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Open issues will have to be fixed in API SWG and presented to the T3 plennary (September) (rel 5 / rel 99)

1. increase / updateRecord

Fix inconsistent behaviour between increase and updateRecord related to how these affect to other applets and to the Subscriber Session:

· update: Change current record pointer for all applets to the new updated record

· increase: Make recently increased record record number 1 for all (but not current?)

How is an applet to know that a cyclic file it was accessing has been modified by another applet?

Is applet or framework responsible for issuing a REFRESH?

2. availability table / reply busy

Fix a table where the “reply busy” column is defined in a way that is clear enough to all participants (current and future). Reply Busy is responsibility of framework (a priori, before trying to trigger any applet)? Is mandatory to reply busy when a proactive session is ongoing (a priori if you want the availability of the ProactiveHandler and ProactiveResponseHandler: yes) ?

Proposal: change for EVENT_FORMATTED_SMS_PP_ ENV: reply busy=N? (especially for package loading).

3. availability may -> shall (ProactiveHandler)

Sentence in 03.19 chapter 6.6 (Proactive Handler and ProactiveResposeHandler):

· If a proactive command is pending the ProactiveHandler may not be available.

· If a proactive command is pending the ProactiveResponseHandler may not be available.

Change to:

· If a proactive command is pending the ProactiveHandler shall not be available.

· If a proactive command is pending the ProactiveResponseHandler shall not be available.

To change the first point, reference to the ProactiveHandler, implies the second one, anyway we would have to change also the point that reference to the ProactiveResponseHandler because if it remains equal would have a contradiction in the norm. 

4. posting response re: Response Packet, DELIVER-REPORT, SUBMIT

Clearly state the behaviour of the framework / Applet related to the posting of responses (i.e. EnvelopeResponseHandler.post() for EVENT_FORMATTED_SMS_PP_ ENV), specifically related to PoR requested as deliver-report or submit.

One related issue is the submitting of command packets by the application. If the framework is to care about the transport protocol (i.e. framework is sending entity) then an API is necessary for applets to be able to send Command Packets - the applet must indicate the framework which level of security must be applied and provide the application data.

5. exceptions from applets coming through to ME (ISOException)

Clarify sentence in 03.19, chapter 6.2: “As a result, a toolkit applet may throw an exception, but this error will not be sent to the ME.” Clarify especifically the behaviour when an applet throws an ISOException.

6. Inconsistency of meaning of “formatted” in 03.19

Clarify inconsistency in 03.19 (formatted means identification of 1 single applet, or formatted according 03.48?)... 

Pending improvement to 03.19 for formatted “non-03.48 formats” EVENT_FORMATTED_ENV etc (getSecuredData...). Do we want that?

7. The reception of the SMS by the toolkit applet cannot be guaranteed for the Update Record EFsms instruction

It was decided to remove this sentence (to fix the behaviour) from the GSM 03.19 norm in the testing meeting. It was proposed a CR in the API meeting hosted in Paris by DoCoMo API#4. The report of the meeting says this about the change request presented:
T3a010051 is a change proposal presented by Microelectronica and already discussed in T3 Testing API ad hoc meeting. The change is to guarantee the reception of the SMS by the toolkit applet when an Update Record EFSMS instruction is received.

The issue is known and it was decided that it was not possible to guarantee the use of UPDATE RECORD in that case. It is recognised that there is an issue in not being able to guarantee that application could be triggered. However, Oberthur mentioned that just removing the sentence would not solve the issue. Actually the update in the table is enough to clarify the situation. The 03.19 rapporteur mentioned that this may be perceived as a change in the feature. Such change would be for R99.

The proposal is accepted for R99 but the change request was not presented in the next T3, then issue continues open

