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1. Background
MMI Commands or AT commands are widely used in the TTCN implementation to trigger specific UE procedures. Most of the AT commands are defined as optional for UE implementation and therefore the handling of AT command needs to be translated by the System Simulator as described in 36.523-3 sec 5. According to the test model if an AT command is not supported by the UE, the system adaptor is responsible for mapping the AT command into an appropriate MMI command and also mapping the response back. In certain test cases AT commands are used to trigger specific procedures and these result in an unsolicited response. This response is expected to be provided to the TTCN when Queried by MMI Command. This document highlights the implication of this procedure during execution when the UE does not support the specific AT commands. This procedure has implication on several test cases and the impacted test cases are also highlighted in this document.

2. Impact Analysis.

Taking 34.123-1 Supplementary Service CNAP test case 15.3.1 as an example,
AT+CNAP=1 is sent to enable support of calling name presentation.

At Step 7, the Setup message is sent with namestring “TESTNAME”

At Step 10, the UE is expected to display the calling name identity (TESTNAME). 

In order to confirm this, TTCN sends MMI Command CNAP_Multiple and expects the response for this command to be +CNAP : “TESTNAME”,0
If UE supports CNAP command as defined in 27.007 then SS could simply ready the output from the AT port and forward this to the TTCN.
If UE does not support CNAP command, then SS needs to map “AT+CNAP=1” to appropriate UE specific implementation. When CNAP_Multiple is received, the SS needs to map this to UE specific implementation e.g. User check UE displays “TESTNAME”, and also provide the response in the expected format “+CNAP : “TESTNAME”,0” back to the TTCN
In this specific instance, the TTCN check for TESTNAME is meaningless as it is cross checking the SS interpretation of the response.
The requirement in the test case is to ensure that the UE displays the calling name indicator and this can be easily verified by an MMI command to confirm if the UE displays the calling name and thus avoiding the complication of expecting a certain response format to the TTCN.
The following test cases are impacted due to the procedures similar to the above mentioned check.
	LTE
	9.1.5.1

	POS

	6.2.3.3, 6.2.3.4, 6.2.3.5, 7.2.1.1, 7.2.1.2, 7.2.1.3

	UTRA
	15.3.1, 15.3.4, 15.4.7, 9.4.10, 12.2.1.13, 12.2.1.14 & 12.2.1.15


3. Conclusion
It is proposed to remove the requirement to check for unsolicited responses triggered via AT commands that are optional in the above mentioned test cases.
