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 Roll Call of Delegates

11 attendees.

1 IPR Call

The rapporteur drew the attention of the delegates to the fact that 3GPP individual members have the obligation under the IPR policies of their respective organisational partners to inform their respective organisational partners of essential IPRs they become aware of. They were asked to take note that they had been invited to: 

· Investigate in their company whether their company does own IPRs which are, or are likely to become essential in respect of the work of the technical specification group.

· Notify the chairman of T3, or the director-general of their respective organisational partners, at the earliest opportunity, of all potential IPRs that their company may own, by means of the IPR statement and the licensing declaration forms.

2 Meeting Agenda

The draft agenda is agreed.

3 Chairman and secretary election

No chairman volunteered. The rapporteur will be the chairman.

No permanent secretary has been elected. The Ad-Hoc group agreed to have temporary secretary.

4 Work Item and schedule description

Review of the work item description (document T3-010338).

5 Work Item Scope / Objectives definition

The objective is to have a set of test that cover all functionality of the USAT Interpreter, i.e. the byte code, the transport and the administration as defined in TS-31.113 and TS-31.114 release 5.

Is it possible to have a tool from ETSI to ease to pass the tests?

Usually ETSI does not provide tools but design the test and external company develop tool.

The development of a tool has an impact on the date to have the test suite availability.

How to produce the tests: Hexadecimal Byte code or upper language? One possibility is to have a mark up language and the DTD to define the language and the produced byte code. An example is already part of the current proposal T3z011302 for the byte code.

Checks of the tests specification already existing on T3. (“USIM Conformance Test Specification”)

The byte code has to be provided in the test specification document.

Main points to be agreed:

· Functional scope: Transport / byte code / administration command / build-in mechanism(like request Id)?

The byte code can be checked in an independent way from the transport.

All those functionality specified (in release 5) should be tested.

· Structure 1 doc / several doc?

To ease the handling of evolution of the test specification / USAT Interpreter specification, several documents will be produced.

· Test target: Interpreter / gateway / system integration tests?

The tests will target the USAT Interpreter only.

· Normal cases/error cases?

All normal cases should be checked, all Main Error cases for each byte code should be listed and tested (errors that have impacts on the service) and a second level of errors, commons errors that can occurs on many byte code, during general process (not enough memory), will be tested on some byte code only.

· Type of test: Test suite to ensure interoperability or qualification?

100% qualification is not possible to be achieved.

The test should ensure the interoperability.

· Test description: Only Byte code/ “natural” language?

The byte code is needed to avoid problems of different byte code generation that may lead to different result.

Data IN: English description + Binary representation + XML based language

Data OUT for the external system: Description of the output + Binary representation

Data OUT for the UE: Description of the output

XML based language will be used to describe the tests (input data) and produce the byte code. The description of this language will be included in the specification.

Several data to produce for each test:

Byte code: XML-based byte code description

Administrative commands: XML-based administrative command description

Transport layer: XML-based 0348 description

APDUs: check other tools / specification / test language.

As far as the APDUs are not part of the USAT interpreter specification, it may not be worth to include that level in the tests cases.

Tool to produce the binary data.

· Common tool to produce binary data?

The group agreed that a common tool to generate the byte code is needed.

How to develop / maintain / distribute it? The development should be split as workload, and should be handle by almost 2 companies.


Can it be part of an Annex? Or should it be use internally only?


Who may have access to the tool (ETSI member/Ad-Hod group contributing companies/WWWorld)? We can’t rely on only one company to handle this tool.


Output:



We agreed on a source-sharing tool.



One person will be responsible of maintaining the tool.(co-rapporteur)



The tool will be Public and distributed as an annex.



The preferred language for the tool development is Java.

· Common tool to pass the tests?

As far as the description of the tests is complete and detailed in the specification, there is no need to handle that kind of tool on ETSI.

The group agreed that this tool is not needed now in this Ad-Hoc group. The design of that tool will be re-discussed later if the workload to achieve it is not such important.

· Bearer specific test?

All tests descriptions are based on 23.048 packets and are bearer independent. If some tests are bearer related, them should be added in annex.

· Schedule?

March 2002 is too short to achieve the task.

September 2002 and approval in release 6 is more realistic.

Meeting every 6 weeks seems to be sufficient to achieve the task.

6 Specification proposal

This proposal is built over the test document 31122-300 (“3rd Generation Partnership Project; Technical Specification Group Terminals; USIM Conformance Test Specification”)

A title has been chosen: “USAT Interpreter Interoperability Test Specification”.

Presentation of the general structure of the test document.

Scope: The aim of that specification is to define interoperability tests and not conformance tests.

§4: Ok

§5: Hierarchical test architecture.

§6: Presentation of the template to be used for test description.

Description to be done: of byte code pages + administrative page + transport level + UE interaction.

If the UE interaction can’t be describe because of ambiguity, CR to 31.113 or 31.114 should be done.

7 Test language description proposal

Presentation of the DTD and how to write and check an XML page for byte code description.

The DTD to generate abnormal cases should be done.

DTD for transport layer and 23.048 layer should be done.

8 Example of test description

The following chapter should be included in an input for the test specification.

9.1 Byte code test

Test for the Input Tag:

Phase
UE

USAT Interpreter
TPT?
External system

Configuration


Loaded with default page



Initialisation

(
Started






GO
(
Test page N° XXX (0)





(


Test
Min = xxx

Max = yyy (2)
(
Input (1)




Value = “XXX” (3)
(




Check
Text + Value (4)
(
Display value





(




Page N°XXX description (0)

<?xml version="1.0" encoding="UTF-8"?>

<!DOCTYPE USATml SYSTEM "c:\temp\USATML.dtd">

<USATml >


<!--To be inserted automatically by the GW -->


<page-identification>BC_INPUT_NRM</page-identification>


<!-- First navigation unit -->


<navigation-unit reset-var="no" do-not-historize="no" chain-next-NU="no" do-not-inherit-trh="no">



<anchor>NU1</anchor>



<input min= VAR_TEST_1 format= VAR_TEST_2>




<temp-variable-id>v1</temp-variable-id>




<inline-value>





<text>Enter value:</text>




</inline-value>



</input>



<display>




<inline-value>





<text>Text=</text>





<temp-variable-id>v1</temp-variable-id>




</inline-value>



</display>


</navigation-unit>

</USATml>

Test N°
Description
Phase 1
Phase 2
Phase 3
Phase 4

1
Display a SMS 7 bits string, min len
VAR_TEST_1 "4" VAR_TEST_2 "digits"
Input is generated


GR=OK

TextString=DCS(04)/1234
« Text= »+1234 is displayed

2
Display a SMS 7 bits string
VAR_TEST_1 "0"

VAR_TEST_2 "alphanumeric"
Input is generated


GR=OK

TextString=DCS(04)/Hello
"Text="+Hello is displayed

3
UCS2 to SMS 7 bits conversion
VAR_TEST_1 "0"

VAR_TEST_2 "alphanumeric"
Input is generated


GR=OK

TextString=DCS(08)/Hello
"Text="+Hello is displayed

The page can be loaded and started locally without any interaction with the external system that enables to focus on the purpose of the test.

Phase
UE

USAT Interpreter
TPT?
External system

Configuration


Loaded with Test page N° XXX (0)



Initialisation


Started



Test
Min = xxx

Max = yyy (2)
(
Input (1)




Value = “XXX” (2)
(




Check
Text + Value (3)
(
Display value





(




The interoperability tests must ensure correct behaviour of the USAT Interpreter at the service level, so it is not useful to have a low level check of the commands.

9.2 Transport / 23.048

In the same way, we will have a DTD to describe the transport level, and another for 23.048.

Description of a template for test description in the document is needed. It’s not realistic to have the data flow/entities actions drawing for each test (like the table above). In that case, we have to enhance the table containing the test description and the phases (as described below).

For request Id, keys… it may be useful to include a table on annex of the document with values required to pass the tests. To be able to have byte code in the document, the request Id should be updateable before each test.

Result of the discussion:

Test Handling example:

BEARER_SPECIFIC_CFG(STD_0348_CFG (TPT_SUBMIT_NRM  (GENERIC_1))))

..

Bearer specific configuration is outside the scope of this specification.

…

Otherwise stated, all tests needing USAT Gateway exchanges will use the following standard 03.48 configuration:

<03.48 SPI= "00" TAR= "XXXX" ….>


<GW-message | USATI-message> 

</03.48>

…

Otherwise stated, all tests needing USAT Gateway exchanges will use the following standard Transport configuration:

<GW-message type="pull-response">


<page-ref id= THE_TESTED_PAGE/> 


<request-id>THE_RECEIVED_VALUE</request-id>

</GW-message>

The request ID management assumes that for all tests the 1st request will be done with the Request ID ‘1’ and incremented at each request. That implies to reset the Request ID to its initial value before all the tests implying the transport level usage.

…

Otherwise stated, all tests needing a correct page will use the following standard page:

Page template GENERIC_1

<?xml version="1.0" encoding="UTF-8"?>

<!DOCTYPE USATml SYSTEM "c:\temp\USATML.dtd">

<USATml >


<!--To be inserted automatically by the GW -->


<page-identification>BC_INPUT_NRM</page-identification>


<!-- First navigation unit -->


<navigation-unit reset-var="no" do-not-historize="no" chain-next-NU="no" do-not-inherit-trh="no">



<anchor>NU1</anchor>



<display><text>Hello</text></display>


</navigation-unit>

</USATml>




…

All byte code tests will be done by loading the test page as a resident page and the USAT Interpreter will be requested to render this page.

…

Required mechanisms to test the USAT Interpreter :

Request ID is “resetable”

Keys XXXXXX loaded

Configuration xxxx loaded

…

Direct Go + Request Id management 

Page template TPT_SUBMIT_NRM: (0)

<?xml version="1.0" encoding="UTF-8"?>

<!DOCTYPE USATml SYSTEM "c:\temp\USATML.dtd">

<USATml >


<!--To be inserted automatically by the GW -->


<page-identification>BC_INPUT_NRM</page-identification>


<!-- First navigation unit -->


<navigation-unit reset-var="no" do-not-historize="no" chain-next-NU="no" do-not-inherit-trh="no">



<anchor>NU1</anchor>



< assign-and-branch>




<temp-variable-id>v2</temp-variable-id>




<assign-and-branch-item>





<page-reference>




<submit-configuration>





<submit-data><text>http://localhost/index.usatml</text></submit-data>




</submit-configuration>

</page-reference>




</assign-and-branch-item>



</ assign-and-branch>


</navigation-unit>

</USATml>




(4)TPT_WRONG_REQUEST_ID

<GW-message type="pull-response">


<page-ref id= "GENERIC_1"/> 


<request-id>WRONG</request-id>

</GW-message>

(5) TPT_GOOD_REQUEST_ID

<GW-message type="pull-response">


<page-ref id= " GENERIC_1"/> 


<request-id>RECEIVED_VALUE</request-id>

</GW-message>

Test N°1
Action
Check
Reference

Description
Test Request ID management



Phase 1
Request is issued to the External system



TPT_SUBMIT_NRM

Phase 2

GW:Check Request ID is inserted in the submit data




Phase 3

UE:Wait State Text displayed


Phase 4
GW:Send a wrong answer

TPT_WRONG_REQUEST_ID 

Phase 5

UE:Wait State Text displayed


Phase 6
GW:Send a wrong answer

TPT_GOOD _REQUEST_ID 

Phase 7

UE: Text is displayed


Test N°2




Description
Test Request ID management



Phase 1
Check Request ID is inserted





…









9 Workload split

Need to list all the tests to be done (test description) for:

· Byte code

· Navigation (Microelectrónica Española)

· Variable management (Microelectrónica Española)

· Terminal response handler mechanism

· One Time Password
· Native Commands
· USAT command (Smart Trust)

· …

· Administration

· Transport (Oberthur Card System)

· 23.048 (Oberthur Card System)

DTD:

· For byte code

· Transport (Schlumberger)

· 23.048 (Schlumberger)

· Administrative commands

Tool:

· XML ( Binary (Schlumberger)

The workload is indication to avoid overlapping of input provided during the next meeting.

Input to explain how the tests are generated.

Describe how we can generate abnormal cases.

10 Actions

Company
Action

Gem+/G&D
Check existence of tool/specification/language to describe APDU level tests.













11 Meeting Plan

Next Meeting will be located in Madrid on the 19th of november. (1 day meeting before the USAT Interpreter ad-hoc meeting). Microelectronica will send the invitation.

ANNEX A
List of attendees

Name
Organisation
Partner
Telephone
Email

Jesùs Emilio Fernandez de Frutos
Microelectrónica Española
ETSI
+34619006598
jefernandez@terra.es

Roberto de Cádiz
Microelectrónica Española
ETSI
+34619006598
rcadiz@exceldata.es

Yoann Jaffre
Oberthur Card System
ETSI
+33141381776
y.jaffre@Oberthurcs.com

Britt-Mari Svensson
SmartTrust
ETSI
+46 8 685 82 56
britt-mari.svensson@smarttrust.com

Gerald Maunier
Gemplus
ETSI
+33442365867
gerald.Maunier@gemplus.com

Michael Meyer
Giesecke & Devrient
ETSI
+498941191307
michael.meyer@gdm.de

Christian Nguyen Van Tuyen
Schlumberger
ETSI
+33146005648
vantuyen@montrouge.sema.slb.com

Anne-Laure Bourg
Schlumberger
ETSI
+33146007574
bourg@montrouge.sema.slb.com

Jean François Salaün
Oberthur Card System
ETSI
+33141381775
Jf.salaun@Oberthurcs.com

Stéphane Jacquis
Gemplus
ETSI
+33442365388
stephane.jacquis@gemplus.com

Fredrik Almgren
SmartTrust
ETSI
+46 8 685 93 13
Fredrik.Almgren@smarttrust.com

ANNEX B
Document list

This document list is continuously updated - the latest version can be found at on the 3GPP server as T3zDocLst.doc. All documents mentioned below can be found under http://www.3gpp.org/ftp/TSG_T/WG3_USIM/adhocs/  

For allocation of document numbers, please contact the T3 secretary, Michael Sanders (sanders@ETSI.fr)

T3z011300
Draft agenda USAT Interpreter Testing ad-hoc #52
Rapporteur
Discussed

T3z011301
Draft Test specification (Input document)
Gemplus
Discussed

T3z011302
Draft Test Language specification (Input document)
Gemplus
Discussed

T3z011303
Current version of Test specification 
ad-hoc
Noted

T3z011304
Current version of Test Language specification 
ad-hoc
Noted

T3z011305
Draft report of ad-hoc #52
Rapporteur
Noted































