
Attachment
This attachment to the response correspondene from 3GPP2 TSG-S, titled “Comments on Embedded SIM Task Force Requirements and Use Cases” to GSMA Embedded SIM Task Force, dated May 26, 2011, contains our detailed comments on “Embedded SIM Task Force Requirements and Use Cases” dated 21 February 2011.
Conventions
The comments are categorized as follows:

E
Editorial comments, those with no technical impact, but suggested with the aim of improving legibility of the document

T
Technical comments, which should be further discussed, clarified, or corrected. 

D
Discussion point, which could be used to enhance the text, or simply to broaden the understanding of an issue, typically not requiring change in text. 

Q
Questions, included in an effort to clarify the text.

Each comment is labeled with E, T, D, or Q, as appropriate.

Unless otherwise noted, added text is shown in red font and underlined, while suggested removal of text is shown as red font and strike-through.

Page and paragraph/line numbers in each specific comment are in reference to the GSMA document “Embedded SIM Task Force Requirements and Use Cased” dated 21 February 2011.  Likewise, section numbers within the comments are in reference to the same document.

General
(1) E: In the future, for ease of reference, you may want to include line numbers on pdf pages on documents being reviewed;

(2) D: All defined terms should be capitalized or otherwise distinctly labeled, to distinguish them from ordinary usage of words (e.g., “First Subscription”);

(3) D: Some requirements in Section 7.5 (Liability) and 7.6 (Market) are of legal nature, not directly related to technical standardization.

(4) D: Requirements in Section 7.8 (Certification) go beyond technical standardization at least in some aspects, and are in reality commercial/contractual instruments, albeit conducted in a coordinated fashion by the industry as a whole.  See also the first paragraph in Section 8, and item 2 in the associated table.

Comments on eUICC Use Cases
Section 5: Use Cases
(1) E: Page 16, Section 5.1.1, UC2:  Would it be better to title the use case as “Provisioning of first subscription for a newly activated device”?  Accordingly, would the Description be better as follows:  “A subscriber purchases a new type of communications or connected device from a device vendor together along with a subscription to initially provide first services to this device.”.  If agreed, analogous adjustments should be made in the use cases text.

(2) E: Page 18, Section 5.1.3.1, UC2a:  Editorially revise the last sentence in the first paragraph as follows:  “Subscription set-up may happen occur via the mobile network using either a pre-loaded first subscription, or a provisioning subscription, or via any other connectivity mechanism provided by the device and the eUICC SM (e.g. LAN, WLAN, Bluetooth, or USB), subject to required end-to-end security being provided e.g. LAN, WLAN, Bluetooth, or USB.”.  Analogous change in first paragraph in UC2b.  Similar comment applies on page 21, Section 5.1.6.2, third paragraph.  Also other places, which are not enumerated in detail (e.g. Page2, item F1).

(3) D: Page 19, Section 5.1.3.3, UC2c, ending sentence:  The term “policy control function” should be avoided, since it refers to a specific network entity (PCF), which may not be appropriate in this context, since it may lead to architectural assumptions, correct or not.  Perhaps “control functions” should be removed from the text here.  Any other occurrences should be reviewed accordingly (one example is in UC3a - Section 5.1.4.1).

(4) Q: Page 20, Section 5.1.5.1, UC4a, first paragraph:  The term “device contract” is unconventional.  Is this a case in which subscription is inherited by a new subscriber, who then becomes under contract with the MNO?

(5) D: Page 20, Section 5.1.5.1, UC4a, remaining paragraphs:  Should the terms “seller” and “buyer” be used with discipline, not “consumer” for the former, since both are consumers?  The use case description veers into the protocol outline a bit (e.g., it talks about “sending a command” and being in “provisioned state”.  Consider revising editorially to put the use case parties (actors) perspective front and center.

(6) E: Page 20, Section 5.1.5.1, UC4a, last paragraph:  Editorially revise as follows:  “The subscription management between the seller and the MNO will be automated for the removal of this single consumer subscription between the consumer and the MNO.”

(7) E: Page 20, Section 5.1.5.2, UC4b, second paragraph:  Insert ”while in the process of contract termination” before “or reconnects”; Insert “after termination” thereafter.

(8) E: Page 20, Section 5.1.5.2, UC4b, second paragraph:  Replace ”send a command” by ““remotely manage the eUICC”.

(9) Q: Page 20, Section 5.1.5.2, UC4b, third paragraph:  What does “reconnect” refer to and what is the significance of the sequence (“before selling his device”)?

(10) Q: Page 21, Section 5.1.6, item c):  What is the subject of the parenthetical note?  Is this just an Editor’s Note, a reminder to the Editor to be consistent in drafting the text?

(11) E: Page 21, Section 5.1.6.1, second paragraph:  Remove “also”;  Change “will perform” to “performs”

(12) E: Page 21, Section 5.1.6.1, third paragraph:  Move “of the replacement device” at end of paragraph to right before “has to be installed”.

(13) E: Page 21, Section 5.1.6.2, first paragraph:  Remove “device” before “contract” in the last line.

(14) D: Page 22, Section 5.2, F1:  Here and in many other places (e.g. Page 18, Section 5.1.3.1, UC2a earlier, as well as later in the document) SM is prefixed with eUICC.  Consider removing eUICC in such instances.  SM role is clear, and prefixing it with eUICC does not add value, may just cause some confusion.  

(15) T/D: Page 22, Section 5.2, F3, Note 2:  May want to clarify the term “period whereby a eUICC can be disabled” as “period within which eUICC is not allowed to be re-configured with a different subscription”  Note that it’s not a matter of disabling eUICC, but not allowing re-configuration.  May also want to add to the note that this period should be managed/policed by the donor MNO.

Comments on eUICC Requirements and Other Sections
Section 1: Introduction
(1) E: Page 3, Section 1.1, in the first paragraph, may want to replace “compatible with” by “conducive to”;

(2) E: Page 3, Section 1.1, in the first paragraph, may want to state “in advance of placement in operation, depending …”

(3) E: Page 3, Section 1.1, in the third paragraph, may want to state “for the future of embedded UICCs.”

(4) E: Page 3, Section 1.2, in the first paragraph, may want to replace “This illustrates” with “This can be illustrated by...”

(5) E: Page 3, Section 1.2, in the first paragraph, Insert “With” before “The creation”

(6) D: Page 3, Section 1.2, second bullet:  The statement “It should be noted that where the UICC/SIM is not intended to be sealed and inaccessible, the portability of traditional form factor UICC/SIM cards is perceived to be a user benefit” appears to have rationale in tangible physical manipulation of a UICC/SIM card to achieve a desired goal (e.g. move service from one terminal to another).  However, as recent trends in user interface have shown, software tools to achieve similar effect of positive affirmation of user operation and action completion, without potential pitfalls of mechanical failures and any lack of dexterity (particularly for a growing number of older users).  Considering that eUICC requirements may achieve identical functionalities of portability as the physically manipulated UICC/SIM, it may be best to remove the subject sentence.

(7) T: Page 4, Section 1.5, definition of Device/Terminal: Include 3GPP2 alongside 3GPP, in the interest of a unified global solution.  Likewise for most, if not all other appearances of 3GPP.

(8) E: Page 4, Section 1.5, definition of Embedded Mobile or Embedded Device: Adjust the definition of as follows:  “Used to Denotes the emerging service/device category not traditionally considered mainstream, characterised by combinations of devices and services supported by an embedded 3GPP/3GPP2 network access capability (e.g., photo camera with built-in wireless access) that is not traditionally considered mainstream mobile network devices.“

(9) D: Page 4/5, Section 1.5, definition of Embedded UICC (eUICC) Credentials:  Suggest removing requirements from the definition, or substituting with a pointer to requirements.  Remove all but the first sentence.

(10) E/T: Page 5, Section 1.5, definition of First Subscription:  Use initial cap for item being defined for consistency (also applicable to some other items).  Should rephrase “telecom and value added services” to “MNO and value added Service Provider”, for consistent use of terms and precision as to connectivity destination point.

(11) D: Page 5, Section 1.5, definition of Embedded ICCID:  Suggest removing requirements from the definition, or substituting with a pointer to requirements.  If not captured in the requirements, the text of all but the first paragraph, should be used to capture the requirements for semi-permanent ICCID file, as well as persistent identifier.

(12) E/T: Page 5, Section 1.5, definition of Operational Profile:  Insert “in a eUICC” after “profile” in the last sentence.

(13) E/T: Page 5, Section 1.5, definitions of Personalisation and Provisioning:  Since Personalisation and Provisioning has been used interchangeably, to avoid confusion in definitions, it should be done in one place (i.e., not have 2 definitions).  If interchangeable terms are kept, then Personalisation definition should just say “See Provisioning” without further elaboration.

(14) E: Page 5, Section 1.5, definition of PIN:  Change the definition as follows: Code required to unlocks the UICC and SIM applications until the correct code is entered.

(15) D: Page 5, Section 1.5, definition of PCF:  Suggest removing requirements and explanatory text from the definition.  The text on rule enforcement by the SM should be a little more precise, which is more appropriate outside the definition.

(16) D: Page 5, Section 1.5, definition of Initial Credentials / Provisioned State:  In the definition, Subscription Manager (shown in parentheses) seems to be equated to “service provider” (term used right before parentheses).  This can cause confusion, since service provider elsewhere refers to M2M user such as a utility company running automatic utility meter reading.  Consider changing “service provider” to “subscription provider”.

(17) D: Page 5, Section 1.5, definition of Protection Profile:  Suggest removing explanatory text from the definition.  The text on common protection profile and MNO specific profiles should be a little more precise, which is more appropriate outside the definition.

(18) D: Page 5/6, Section 1.5, definition of Provisioning:  May want to restructure the definitions of Provisioning/Personalisation (see an earlier comment) and define Terminal provisioning (first part of the definition) and Network provisioning (called ‘classical’ provisioning in the second part of the definition).

(19) E: Page 6, Section 1.5, definition of Subscription:  May want to slightly change the definition to “Describes Data indicating the commercial relationship between the specific subscriber and the specific service provider”.

Section 2: Assumptions and Principles
(1) Q: Page 8, Section 2.1 A2:  Is “limit the need for changes” meant to mean “ strive for minimum changes”?  Was this meant as a guiding principle behind the set of requirements outlined?  If so, meeting the requirements should be paramount, and should automatically mean that this principle was met.

(2) E/Q: Page 8, Section 2.1 A5:  Use “transfer” instead of “switch” for consistency.  What is meant by “roles”;  is this intended to refer to “capabilities”?

(3) Q: Page 8, Section 2.1 A6:  Is the intent of the last sentence to say “Unique new potential liabilities are expected to arise”?

(4) Q: Page 8, Section 2.1 A9:  It is not entirely clear what is meant by “manage network access”, and why policy control function is of relevance.  Is this just meant to say that SM is allowed network access for the specific function it is intended, namely eUICC provisioning?

(5) Q: Page 8/9, Section 2.1 A11:  The text is unclear, appears to contain typographical errors.  Please review and rectify, avoiding long winding sentences.

(6) E: Page 9, Section 2.1 A13:  The third bullet should be a little clearer (use singular MNO, break down a long sentence, etc.), e.g.:  “Depending upon Due to business models and commercial relationships, an MNOs may use more than one SM; and An SMs may interconnect in an appropriate way to permit management of an eUICC to swap between transfer to a different SMs.”

(7) D: Page 9, Section 2.2 P1:  P1 seems to point to an aspect of A1.  May want to consolidate.

(8) D: Page 9/10, Section 2.2 P7:  A6 seems to be a subset of P7.  May want to consolidate.

(9) D: Page 10, Section 2.2 P8:  Note 2 in A7 seems to be stating the same principle as P8.  May want to consolidate, e.g. replace Note 2 in A7 with reference to P8.

(10) D: Page 19, Section 2.2 P11:  Consider defining the terms “Device Provisioning and “Network Provisioning”, per the earlier comment on definitions, then using in P11.

(11) 5/6, Section 1.5, definition of Provisioning:  May want to restructure the definitions of Provisioning/Personalisation (see an earlier comment) and define Terminal provisioning (first part of the definition) and Network provisioning (called ‘classical’ provisioning in the second part of the definition).

Section 3: eUICC State Model
(1) E/D: Page 11, Section 3, second paragraph:  Remove second appearance of “also” as repetitive.  Also, in conjunction with earlier comment on definition of Provisioning and P11, clarity of the sentence would be enhanced if the parenthetical expression were to be changed to “(e.g., Subscription state in network provisioned entities, such as HLR)”.

(2) D: Page 11, Section 3.1, first paragraph:  If the intent is to say that the eUICC states evolve during its lifecycle, consider rephrasing the statement as “Not all eUICC states are accessible or defined in a given lifecycle phase of the SIM/USIM applications in the eUICC.”  However, that follows from the concept of states, and may be best removed to reduce confusion.

(3) Q: Page 11, Section 3.1, item 3:  What is meant by “Home MNO credentials”?  If this is reference to subscription credentials, may want to rephrase as “MNO subscription credentials stored”, i.e. avoid the term “Home”.  This is because only a single active subscription can exist, therefore the concept of “home” should be de-emphasized, as being meaningful only in the sense of use of credentials to access (home or roaming) network.

Section 4: Role and Trust Definitions
(1) E: Page 13, Section 4.1, item 5:  Change the beginning of second sentence of the first paragraph in the Description as “The In its role of the SM …”, or “The role of the SIM is to minimises …”

(2) E: Page 13, Section 4.1, item 5:  Replace “exist” in the first sentence of the second paragraph in the Description, with “be accredited by the industry”.

(3) E: Page 13, Section 4.1, item 5:  In the first sentence of the third paragraph in the Description, insert “requirements stipulated by” before “MNOs”.

(4) Q: Page 14, Section 4.2, item 4:  The description is somewhat vague, in particular the meaning of the term “protocols” .  Is this referring to trust relationship protocols, not signaling protocols?

(5) D/Q: Page 14, Section 4.3, first paragraph:  The second half of the paragraph (starting with “Maintaining … “) seems to discuss the scope of eUICC Certification.  However, the terms used are somewhat vague and points difficult to follow, and should be editorially improved.  In that same sentence, would it be better to say “for all possible profiles” instead of “as new profiles are downloaded”?  In the example given at the end of the paragraph, it would be useful to indicate what is meant by compliance (compliance to what?).  The last sentence, presumably “no one” refers to “neither the eUICC manufacturer nor the SM” (should be stated so for added precision).  Even so, that sentence is vague:  what is the object of confirmation?; what specification is the subject?; does “the eUICC provided” mean “a particular eUICC”, or something else (the verb/adjective “provide(d)” can mean a number of things.

(6) E/T: Page 14, Section 4.3, first bullet:  Insert “process” after certification”; Change “initial eUICC” to “eUICC in Initialised State”.

(7) E: Page 14, Section 4.3, second paragraph following the bullets:  Suggest the following editorial alteration towards the end of the first sentence:  “… is only ever sent downloaded to a certified eUICCs from (manufactured by an accredited eUICC suppliers)”.

(8) E: Page 14, Section 4.3, second paragraph following the bullets:  Insert parenthetical explanations towards the end of the last sentence as follows:  “… eUICC certification (first bullet) and manufacturer supplier accreditation (second bullet)”.  Alternatively, title the bullets clearly.  Also, use consistent terminology – “supplier”, rather than alternating between “manufacturer” and “supplier” (applicable broadly).

(9) Q: Page 14, Section 4.3, last bullet at end of page:  What is meant by “existing standard profile”?  Can an example be given?

(10) Q: Page 15, Section 4.3, bullet at start of page:  What is meant by “claimed profile”?  Can an example be given?

Section 6: Processes

(1) E/Q: Page 23, Section 6, first paragraph:  Start new sentence  on first line with “The different processes …”.  Remove “embedded” before “requirements.  Is “added requirement” referring to any requirement(s) aside from what is already in Section 7?

(2) E: Page 23, Section 6, third paragraph:  May want to restructure the first two sentences as follows: “The processes for the provisioning or changing of an M2M subscription are the same, regardless of differences of SP (e.g., metering, security or vending machines) and devices (example utility meter, security camera).”

(3) E: Page 23, Section 6, fourth paragraph:  Change “any” to ”a particular”

(4) E: Page 23, Section 6.1.1:  May want to combine the first two rows of Start of Process.

(5) T/D: Page 23, Section 6.1.1 last row in table:  The notion of eUICC requesting the device to set up the data bearer may want to be re-examined, and this step re-worded in such a way that it leaves out the specific of this step.  Staying neutral on these kinds of details (leaving it to the specification development) would provide added flexibility.  Same applies for the subsequent steps on the next page.  Same comment applies to Page 27, Section 6.2.2, Start of Process, 11th row; Section 6.4 on page 29, 4th and 6th row in table; possibly other places.

(6) E: Page 24, Section 6.1.1, first row:  Remove “linked to above comments”.

(7) E: Page 24, Section 6.1.1, third row:  Insert “first subscription” before “request ” at end of the row.

(8) E: Page 24, Section 6.1.2, third row:  Use “recipient MNO” and “donor MNO” instead of “new/current MNO”.

(9) T/E: Page 24, Section 6.1.2, Start of Process” first row:  Restructure the Note as follows:  “The start of subscription change may alternatively be triggered by the M2M SP may also contacting the current donor MNO or the new recipient MNO to initiate the subscription change,. Thereafter the MNO will forward the request to the eUICC SM”.

(10) E/Q: Page 24, Section 6.1.2, Start of Process” second row:  Change “exchange” to “forward”?

(11) E: Page 24, Section 6.1.2, Start of Process” third row:  Insert “accomplished” before “using”

(12) E/Q: Page 26, Section 6.2.1, Post-conditions:  Should there be anything about MNO post condition, SM post condition (e.g., it still holds secret data or not)?  Similar questions/issues may exist elsewhere.

(13) E: Page 27, Section 6.2.2, Start of Process, third row:  Remove “agreed”.  Change “starter” to “employee” here and at many other places, for consistency.

(14) T/Q: Page 28, Section 6.2.2, Start of Process, 6th row:  eUICC supplier already has secret data.  Why would the MNO need to provide it?

(15) E/D: Page 28, Section 6.3, Pre-conditions:  Editorially revise as follows:  “The consumer is usesing a connected device with containing a eUICC and a subscription for telecommunication services. Where Since the subscription is part of a bundled service, e.g. with a tablet PC, it is assumed that the consumer seeks the a new MNO subscription directly from the new recipient MNO”.  In all appearances of “new MNO” and “old/current MNO”, replace with “recipient MNO” and “donor MNO”.

(16) E: Page 29, Section 6.3, first row of the table:  Move “in a shop or online” to the first line “selects”.
(17) E/Q: Page 29, Section 6.4, first paragraph:  Might it be better to say “… if there is balance on the account”, instead of “… before the end of the contract period”?

(18) E/Q: Page 29, Section 6.4, item a):  Is the intent to say “sensitive data” instead of “sensible data”?

(19) E/Q: Page 29, Section 6.4, item c):  What is the significance of the attribute “new” in “new devices”?

(20) E: Page 29, Section 6.4, Pre-conditions:  Insert “equipped” before “with a eUICC”.

(21) Q: Page 29, Section 6.4, Start of Process, first row:  What is the significance of the term “optionally”?

(22) Q: Page 29/30, Section 6.4, Start of Process, last row on page 29 and first row on page 30:  Please clarify this statement.  It’s not clear what the subject of bundling is.  Is it within a bundled contract with mobile phone for this consumer?  Should the statement “if known” be extended to “if known by the consumer”?  Why is “provider of the connected device” playing any role here?

(23) D: Page 30, Section 6.4, 2nd row in the table:  This appears to be repetitive to what was stated in the first row of Start Process on the previous page.

(24) Q/D: Page 30, Section 6.4, 4th row in the table:  The purpose of the second sentence is unclear.  Would it be better to remove it?  Description on how eUICC is triggered to a provisioned state by means of network error code gets into too much of an implementation detail.  Same goes for user interaction, which is additionally vague and does not provide much value.

(25) E/D: Page 30, Section 6.4, 4th row in the table:  Consider revising as follows:  “The eUICC SM confirms to the MNO that the old subscription is removed with the MNO, and if different other than MNO, to the provider of subscriptions, who in turn confirms the removal and optionally termination with to the consumer or enterprise.”  The difference between “removal” and “termination” should be better explained.

(26) E: Page 30, Section 6.5, item a):  Change to “Due to faulty device”.

(27) Q: Page 30, Section 6.5, item c):  Is the statement in parentheses an Editor’s Note?  If so, it should be labeled as such.

Section 7: Requirements
(1) D: Page 31, Section 7.1, LIF2, LIF-3:  It may be useful to explain what is meant by “pre-issuance” and “post-issuance” either in the requirements, or in definition of terms, namely:  “Pre-issuance: Prior to placement into operation; Post-issuance: Upon placement into operation”.

(2) Q: Page 31, Section 7.1, LIF4:  How is the “installed profile” defined?
(3) T: Page 31, Section 7.1, LIF5:  Phrasing the requirements with “It shall be possible” should be avoided in the interest of clarity.  Since it’s not just a matter for eUICC to seek the first subscription, perhaps the requirement should be as follows:  “When powered up, eUICC not configured with a subscription shall indicate to the UE the need to seek the first subscription”.

(4) D: Page 31, Section 7.1, LIF6:  It is not entirely clear what the difference is between “subscription data” and “profile”.  In any case, this requirement allows both variants of the two possible options, and as such is not really a requirement.  It merely states the flexibility in the timing of profile/subscription download.

(5) Q: Page 31, Section 7.1, LIF7:  How is the “MNO subscription identity” defined?  

(6) D: Page 31, Section 7.1, LIF9:  May want to state the first part of the requirement as follows:  “Only a single profile shall be active at any point of time, though more than one profile may be stored on a eUICC”.  

(7) T: Page 31, Section 7.1, LIF11:  The first sentence of the requirement does not seem to cover all possible options for triggering the provisioning (e.g., a M2M device may trigger provisioning in accordance with LIF5).  May want to delete this sentence; how provisioning is triggered is a matter for the detail protocol design.  May want to address triggering possibilities (options) as a separate requirement.

(8) E: Page 32, Section 7.1, LIF19:  Replace ”must” with “shall”.

(9) E/T: Page 32, Section 7.2, SM1:  Alter the way the requirement is phrased as follows:  ” There shall be a mechanism of provisioning of an operational profile onto the eUICC in shall use a secure mechanism way”.  May also want to add more specifics security threat resistance, e.g., “resistant to man-in-the-middle attacks, denial of service attacks, …”.  Alternatively, specific set of security related requirements should be added.

(10) Q: Page 32, Section 7.2, SM5:  The requirement should be a little more precise.  Is the reference to “subscriber” meant to mean M2M SP?  Is the note referring to switching from donor MNO to recipient MNO?  Bulk provisioning can be accomplished by running multiple individual provisioning sessions with each of the subject eUICCs, be it in a time sequence, or in parallel (as many as the provisioning server allows). Beyond that, is any additional capability contemplated?  This should be clarified in a note.

(11) E/D: Page 32, Section 7.2, SM6:  Change “needs to be” to “shall be”.  Broader integrity requirements should be considered.

(12) D/Q: Page 32, Section 7.2, SM7:  This seems like an exceedingly detailed minor issue, unlikely to be of any realistic concern particular to eUICC, in distinction to the UE as a whole.  May want to remove or de-emphasize this item, since it adds to the protocol complexity, as well as complexity of eUICC itself and operational complexity, with marginal benefit, if any.  Is the intent to indicate such usage information by the eUICC itslef, or can it be done aff-line between donor and recipent operators?

(13) D: Page 32, Section 7.2, SM8:  In principle, this type of information can be obtained off-line as a product specification or by other means (e.g. database lookup), as opposed to being reflected in the protocol governing direct communication between eUICC and the SM.  Is the intent to indicate such usage information by the eUICC itslef, or can it be done aff-line between donor and recipent operators?

(14) E/D: Page 32, Section 7.2, SM9:  Editorially revise as follows:  “… operator shall retains the ability …”.  This appears to be a contractual clause, not a technical requirement.

(15) E/T: Page 33, Section 7.3, COM2:  Could rephrase as follows:  “The provisioning mechanism shall also be independent of the transport medium, and able to run over other connectivity mechanisms: Internet (fixed or wireless), local connectivity (e.g. Bluetooth), NFC, etc using the security mechanism specified for COM1. Subject to equivalent end-to-end security being provided.”.  End-to-end security is independent from transport, hence that point need not be emphasized.

(16) E: Page 33, Section 7.4, ROB1:  Editorially revise as follows:  “The mechanism to Installing a subscription in a secure way should be allowed for the life-time of the eUICC”.  Perhaps a minor point, but it’s not the mechanism that is allowed, rather it’s the installation.

(17) D: Page 33, Section 7.4, ROB2, ROB3:  These two requirements could be combined so it’s clear that the “safeguard mechanism” in ROB3 is as defined in ROB2.  

(18) D: Page 33, Section 7.5, L2:  Please include the definition of “SIM profile”.

(19) Q: Page 33, Section 7.5, L4:  Is “provider of subscriptions” the same as SM?  If so, consider revising accordingly.

(20) E: Page 34, Section 7.5, L7:  For consistency, use “Donor MNO” and “Recipient MNO” instead of MON A and MNO B.

(21) D: Page 34, Section 7.6, MAR8:  Perhaps it should be added at the end of the sentence“, though new ones could be introduced.”  It would not be wise to restrict the possibilities in this area.  See MAR11.

(22) E: Page 34, Section 7.6, MAR10:  “operators” on the second line should be removed – subject is stated in the first part of the sentence.

(23) Q: Page 34, Section 7.6, MAR12:  Is there a definition of “MNO profile” distinct from other “profiles” used elsewhere in the text?

(24) E: Page 34, Section 7.6, MAR12:  Change “operator” (last word) to “MNO”, for consistency.

(25) D: Page 34, Section 7.6, MAR13:  Some of the items listed should be outside technical standardization realm (e.g. memory size, OS), so as not to restrict technology evolution and competition.

(26) D: Page 34, Section 7.6, MAR14:  Perhaps this requirement should be broader and more open ended, e.g. “eUICC should not be restrictive in terms of service development and deployment, be it by MNO or third party services”.

(27) E: Page 34, Section 7.6, MAR15:  Change “must” to “shall”, for consistency.

(28) E: Page 35, Section 7.7, SEC1:  Insert “globally” before “unique”.

(29) Q: Page 35, Section 7.7, SEC4:  Please provide clarification on this requirement. What is meant by “additional”  ?

(30) E: Page 35, Section 7.7, SEC6:  Change “must” to “shall”, for consistency.  Likewise SEC7 and other places.

(31) E: Page 35, Section 7.7, SEC8:  Editorially simplify as:  “The embedded eUICC arising from these requirements and any applications that reside upon it as part of a solution must also shall be as resilient to attack as current solutions”.

(32) E: Page 35, Section 7.7, SEC9:  Change “needs to” to “shall”, for consistency.

(33) Q: Page 35, Section 7.7, SEC13:  What is meant by “security conditions data”?  Could it be that “conditions” is superfluous?

(34) E/T: Page 35, Section 7.7, SEC16:  “mutual” and “in both directions” is redundant, so as not to create the impression that there is more to it than just classical mutual authentication.


