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1 Reason for Contribution

This contribution proposes rejection of IOP PR 0009 for XDM. More details on the PR can be found under:
http://www.opengroup.org:8000/OMA-publicPR/PoC/PRView?PR=0009
	Problem Report Number
	0009

	Submitter's Classification
	Test Suite Problem (TSD)

	State
	TSMA Review

	Resolution
	No Resolution Given

	Problem Resolution ID
	No Resolution ID Given

	Raised
	2005-11-15 13:41

	XDM Version
	XDM 1.0

	Test Specification
	Test Specification - OMA-ETS-XDM-V1_0-20050719-D

	Test Number
	x.x

	Problem Summary
	There is a major misunderstanding of the rules and policies of a test 
session among the participants in the XDM Enabler.

	Problem Text
	There is a major misunderstanding of the rules and policies of a test 
session among the participants in the XDM Enabler. 

The reason is that there is a lack of information on the test session 
reports as well as in the test specification, also overall information 
is missing that covers the whole test session in whole, as well as 
including how the two reports as well as the test specification 
relates and should be used. 


The following problems and misunderstandings were encountered several 
times at the OMA testfest at Düsseldorf: 

1. That the company client that is Client A in the test session report 
is User Equipment 1 (UE1) in the test specification and that Client B 
is UE2. This is stated vaguely under testing policies in the test 
specification but should be stated clearly on the test session reports 
to avoid misunderstanding. 

2. That each test case should be run twice where the two clients 
should switch roles of being the verifying client. There is currently 
no information that states this and this misunderstanding is related 
to 1. 

3. That a test session is not to certify a specific client and its 
compliance with the OMA standard. It is often misunderstood that a 
test session reports only belongs to one company and that the report 
shall show how well that client is working with the server. There is a 
lack of knowledge that a test session report shows the level of 
interoperability between the testing server(s) and clients and the 
issues between all these different entities. 

4. That a passed status can only be reported when the Pass-Criteria 
for the given test case is fulfilled, hence it can never be a pass if 
one of the testing participants can't fulfill the Pass-Criteria, the 
test procedure or the preconditions. A common misunderstand is that it 
is a pass instead of a failure in the test session report for company 
1 if company 1 succeeds with its part of the test case being UE1 and 
company 2 being UE2 fails with the verification. Rules for this have 
to be clearly explained either as additional text or as example. 

5. How the test case result should be verified. What is required and 
how should it be done? Is it enough to get a verbal verification when 
you don't know if the client actually shows the result or if the 
participant only looks in the logs or directly in the captured (XML) 
traffic? 

6. What status to report for a test case if it fails the first time 
but is later corrected? Should a test case be run again after a 
correction has been made? Can implementation changes be done during a 
session to change the outcome of the test cases? 

7. Test cases that are not supported by any of the clients or the 
server(s) should be removed from the test session reports for that 
session or indicated with N/A by the trusted zone prior handing out 
the reports to avoid ambiguity. 

8. Weather a failed status for a test case requires a problem report 
or not?


2 Summary of Contribution

Answer to IOP PR 0009 for XDM. Proposal is to solve the PR 0009 and provide reason specified in this contribution. There is no need to update any document for XDM, but this INC could be used in the XDM test session report Excel sheet during the testing. This way all the XDM teams will have this information while testing.
3 Detailed Proposal

1. That the company client that is Client A in the test session report 
is User Equipment 1 (UE1) in the test specification and that Client B 
is UE2. This is stated vaguely under testing policies in the test 
specification but should be stated clearly on the test session reports 
to avoid misunderstanding. 

ANSWER 1: New XDM Test specification has been used since January TestFest event. Please see the Testing Policies section (3.4) of XDM ETS INT for explanation on testing and verifying UE. UE1 and UE2 terminology corresponds to ETS, which clearly defines their roles. Test Session Reports during the TestFest events have a company name besides the Client A and Client B terms. These do not have anything to do with the test cases. The important thing is to know who is executing the test and who is verifying it (assignment of UE1, UE2, … UEN).

2. That each test case should be run twice where the two clients 
should switch roles of being the verifying client. There is currently 
no information that states this and this misunderstanding is related 
to 1. 

ANSWER 2:  Each client implementation receives its own Test Session Report that it needs to fill in. In order for a client to fill in the Test Session Report, the client shall execute the tests (thus be UE1). The second client is only verifying at that point. For the second client to fill in its Test Session Report, it needs to execute all the test cases as UE1. This implies that each test case will be executed twice in each test session.


3. That a test session is not to certify a specific client and its 
compliance with the OMA standard. It is often misunderstood that a 
test session reports only belongs to one company and that the report 
shall show how well that client is working with the server. There is a 
lack of knowledge that a test session report shows the level of 
interoperability between the testing server(s) and clients and the 
issues between all these different entities. 

ANSWER 3:  The new electronic reporting was implemented in 2006 and it was met with good reviews. Hopefully this will improve the understanding. The determinants of interoperability problems are the PRs raised against the Technical Specification and not the implementation passes and failures. Failures can be caused by various problems. Only the problems that are caused by faults with the Technical Specification determine lack of enabler’s specific feature interoperability.


4. That a passed status can only be reported when the Pass-Criteria 
for the given test case is fulfilled, hence it can never be a pass if 
one of the testing participants can't fulfill the Pass-Criteria, the 
test procedure or the preconditions. A common misunderstand is that it 
is a pass instead of a failure in the test session report for company 
1 if company 1 succeeds with its part of the test case being UE1 and 
company 2 being UE2 fails with the verification. Rules for this have 
to be clearly explained either as additional text or as example. 

ANSWER 4:  The OMA TestFests are interoperability events. If 2 out of 3 implementations cannot work together, they are not interoperable (for various reasons) and the end result is non-passing result. Each test session does not test only 1 implementation, but 3 implementations being tested together and passing result is indicated if all three implementations can interop.


5. How the test case result should be verified. What is required and 
how should it be done? Is it enough to get a verbal verification when 
you don't know if the client actually shows the result or if the 
participant only looks in the logs or directly in the captured (XML) 
traffic? 

ANSWER 5:  The pass criteria for XDM are clearly indicating user experience that is needed to pass the test case. No logs should be needed (unless a problem occurs and debugging in needed). For instance: “UE1 displays a URI List with User2 as a member” or “No failed authentication indication is displayed to the user. (The UE may display the retrieved XDMS documents).” are two examples showing that the verifying tester shall see something on the verifying UE according to the pass-criteria.


6. What status to report for a test case if it fails the first time 
but is later corrected? Should a test case be run again after a 
correction has been made? Can implementation changes be done during a 
session to change the outcome of the test cases? 

ANSWER 6:  The test teams often do not conclude testing in their scheduled test session. Ad-hoc sessions are available and free time is often used to re-test what was fixed. If something failed at first and then was fixed and verification is consistent with the pass criteria, the passing result shall be stated in the Test Session Report. If something failed at first and then some other problems were noted during re-testing (for example with spec), these shall be noted in the Test Session Report. 


7. Test cases that are not supported by any of the clients or the 
server(s) should be removed from the test session reports for that 
session or indicated with N/A by the trusted zone prior handing out 
the reports to avoid ambiguity. 

ANSWER 7:  This could be done, but what will happen when an implementation submitting an EICS does not have a feature A implemented, but by the time it comes to the TestFest it does? At that time, feature A shall be tested (assuming that the other 2 implementations support it as well). If N/A is pre-filled, then the test case would not have a change of being executed. However, if nothing changed in the above implementation, then the testers representing it shall state before the test case is executed that this feature is not supported and N/A shall be marked.


8. Weather a failed status for a test case requires a problem report 
or not?

ANSWER 8:  Issuing of PRs is at the discretion of the testing team. The only requirement is that if the Technical Specifications problem is found, that the PR SHALL be raised. If the ETS problem is found, the PR SHOULD be raised, otherwise, the problem might not be corrected.
ANSWER 9: If more problems (needs for clarifications) are seen at the TestFests, OMA TrustedZone is present during the events for answers. Although IOP will answer all PRs, it will be quicker to seek the assistance during the event as well.


Proposal: 
· include the above text in the PR resolution
· provide the link to the PR in the XDM Test Session Report
· use these as guidance for TrustedZone what else to use in the opening presentation, since many questions/answers apply to all enablers
4 Intellectual Property Rights

Members and their Affiliates (collectively, "Members") agree to use their reasonable endeavours to inform timely the Open Mobile Alliance of Essential IPR as they become aware that the Essential IPR is related to the prepared or published Specification.  This obligation does not imply an obligation on Members to conduct IPR searches.  This duty is contained in the Open Mobile Alliance application form to which each Member's attention is drawn.  Members shall submit to the General Manager of Operations of OMA the IPR Statement and the IPR Licensing Declaration.  These forms are available from OMA or online at the OMA website at www.openmobilealliance.org.

5 Recommendation

To review by the IOP-MEC, agree and update the PR tool with the answer from this contribution.
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