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Description:
Due to the ongoing discussion about splitting TS 31.124 by referencing to the CAT test spec in several test cases, ORGA Test Systems would like to raise the following questions:

1) ORGA Test Systems wonders why it should not be possible that the CAT test spec and a complete USAT test spec without reference to the CAT test spec could co-exist in parallel?

2) TS 102 223, R99 does not exist. If TS 31.111, R99 would be equal to TS 102 223 Rel-4, why does TS 31.111, R99 does not just reference to TS 102 223 Rel-4? How shall the difference of releases be handled at type approval, i.e. at GCF?

3) How can it be proven that all features, which are in CAT, Rel-4 are the same as in USAT R99?
4) If above questions can't be answered, splitting of TS 31.124 would mean: A complete R99 USAT spec and another Rel-4+ USAT test spec, which references to the CAT test spec. The rapporteur of TS 31.124 stressed strong concerns to handle different TS 31.124 versions.
5) Polling off, Display Text, Play Tone can’t be tested sufficiently in the CAT test spec. Does this apply only for the above mentioned proactive UICC commands?

a. Polling off: UICC presence detection shall not be affected => this can only be tested when being in a call => only in the USAT test spec, but Polling off is also partly tested in the CAT spec. An oversight of similar requirements is most likely.
b. Display Text: Sustained text until higher event like call occurs => The higher event of an incoming call can only be tested in the USAT test spec
c. Play Tone: Superimpose tone during call => can only be tested in USAT test spec
d. Etc.

e. If the above mentioned proactive UICC commands can’t be tested sufficiently in the CAT test spec, wouldn’t it be better not to test them there at all?

6) Is TS 102 223 sufficient or reliable enough to base even R99 USAT tests on it? If not, would testing USAT according to CAT only be reliable? The following points might highlight some difficulties: 
a. Why is SMS-PP data download not included in TS 102 223? A PC with a card reader might be used to download CAT applications or to do file management.
b. TS 102 223 specifies SET UP CALL without a telecom application. Furthermore cl. 6.4.3 states "If the terminal supports the Last Number Dialled service, the terminal shall not store in EFLND the call set-up details (called party number and associated parameters) sent by the UICC in this command." EF LND is related to the USIM filetree and may not be present in other telecom applications. 
c. Can features like Provide Local Information (Network Measurement Results) be treated as application independent (TS 102 223, Terminal Profile, Byte 4, bit 8)?

d. TS 31.111, R99: Terminal Profile Byte2, Bit8 states "Bit = 1 if Display Text is supported". 

TS 31.111, Rel-4, Rel-5: Terminal Profile Byte2, Bit8 states "see TS 102 223", TS 102 223, Rel-4, Rel-5: "Bit = 1 if Display Text is supported", but
TS 31.111, Rel-6: Terminal Profile Byte2, Bit8 states "see 102 223", TS 102 223, Rel-6: "Display Text". Is this a change of feature or just a mistake? If it should imply that this bit is set to 1, if Display Text is supported, why is the description not the same in other occurrences ("Proactive UICC:Display Text")? But even it should mean the same, the latest description is open for misinterpretation, as it is not clear now, if it is now allowed to indicated the support of Display Text in only one of the alternative bytes. Similar differences can be found several times in the terminal profile coding of TS 102 223.What are the consequences for the test specs, especially TS 31.124? 
7) A test, which is mandatory in R99 and in all later release, especially in Rel-4, doesn’t imply that all Rel-4 features are the same as in R99. It just means that a R99 feature as a subset of features in later releasers is tested and that this R99 feature is also available and therefore valid in later releases. Therefore when testing USAT, R99 according to TS 102 223, Rel-4, it can't always be guaranteed or proven that the tested CAT Rel-4 feature is fully available in TS 31.111, R99, i.e. minor details or exceptions might not be valid in TS 31.111, R99. If not detected prior to the splitting, the test is not valid at all. If such an invalid test is detected later on, all the USAT, R99 tests just referencing to the CAT Rel-4 test spec are suspected to be invalid. 

8) ORGA Test Systems is worried about the synchronisation overhead in case of corrections to a splitted USAT test spec. I.e. what happens if an error in several USAT tests is detected, which affects the referenced CAT tests too? When SCP modifies or even rejects the proposed changes, a simple correction of the USAT test spec might last for months or can only be done if T3 decides after having received an answer from SCP to re-integrate the test(s) into the USAT-Test spec. The side-effects for type approval, which brings a significant benefit to operators, application providers, handset- and also to the card manufacturers, might become a nightmare.

Conclusion:

ORGA Test Systems recommends not to split TS 31.124, but to have a CAT test spec in parallel.

