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Terms of Reference for Specialist Task Force STF 320 (RB)
(TC MTS) on ”Upgrading and maintenance of IPv6 test specifications”
1 Reasons for proposing the Specialist Task Force (STF)
The core IPv6 Test Specifications funded by eEurope were completed at the end of 2005. As these test specifications have been taken up by the industry and as work has progressed with phase 2 (IPSec, MIPv6 and transitioning) it has been noted that some updating and maintenance will be necessary in early 2007. The maintenance concerns the Requirements Catalogue (tasks 1 and 2) and possibly the conformance and/or interoperability test cases (tasks 3 and 4). In addition to the straightforward maintenance activities within this project, extensive user documentation for the conformance test specifications (task 3), not included during the IPv6 Phase 1 project, will be produced.

The presentation of each requirement in the IPv6 Phase 1 Requirements Catalogue, of which there are over 1000, is separated into a "context" field and a passive "requirement" field (e.g., context: A router receives a request / requirement: The router sends a response. This passive form has proved to be difficult to read and assimilate. Primarily as a result of this issue, the IPv6 Phase 2 Requirements Catalogue has been developed as a relational database with requirements expressed as a single field in the active voice (e.g., requirement: When a router receives a request, it MUST send a response). This formulation now needs to be incorporated in the Phase 1 requirements catalogue to ensure that it can be seamlessly incorporated with the Phase 2 requirements.
1.1 Overview of the proposal
1.1.1 Purpose of the work

The purpose of this STF is to update and maintain the MTS IP Library components for IPv6 with respect to the Requirements Catalogue and the test specifications according to change requests received by TC MTS.
The maintenance concerns the Requirements Catalogue (see task 1 and task 2 in clause 3.1.1), the conformance, and possibly the interoperability tests cases (see tasks 3 and 4 in clause 3.1.1). See annex A for description of the requested changes to date. More are anticipated before the STF starts work in 2007.
In addition to the straightforward maintenance activities within this project, extensive user documentation for the conformance test specifications (task 3), not included during the IPv6 Phase 1 project, will be produced, as well as a minimum maintenance of the existing database structure developed to use a state of the art database as storage medium for the IPv6 Phase 1data (task 5).
1.1.2 Relation with the ETSI Strategic Objectives

This STF proposal directly supports the ETSI strategic objectives "Interoperability and Testing ", "promoting ETSI activities and services worldwide" and "the development of e-Standardization tools and initiatives".
1.1.3 Market impact, benefits to be gained & Stakeholders interest

This work is related to:

1) 3GPP, TISPAN (IMS testing)
2) Ongoing ETSI/EC eEurope 2005 Project on IPv6 testing, 
3) IPv6 Forum (IPv6 Ready logo program)

4) External users (e.g., IETF, automotive and aerospace industries).

5) ETSI Plugtests Service.
1.1.4 Motivation why the work is urgent and cannot be performed within the TB
These IPv6 Phase 1 test specifications are now being used by the stakeholders and have been submitted to the IPv6 Forum. Effective conformance and IOP testing of IPv6 is becoming ever more important as ETSI dependence on technologies such as IMS increases.
It is essential that this work is done in a timely manner in order to address requests for upgrades from the users of the test suites. It is also necessary to synchronise with global testing activities and especially in the context of IMS (3GPP and TISPAN NGN). The expertise needed is specialised and should build on that already provided in earlier STFs. 

We are now faced with the maintenance of this work, which is necessary to maintain its usefulness. Once again the necessary quality and timing can only be granted through the contribution of well qualified experts who have performed this task. A limited availability may be granted on a voluntary basis, however this is not sufficient to achieve the target.
Nevertheless we expect that these experts will be prepared to offer some effort free of charge.
1.1.5 Priority within the TB

TC MTS is proposing 2 STFs. Both STFs have equal priority.
1.2 Organization of the work
1.2.1 Confirmation of interest and active support from the Members

TC-MTS members are actively involved in implementing and testing IPv6 and strongly support testing and certification activities such as those carried out by the IPv6 Forum. MTS officials took an active part in the management of the IPv6 Phase 1 project by creating a Steering Group to guide the Special Task Force. This Steering Group is still active and holds regular meetings and conference calls to follow the current Phase 2 development. The Steering Group supports the present maintenance proposal and will undoubtedly carry on with the supervision of the new team as well as the assessment of its results.
The current steering group includes members from: Nokia, Ericsson, IITB , Fraunhofer FOKUS, Irisa
The total voluntary support in kind is anticipated to be 10 man-days.
1.2.2 Identification of tasks, phases, priorities, technical risk

The work will be split in five main tasks, all details and scheduling of these tasks are presented in clause 3.11 of the present ToRs.
Task 1) Expression of dependencies in the Requirements Catalogue

Task 2) Requirements Catalogue upgrade & maintenance
Task 3) User documentation for using and extending the IPv6 TTCN-3 test suites.
Task 4) Address Change Requests on the conformance and IOP tests. 
Task 5) Tune/Adapt the existing database structure
Following the OCG request for phasing of STF276 maintenance, the table below shows the respective allocations which will be applied to the tasks:

	
	Allocation 1
	Allocation 2

	Task 1:
	20
	30

	Task 2:
	20
	0

	Task 3:
	10
	0

	Task 4:
	5
	20

	Task 5:
	15
	0


Table 1: resource allocation per each task,
taking into account the BOARD#58 restrictions.
Task 1 and 2 are inter-related and should be one after the other. Tasks 3, 4, and 5 are independent of each other and of tasks 1 and 2. 
The technical risk of not completing the work is low. The task is well-defined and change requests have been received. Where possible, additional change requests that occur during the life of the STF will be handled by additional voluntary effort.
1.2.3 Outcome of the STF

- 1 WI for revision of the Phase 1 Requirements Catalogue upgrade
- 1 WI for revision of the IOP TPs & TDs (depending on the amount of CRs received)
- 1 WI for revision of the Conformance TPs

- 2 WIs to produce 2 releases Conformance TTCN3

- 1 miscellaneous WI to update the TTCN3 Library.
- 1 miscellaneous WI for updating the database structure.
2 Consequences if not agreed:
The Requirements Catalogue and test specifications are being used by the ETSI membership. It is essential that they have access to the latest versions of this material.
3 Detailed description:
3.3 Subject title:
”Upgrading and maintenance of IPv6 test specifications”
3.4 Reference Technical Body:
TC MTS, IP Testing Working Group
3.5 Other interested TBs (if any):
· 3GPP

· TISPAN

3.6 Steering Group
A Steering Group (SG) for this activity will be put into place. Members of the SG are expected to come from the members supporting the WI (see 1.2.1)
3.7 Support from ETSI Members 
This STF has strong support in TC MTS. See 1.2.1

3.8 Target date for the start of work:
Start: 
January 2007
3.9 Duration and target date for the conclusion of the work (TB approval):
Duration: 11 month
Conclusion: December 2007
3.10 Resources required

Total resources required: 125 person-days including 10 person-days voluntary contribution. The request for funding is 69 kEUR for manpower (115 person-days @ 600 EUR/day).
3.10.1 Experts manpower
Total manpower resources required: 115 working days (69 000 EUR)

Additional non-remunerated resources required: 10 working days 
Manpower resources required: 125 person-days, split as follows:

1. Expression of dependencies in the Requirements Catalogue
50
man-days

2. Maintenance and updating of the Requirements Catalogue
20
man-days

3. User documentation for using and extending the IPv6 TTCN-3 test suite
10
man-days

4. Address CRs on the conformance and IOP tests
25
man-days

5. Adapt database structure 
15
man-days
· Drafting non-published documents:
2
man-days1)
· Attending Technical Body and WG meetings: 
3
man-days2)
Note 1) General STF management and writing Progress Reports etc.

Note 2) The  PTCC will also attend meetings on behalf of the STF.
3.10.2 Travel cost:
No travel planned.
3.10.3 Other cost:
No other cost foreseen 
3.11 Experts qualification required, mix of skills
The actual number of experts and mix of skills may depend on the actual applications received and will be decided when setting up the STF.

· Number of experts required: 2 to 3 experts
Members of this Specialist Task Force (STF) will be expected to have a mixture of the following skills:

· expert knowledge of IPv6 Core protocol RFCs (all tasks);
· expertise in the existing phase 1 development methodology and practice (all tasks);
· excellent knowledge of database development and conception techniques (task 2);

· expert knowledge of conformance and interoperability protocol testing (task 3, task 4);

· expert knowledge of TTCN-3, both language and tools (task3, task4);

· familiarity with the Phase 1 TTCN-3 Ipv6 test suites (task 2);

· experience with SQL programming (task 2, task 5)
· Good knowledge of ISO 9646.
· Support from the PTCC will be requested.

3.12 Scope of Terms of Reference:
The scope of this STF is to update and maintain the MTS IP Library components for IPv6 with respect to the Requirements Catalogue and the test specifications according to change requests received by TC MTS.

The maintenance concerns the Requirements Catalogue (see tasks 1 and task 2 in clause 3.1.1), the conformance, and possibly the interoperability tests cases (see tasks 3 and 4 in clause 3.1.1)
 In addition to the straightforward maintenance activities within this project, extensive user documentation for the conformance test specifications (task 3), not included during the IPv6 Phase 1 project, will be produced.

3.13 Organization of the work in tasks, description of tasks:
Task 1) Expression of dependencies in the Requirements Catalogue
In a specification document when a functionality mentioned as "Optional" is selected to be implemented, it leads many requirements deriving from that functionality to appear as "mandatory" (they are mandatory to equipments willing to implement this optional function). There is therefore a need for a hierarchy in the Requirements Catalogue to allow the handling of such cases.

As of today, the Requirements Catalogue database stores the requirements as a non-hierarchical list of entries, all requirements in the catalogue appear with the same significance even the "mandatory" requirements following from optional functionalities.

This lack of hierarchy/dependencies in the catalogue is not useful for an end-user willing to view only the mandatory features of a specification (and not the optional ones).
To offset this, the current database structure has to be revised and additional hierarchical data must be added to all the requirements stored in the catalogue.

Anticipated resource required to adapt the existing database structure: 20 person-days, using 1st budget allocation. 

Anticipated resource to add and fill in the hierarchical data: 30 person-days, using 2nd budget allocation (if available).

Task 2) Requirements Catalogue upgrade & maintenance
The presentation of each requirement in the IPv6 Phase 1 database, of which there are over 1000, is separated into a "context" field and a passive "requirement" field (e.g., context: A router receives a request from a host connecting to ne network / requirement: The router sends a response to the host. This passive form has proved to be difficult to read and assimilate. Primarily as a result of this issue, the IPv6 Phase 2 Requirements Catalogue has been developed with requirements expressed as a single field in the active voice (e.g., requirement: When a router receives a request, it MUST send a response). There is now a need to make the Requirements Catalogues consistent across both phases. 
Phase 1 had limited embeded management of duplicated requirements  .

This task is to bring the Phase 1 Requirements Catalogue in line with the Phase 2 Requirements Catalogue by re-phrasing Phase 1 requirements in the active voice, and keeping track of duplicate requirements.

Anticipated resource required 20 person-days, using 1st budget allocation.
Task 3) User documentation for using and extending the IPv6 TTCN-3 test suite.

This task is less one of maintenance and more one of added value, requested by the users.
It consists in appending "high level" documentation to the existing conformance test suite, describing the relationship between TTCN3 configuration messages and the Test Adapter.
Anticipated resource required 10 person-days, using 1st budget allocation.
Task 4) Address Change Requests on the conformance and IOP tests. 

Every IPv6 Plugtest event to which the IPv6 teams took part (as conformance test providers) brought in a lot of experience and feedback that helped improving the test suite.

The team that produced the Phase 1 conformance test suite participated to 2 Plugtests: one event during the development phase + 1 event after the release of Phase 1 test suites.

Many corrections were applied to the test suite while in development phase; few are still to be corrected.

The Phase 1 test suite will soon be presented again at a Plugtest event that will be co-located with the "IPv6 World Summit". No doubt that this event too will be rich in feedback from the industry.

Besides this, ETSI recently received direct feedback from some of its members using the conformance test suites (see Annex A).
As serving ETSI Members and helping them to maximize the return on their standardization investment is a continuous concern, an effort of 25 person-days throughout year 2007 should be dedicated to:

1. addressing and correcting the Change Requests raised on the IPv6 Test Suites and test platform;
2. providing accurate CR status reports to MTS throughout the year;
3. keeping in touch with the CR reporters and inform them regularly on the resolution status of CRs.
Five man days will be spent using 1st budget allocation, the remaining of the work will use 2nd budget allocation (if available).

Task 5) Tune/Adapt the database structure
The use of a relational database as storage medium for the whole output of the IPv6 testing teams is now raising the interest of new test teams attracted by the flexibility of the this medium, by its dynamic (versus static) aspect and by the prospect of giving online access to the database, providing end-users with an extremely convenient and powerful set of tools.

It is hence foreseeable that other test teams may be willing to use this approach will require some tuning and adaptation.

To continue to provide attractive solutions and develop future work, a minimal effort of 15 person days (using 1st budget allocation) throughout year 2007 should be provided to improve the efficiency of the database.
Scheduling:

Task 1 and 2 are inter-related and should be one after the other. Tasks 3, 4, and 5 are independent of each other and of tasks 1 and 2. 

The schedule of the work will follow the timeline described in the figure below:
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· Task 1 will take place first, its result will be used by task 2 
· Task 2 will take place during Q2 2007, firstly so as to take advantage of the Task 1 work and secondly to publish the updated Phase 1 content at the same time as the Phase 2 results.
· Task 3 will take place as soon as possible, to allow the publication of documented TTCN3 by the end of Q1 2007.
· Task 4 and 5 are ongoing efforts that will take place throughout the year.
3.14 Related activity in other bodies and co-ordination of schedules:
This work is related to:

1) MTS IPT activities

· IPv6 testing 

· Interoperability testing
· Conformance testing

2) Ongoing ETSI/EC eEurope 2005 Project on IPv6 testing, 
3) IPv6 Forum (IPv6 Ready logo program)

4) External users (e.g., IETF, automotive and aerospace industries).

5) ETSI Plugtest Service.

MTS will work closely with 3GPP, TISPAN WG6 and the IPv6 Forum.

3.15 Base documents and their availability
The STF work will be based upon the following documents:

	WI Ref
	ETSI Nb
	Version
	Working Title
	Status

	DTS/MTS-IPT-026-IP-GenTstFwk
	
	
	Generic IP Testing Framework
	Draft:
TB approval = Nov 06

	
	TS 102 351
	2.1.1
	IPv6 Testing Framework
	Published

	
	TS 102 514
	1.1.1
	IPv6 Core :Requirements Catalogue
	Published

	
	MI 
	1.1.1
	IPv6 Core: TTCN-3 Library
	Published

	
	TS 102 515
	1.1.1
	IPv6 Core: Conformance TSS & TP
	Published

	
	TS 102 516
	1.1.1
	IPv6 Core: Conformance Test Suite
	Published

	
	TS 102 517
	1.1.1
	IPv6 Core: Interoperability Test Suite
	Published


3.16 Work Items from the ETSI Work Programme (EWP) for which the STF is required:
The STF will produce the following deliverables, for TB approval:
	WI Number
	
	Task

	RTS/MTS-IPT-003[2]-IPv6-CrRqCa
	New WI for Phase 1 Requirements Catalogue upgrade
	Task2

	RTS/MTS-IPT-007[2]-IPv6-CorITS
	New WI for IOP TPs & TDs
	Task4

	RTS/MTS-IPT-005[2]-IPv6-CorTP
	New WI for Conformance TPs
	Task4

	RTS/MTS-IPT-006[2]-IPv6-CorATS
	New WI for Conformance TTCN3 documentation
	Task3 

	RTS/MTS-IPT-006[3]-IPv6-CorATS
	New WI for Conformance TTCN3  CRs fixing
	Task4  

	MI/MTS-IPT-004[2]-IPv6-CorLib
	New WI for TTCN3 Library
	Task4

	MI/MTS-IPT-008-IPT-DB
	New miscelaneous WI for updating the database structure
	Task5


3.17 Planned output schedule:
The STF will produce the deliverables according to the following time scale:

RTS/MTS-IPT-003[2]-IPv6-CrRqCa 
Title: IPv6 Core :Requirements Catalogue
Scope: Updated catalogue of (testable) requirements extracted from the core IPv6 RFCs. Relevant 3GPP and IPv6 Forum requirements shall also be taken into account. Following the guidelines define by the MTS IPv6 testing framework (TS 102 351).
	Status
	Milestone
	Original Date
	Target Date

	0
	
	Creation of WI by WG/TB
	
	2006-09-15

	0
	a
	TB adoption of WI
	
	2006-10-13

	1
	
	Start of work
	
	2007-01-13

	6
	
	Draft available
	
	2007-06-30

	7
	A
	Start of TB approval process
	
	2007-07-01

	7
	B
	End of TB approval process
	
	2007-08-01

	8
	
	TB approval
	
	2007-08-01


RTS/MTS-IPT-007[2]-IPv6-CorITS
Title: IPv6 Core: Interoperability Test Suite
Scope: Updated Interoperability Test Suite (ITS with integrated test purposes for the core IPv6 protocol based on the requirements defined in the IPv6 requirements catalogue (TS 102 514) and written according to the guidelines of TS 102 351.
	Status
	Milestone
	Original Date
	Target Date

	0
	
	Creation of WI by WG/TB
	
	2006-09-15

	0
	a
	TB adoption of WI
	
	2006-10-13

	1
	
	Start of work
	
	2007-01-15

	6
	
	Draft available
	
	2007-11-15

	7
	A
	Start of TB approval process
	
	2007-11-16

	7
	B
	End of TB approval process
	
	2007-12-14

	8
	
	TB approval
	
	2007-12-14

	8
	A
	Draft receipt by ETSI Secretariat
	
	2007-12-27

	12
	 
	Publication
	 
	2008-01-15


RTS/MTS-IPT-005[2]-IPv6-CorTP
Title: IPv6 Core: Conformance TSS & TP
Scope: Updated Test Suite Structure and Test Purposes (TSS&TP) for conformance tests of the core IPv6 protocol based on the requirements defined in the IPv6 requirements catalogue (TS 102 514) and written according to the guidelines of TS 102 351.

	Status
	Milestone
	Original Date
	Target Date

	0
	
	Creation of WI by WG/TB
	
	2006-09-15

	0
	a
	TB adoption of WI
	
	2006-10-13

	1
	
	Start of work
	
	2007-01-15

	6
	
	Draft available
	
	2007-11-15

	7
	A
	Start of TB approval process
	
	2007-11-16

	7
	B
	End of TB approval process
	
	2007-12-14

	8
	
	TB approval
	
	2007-12-14

	8
	A
	Draft receipt by ETSI Secretariat
	
	2007-12-13

	12
	 
	Publication
	 
	2008-01-10


RTS/MTS-IPT-006[2]-IPv6-CorATS
Title: IPv6 Core: Conformance Test Suite V2
Scope: Extensive documentation of the Abstract Test Suite (ATS) in TTCN-3 for the conformance testing of the core IPv6 protocol based on the requirements.
	Status
	Milestone
	Original Date
	Target Date

	0
	
	Creation of WI by WG/TB
	
	2006-09-15

	0
	a
	TB adoption of WI
	
	2006-10-13

	1
	
	Start of work
	
	2007-01-15

	6
	
	Draft available
	
	2007-03-15

	8
	
	TB approval
	
	2007-04-20

	12
	 
	Publication
	 
	2007-05-04


RTS/MTS-IPT-006[3]-IPv6-CorATS
Title: IPv6 Core: Conformance Test Suite V3
Scope: Updated Abstract Test Suite (ATS) in TTCN-3 for the conformance testing of the core IPv6 protocol. This includes all the documentation work done for 006[3]-IPv6-CorATS + correction of all received change requests.
	Status
	Milestone
	Original Date
	Target Date

	0
	
	Creation of WI by WG/TB
	
	2006-09-15

	0
	a
	TB adoption of WI
	
	2006-10-13

	1
	
	Start of work
	
	2007-01-15

	2
	
	Table of Contents and Scope
	
	2007-03-23

	6
	
	Draft available
	
	2007-11-30

	8
	
	TB approval
	
	2007-12-30

	12
	 
	Publication
	 
	2008-01-15


MI/MTS-IPT-004[2]-IPv6-CorLib
Title: IPv6 Core: TTCN-3 Library V2
Scope: Update of the the baseline TTCN-3 library including correction of all the CRs received. The TTCN-3 modules in the library cover IPv6 data and behaviour related to the core protocol.

	Status
	Milestone
	Original Date
	Target Date

	0
	
	Creation of WI by WG/TB
	
	2006-09-15

	0
	a
	TB adoption of WI
	
	2006-10-13

	1
	
	Start of work
	
	2007-01-15

	5
	S
	Final updated library available
	
	2007-11-30

	7
	A
	Start of TB approval process
	
	2007-11-30

	7
	B
	End of TB approval process
	
	2007-12-28

	8
	
	TB approval
	
	2007-12-28

	12
	 
	Completion
	 
	2007-12-28


MI/MTS-IPT-008-IPT-DB
Title: Database structure
Scope: Update and upgrade the structure of the relational database used as storage medium for the whole output of the IPv6 testing teams.
Updates include: improvement of its structure to include the requirements dependencies, to adapt to the evolution of the methodology defined in TS 102 351, and to improve its preformance.
	Status
	Milestone
	Original Date
	Target Date

	0
	
	Creation of WI by WG/TB
	
	2006-09-15

	0
	a
	TB adoption of WI
	
	2006-09-15

	1
	
	Start of work
	
	2007-01-15

	5
	S
	Final DB structure Ready
	
	2007-03-30

	8
	
	TB approval
	
	2007-04-30
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Annex A: CRs collected on IPv6 Test Suites (to date)
	Viewing Issue Advanced Details 

	


	ID: 
	Category: 
	Severity: 
	Reproducibility: 
	Date Submitted: 
	Last Update: 

	9 
	[Conformance Tests] Test Case 
	minor 
	always 
	08-31-06 14:45 
	08-31-06 17:03 

	


	Reporter: 
	Varun 
	
	
	

	Assigned To: 
	
	
	
	

	Priority: 
	normal 
	
	
	

	Status: 
	acknowledged 
	
	
	

	Product Build: 
	
	
	
	

	Projection: 
	none 
	
	
	

	ETA: 
	none 
	

	


	Summary: 
	TC_COR_1059_01 Routing Header address swapping error 

	Description: 
	In the test-case TC_COR_1059_01, the Echo Request with Routing Header sent by the 1st test-component, v_refHs01, is expected to be forwarded by the IUT, and is thus, received by the 2nd test-component, v_refHs02. 

In your test-case, the address in the Routing Header of the received (forwarded) Echo Request is same as the address passed in the Routing Header of the original (sent) Echo Request, viz. v_paramsHs02.gla i.e., the Global Unicast Address of Host 2, which is our final destination. But as per RFC-2460, when the IPv6 Packet carrying Routing Header of Type 0 reaches an Address[i] in the Routing Header, the IPv6 Destination Address and the Address[i] are swapped.

Hence, the received (forwarded) Echo Request should contain the previous IPv6 Destination Address, viz. PX_GLA_IUT_A, in its Routing Header. (Please note that we will have to use the Module-Parameter PX_GLA_IUT_A instead of accessing the address of IUT_A through the CfMessage, as in the CfMessage passed to the 2nd test-component v_refHs02, the IUT’s Global Unicast Address is that of IUT_B, viz. PX_GLA_IUT_B.)

 

RFC Text: if Address [i] or the IPv6 Destination Address is multicast {

                                   discard the packet

                             }

                            else {

                                   swap the IPv6 Destination Address and Address[i]


	
	

	Additional Information: 
	

	Attached Files: 
	Notes 



(0000002) 

laurent    

08-31-06 15:16    

Correct, our code does not swap the addresses although it should.
Reply sent Wed 30/08/2006 11:28 




	Viewing Issue Advanced Details 

	


	ID: 
	Category: 
	Severity: 
	Reproducibility: 
	Date Submitted: 
	Last Update: 

	8 
	[Conformance Tests] Test Case 
	minor 
	always 
	08-31-06 14:43 
	08-31-06 17:03 

	


	Reporter: 
	Priya 
	
	
	

	Assigned To: 
	
	
	
	

	Priority: 
	normal 
	
	
	

	Status: 
	acknowledged 
	
	
	

	Product Build: 
	
	
	
	

	Projection: 
	none 
	
	
	

	ETA: 
	none 
	

	


	Summary: 
	TC_COR_1082_01 checksum calculation pb 

	Description: 
	In the test-case TC_COR_1082_01, function f_TP_twoFragmentsWithSameId sends an Echo Request in two fragments to the IUT. The test-case (and, also the test-purpose) expects no message in reply, and this, the function verifies using the function f_expectNoMessage.

 

I have two comments on this test-case:

 

1) The function sends the first segment, which also includes the ICMPv6 Header, using the function f_sendEchoRequest. The ICMPv6 Checksum value is calculated within this function (f_sendEchoRequest), and thus the calculation considers only the first fragment for calculating the ICMPv6 Checksum, whereas, as per RFC-2460, the whole un-fragmented packet, exclusive of the fragment header, must be used to calculate the ICMPv6 Checksum.

 

2) The test-case expects no message in reply to the sent message, and this it verifies with f_expectNoMessage. It quotes the reason that, because, the fragment id is the same in both segments, so the packet must be discarded. But as per RFC-2460, both the fragments of the IPv6 Packet must contain the same fragment id.

RFC Text : An original packet is reassembled only from fragment packets that have the same Source Address, Destination Address, and Fragment Identification.

 

Thus, if the Checksum field is corrected, the IUT must send an Echo Reply in response to the sent fragmented Echo Request with same fragment 

	
	

	Additional Information: 
	

	Attached Files: 
	Notes 



(0000003) 

laurent    

08-31-06 15:22    

Reply sent Tue 29/08/2006 18:11
Indeed the checksum has to be calculated on the whole packet prior to fragmentation which is not the case in the TC_COR_1082_01 piece of code, then the associated Test Purpose TP_COR_1082_01 is unclear as it ends with "IUT sends 'no message in response' " where it should sent an Echo Reply... 




	Viewing Issue Advanced Details 

	


	ID: 
	Category: 
	Severity: 
	Reproducibility: 
	Date Submitted: 
	Last Update: 

	3 
	[Conformance Tests] Test Purpose 
	minor 
	always 
	08-31-06 12:11 
	08-31-06 16:53 

	


	Reporter: 
	Priya 
	
	
	

	Assigned To: 
	
	
	
	

	Priority: 
	normal 
	
	
	

	Status: 
	feedback 
	
	
	

	Product Build: 
	
	
	
	

	Projection: 
	none 
	
	
	

	ETA: 
	none 
	

	


	Summary: 
	TP_COR_8229_01 - Tesp Purpose <--> Requirement mismatch + TC absent (?) 

	Description: 
	 - Mismatch of Requirement and test case
The Requirement is "The implementation uses the MTU option to specify the maximum MTU value supported by all segments."
 
But the test purpose and test requirement is as follows."
With { IUT 'is Router' and 'operating' }

ensure that {when { IUT receives 'a valid Router Solicitation' containing 'Destination Address' set to 'allrouters

multicast address' }then { IUT sends 'a Router Advertisement'containing 'Destination Address' set to 'the solicitation Source Address'and containing 'Source Address' set to 'the link-local address of the IUT sending interface'and containing 'Hop Limit field' set to '255' }

}"

There is no sending of MTU option in the test case itself.


	
	

	Additional Information: 
	

	Attached Files: 
	Notes 



(0000004) 

laurent    

08-31-06 16:50    

It seems that TC_COR_8229_01 is absent from the ATS 




	Viewing Issue Advanced Details 

	


	ID: 
	Category: 
	Severity: 
	Reproducibility: 
	Date Submitted: 
	Last Update: 

	10 
	[Conformance Tests] Test Case 
	minor 
	always 
	08-31-06 15:07 
	08-31-06 17:09 

	


	Reporter: 
	Varun 
	
	
	

	Assigned To: 
	
	
	
	

	Priority: 
	normal 
	
	
	

	Status: 
	feedback 
	
	
	

	


	Summary: 
	TC_COR_1056_01 Routing Header 

	Description: 
	In test-case TC_COR_1056_01, we are sending an Echo Request to IUT with a Routing Header of Type 0. The IPv6 Destination Address of the message is a Multicast Address, and hence, we expect no Echo Request from the IUT (this we are verifying by f_expectNoMessage). 

But, the SegmentsLeft field in the Routing Header has been made zero in the test-case.

My doubt is that when the IUT finds the SegmentsLeft field in the Routing Header as zero, it will not follow the checks specified in the RFC in case a Routing Header is present. The IUT will process the received Echo Request, as if, without any Routing Header, and thus, send an Echo Request in response to it.

This can be deduced from the following algorithm given in RFC-2460:
RFC Text:


if Segments Left = 0 {
      proceed to process the next header in the packet, whose type is
      identified by the Next Header field in the Routing header
   }
   else if Hdr Ext Len is odd {
         send an ICMP Parameter Problem, Code 0, message to the Source
         Address, pointing to the Hdr Ext Len field, and discard the
         packet
   }
   else {
      compute n, the number of addresses in the Routing header, by
      dividing Hdr Ext Len by 2
      if Segments Left is greater than n {
         send an ICMP Parameter Problem, Code 0, message to the Source
         Address, pointing to the Segments Left field, and discard the
         packet
      }
      else {
         decrement Segments Left by 1;
         compute i, the index of the next address to be visited in
         the address vector, by subtracting Segments Left from n
         if Address [i] or the IPv6 Destination Address is multicast {
            discard the packet
         }
         else { 

My interpretation from the above RFC text is, that, the check whether IPv6 Destination Address is a multicast is performed on the packet only if the “SegmentsLeft” field in the Routing Header is greater than zero. 

	
	

	Additional Information: 
	

	Attached Files: 
	There are no notes attached to this issue. 
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	ID: 
	Category: 
Severity: 
Reproducibility: 
Date Submitted: 
Last Update: 

	13 
	[Conformance Tests] 
minor 
always
08-31-06 17:05 
08-31-06 17:06

Test Case 

	


	Reporter: 
	laurent 
	

	Assigned To: 
	
	

	Priority: 
	normal 
	

	Status: 
	feedback 
	

	ETA: 
	none 
	

	


	Summary: 
	TC_COR_8234_01 - Mismatch of Requirement with the RFC --> TP and TC impacted 

	Description: 
	Requirement given in "

Context: The implementation receives a Router Solicitation packet with the IP Header Hop Limit field set to 255.

Requirement: The implementation silently discards the invalid solicitation."

But Rfc clearly specifies that if ip hop limit value is other than 255 discard not when 255.

A router MUST silently discard any received Router Solicitation
   messages that do not satisfy all of the following validity checks:

      - The IP Hop Limit field has a value of 255, i.e., the packet
        could not possibly have been forwarded by a router.
========================================================================================
So the Requirement , test purpose and test case need to be updated according to the RFC.
========================================================================================

	
	

	Additional Information: 
	

	Attached Files: 
	There are no notes attached to this issue. 




	Viewing Issue Advanced Details 

	


	ID: 
	Category: 
	Severity: 
	Reproducibility: 
	Date Submitted: 
	Last Update: 

	5 
	[Requirements Catalogue] Test Case 
	minor 
	always 
	08-31-06 12:12 
	08-31-06 17:06 

	


	Reporter: 
	Priya 
	
	
	

	Assigned To: 
	
	
	
	

	Priority: 
	normal 
	
	
	

	Status: 
	feedback 
	
	
	

	Product Build: 
	
	
	
	

	Projection: 
	none 
	
	
	

	ETA: 
	none 
	

	


	Summary: 
	TC_COR_8234_01 - Mismatch of Requirement with the RFC 

	Description: 
	Requirement given in "

Context: The implementation receives a Router Solicitation packet with the IP Header Hop Limit field set to 255.

Requirement: The implementation silently discards the invalid solicitation."

But Rfc clearly specifies that if ip hop limit value is other than 255 discard not when 255.

A router MUST silently discard any received Router Solicitation
   messages that do not satisfy all of the following validity checks:

      - The IP Hop Limit field has a value of 255, i.e., the packet
        could not possibly have been forwarded by a router.

So the Requirement , test purpose and test case need to be updated according to the RFC.

	
	

	Additional Information: 
	

	Attached Files: 
	There are no notes attached to this issue. 




	Viewing Issue Advanced Details 

	


	ID: 
	Category: 
	Severity: 
	Reproducibility: 
	Date Submitted: 
	Last Update: 

	4 
	[Conformance Tests] Test Case 
	minor 
	always 
	08-31-06 12:11 
	08-31-06 16:55 

	


	Reporter: 
	Priya 
	
	
	

	Assigned To: 
	
	
	
	

	Priority: 
	normal 
	
	
	

	Status: 
	feedback 
	
	
	

	Product Build: 
	
	
	
	

	Projection: 
	none 
	
	
	

	ETA: 
	none 
	

	


	Summary: 
	TC_COR_8262_01 Unsolicited RA 

	Description: 
	The requirement is to check that unsolicitated router advertisements are sent 0.33* MaxRtrADvIntvl.( Default Router advertisement value.)

I feel it is better to check for 0.33*MaxRtrADvIntvl btn 2 successive RA. ( As we dont know the exact time the first RA will be sent mebbe the SUT has already started sending RAs)

In the test case, 

say for eg we receive the first RA is received before tc_minRtrAdvInterval.timeout, then the test case would fail.

Instead of that have 2 nested alts.

After receiving the first RA start a timer, the next RA should be recieved at 0.33*MaxRtrAdvInterval.

	
	

	Additional Information: 
	


	Viewing Issue Advanced Details 

	


	ID: 
	Category: 
	Severity: 
	Reproducibility: 
	Date Submitted: 
	Last Update: 

	2 
	[Conformance Tests] Test Case 
	minor 
	always 
	08-31-06 12:06 
	08-31-06 16:46 

	


	Reporter: 
	Priya 
	
	
	

	Assigned To: 
	
	
	
	

	Priority: 
	normal 
	
	
	

	Status: 
	feedback 
	
	
	

	Product Build: 
	
	
	
	

	Projection: 
	none 
	
	
	

	ETA: 
	none 
	

	


	Summary: 
	TC_COR_8263_01 Unsolicited mulitcast RA 

	Description: 
	The requirement ( test case and test purpose ) is to check that the min time allowed between sending unsolicited multicast RA from the interface in
seconds MUST be no less than 3 seconds and no greater than 0.75*MaxRtrAdvInterval ( in case default is not the configured value ).
 
But in the test case and in the function f_TP_generateRouterAdvertisement_configuredMinRtrAdvInterval
the compared value expression is wrong..as they fall in in the range..2.85 seconds to some 3.15..or something
 
So the expression should be done for this
                 3 < minrtradvtinterval < 0.75*MaxRtrAdvInterval
 
This expression in the function f_TP_generateRouterAdvertisement_configuredMinRtrAdvInter
" if ( ( v_raDelay < ( PX_MIN_RTR_ADV_INTERVAL * ( 100.0 + PX_TIMER_PRECISION ) / 100.0 ) ) and
      ( v_raDelay > ( PX_MIN_RTR_ADV_INTERVAL * ( 100.0 - PX_TIMER_PRECISION ) / 100.0 ) ) ) {
"
should be replaced with 
 
" if ( ( v_raDelay < ( PX_MAX_RTR_ADV_INTERVAL * ( 100.0 + PX_TIMER_PRECISION ) / 100.0 ) ) and
      ( v_raDelay > ( PX_MIN_RTR_ADV_INTERVAL * ( 100.0 - PX_TIMER_PRECISION ) / 100.0 ) ) ) {
"

	
	

	Additional Information: 
	


	Viewing Issue Advanced Details 

	


	ID: 
	Category: 
	Severity: 
	Reproducibility: 
	Date Submitted: 
	Last Update: 

	12 
	[Conformance Tests] Test Purpose 
	minor 
	always 
	08-31-06 15:51 
	08-31-06 15:53 

	


	Reporter: 
	laurent 
	
	
	

	Assigned To: 
	
	
	
	

	Priority: 
	normal 
	
	
	

	Status: 
	acknowledged 
	
	
	

	Product Build: 
	
	
	
	

	Projection: 
	none 
	
	
	

	ETA: 
	none 
	

	


	Summary: 
	TP_COR_1059_01 

	Description: 
	==> the last line says "... containing 'Hop Limit' indicating 'received value incremented by 1' "
It should say DECREMENTED instead of incremented...

	
	

	Additional Information: 
	See TP here:
http://www.ipt.etsi.org/STF295-ph1/iptLib/IPv6/Web/IptIpv6DbConfTp.asp?reqId=RQ_COR_1059 [^] 
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	ID: 
	Category: 
	Severity: 
	Reproducibility: 
	Date Submitted: 
	Last Update: 

	11 
	[Conformance Tests] Test Case 
	minor 
	always 
	08-31-06 15:21 
	08-31-06 15:23 

	


	Reporter: 
	laurent 
	
	
	

	Assigned To: 
	
	
	
	

	Priority: 
	normal 
	
	
	

	Status: 
	acknowledged 
	
	
	

	Product Build: 
	
	
	
	

	Projection: 
	none 
	
	
	

	ETA: 
	none 
	

	


	Summary: 
	TP_COR_1082_01 unclear --> lead to error 

	Description: 
	Test Purpose TP_COR_1082_01 is unclear as it ends with "IUT sends 'no message in response' " where it should sent an Echo Reply... 

	
	

	Additional Information: 
	


	Viewing Issue Advanced Details 

	


	ID: 
	Category: 
	Severity: 
	Reproducibility: 
	Date Submitted: 
	Last Update: 

	7 
	[Conformance Tests] Test Case 
	minor 
	always 
	08-31-06 14:30 
	08-31-06 17:10 

	


	Reporter: 
	Priya 
	
	
	

	Assigned To: 
	
	
	
	

	Priority: 
	normal 
	
	
	

	Status: 
	feedback 
	
	
	

	Product Build: 
	
	
	
	

	Projection: 
	none 
	
	
	

	ETA: 
	none 
	

	


	Summary: 
	TC_COR_8361_01 missing 

	Description: 
	TP_COR_8361_01 present, but no TTCN3 Test Case 

	
	

	Additional Information: 
	

	Attached Files: 
	There are no notes attached to this issue. 
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	ID: 
	Category: 
	Severity: 
	Reproducibility: 
	Date Submitted: 
	Last Update: 

	6 
	[Conformance Tests] Test Case 
	minor 
	always 
	08-31-06 14:29 
	08-31-06 17:10 

	


	Reporter: 
	Priya 
	
	
	

	Assigned To: 
	
	
	
	

	Priority: 
	normal 
	
	
	

	Status: 
	feedback 
	
	
	

	Product Build: 
	
	
	
	

	Projection: 
	none 
	
	
	

	ETA: 
	none 
	

	


	Summary: 
	TC_COR_8359_01 missing 

	Description: 
	TP_COR_8359_01 is present, but no TTCN3 Test Case 

	
	

	Additional Information: 
	

	Attached Files: 
	There are no notes attached to this issue. 
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