introduction of voluntary contributions

· An internal design document shall be created and maintained within Task 160

· 34.123-3 will include an informative annex describing design decision (this information will be taken from the internal document). The PICS/PIXIT will be organized in this document base on the modular definition.

· Validation of TTCN test cases

Points not discussed yet:

· validation plan: this is something outside of the TTCN team

· requirements from TTCN team and test equipment manufacturers

TTCN verification is an action of test equipment manufacturers. R&S explained the difference between 'validate' and 'verify'.

Validate is to compare the execution of test cases for different UE in different SS.

Verify is to check that the implementation of the TTCN code is done according to the prose. This is done by simulating the behavior of the UE and running the test with the implementation of the SS using the same Operation System. The output log will have to be analyzed to check that it is consistent with the prose.

The approach proposed by R&S can be used for CC, MM, RRC and maybe some tests in RLC, where there are no critical timing aspects. This approach seemed to be cheap and allow results in early stages of the design. Different companies would do this simulation in order to compare results. A standard format for the log files would help for comparisons. 

This could also be done by the STF 160 is additional budget is given and some system simulation software is available from any member.

R&S will write a proposal for the August meeting.

· Concurrent TTCN

The meeting felt convenient to use concurrent TTCN for the following test cases:

· multicell test cases

· C- and -U plane scenarios 

The synchronization between the two (or more) testers has to be standardized. 
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