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Opening of Meeting

Opening of the meeting at 09:00 AM.

Roll Call of Delegates

A list of participants can be found in the Annex A.

Notification of IPR responsibilities

The Chairman 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 or the Director General of their respective Organisational Partners, of all potential IPRs that their company may own, by means of the IPR Statement and the Licensing declaration form

General Issues

Last Meeting Report

T3a010125 is the last meeting report several point where raised to clarifie the report the report is finaly agreed, but there are still some points marked to be clarified with the secretary of the last meeting in the report.

Input Documents

A list of documents discussed can be found at the end of the report in Annex B. Several documents potphoned from earlier meetings where discussed during this meeting.

Input Documents

T3a010151 presented and agreed deals only with some simple editorial changes

T3a010152 allready discussed CR in Sophia Antipolis T3a010012, will be joint with T3a010163 to a new CR. Regarding the Atomicity of the ToolkitRegistry, it was agreed that all methods of the ToolkitRegistry class shall be atomic and therefore we will have a general Note about this in the class description. ( T3a010191 by OCS
The discusssion about the handling of status words other than 9E,9F came to the conclusion to not change anything in the existing spec. But to have a clarification about this in the R5 version. ( OCS and SLB
The method postAsBERTLV introducing an Exception to indicat a buffer overflow in the handler. The problem here is that ToolkitException(HANDLER_OVERFLOW) indicates that something is wrong with the simple TLV list. But this is not the case here, the problem occurs when someone tries to send a simple TLV list that is already 256 bytes long via the APDU buffer that can only hold 256 bytes. The tag and length will not fit in the APUD buffer. APDU buffer is to short to contain the response. Proposal is to use the exception reason BAD_LENGTH from APDUException. This exception has also to be added to the post and send method ( will go into a revised CR.

T3a010163 the part dealing with the atomicity of the methods in the ToolkitRegistry was agreed. SLB thinks only in the case of an application that has no TAR defined, an exception is necessary to be thrown to the app when it tries to register to an event that requires a TAR.    

SLB whants to mention that it is time to work on the way to specifie the TAR outside of the AID. G+ whant to make shure that there is a need for such a mechanism, they think TAR as part of the AID covers all uses cases.

T3a010200 will go into a new CR revised version in T3a010203. In principal approved with some editorial changes needed.

T3a010201 position of menuentries. A requirment from a specific operator, they whant to enshure that there application or there newest application is always the first application. It seams that there is a need for clarification and not for removing a feature. The group request more input from operators to define this behaviour, it would be better if this is a real rquirement we would like to avoid to specifie here something that will not be used. Is it possible to get some examples?

T3a010166 agreed with a few changes to the header of the CR, together with the respective CR’s to REL-4 and REL-5 T3a010167, T3a010168. 

Stephane Andreau says, “Yannick [Bourianne] says really good things”

T3a010159 agreed with some correction to the example T3a010161 has already the correct version; the new version will go to T3#21.

T3a010153 the discussion came to the conclusion that it is better to first solve the issues around Table 1 in the 03.19 spec. with the Handler avaialability before proceeding to problems releeated with this table.

T3a10170 Clarification of ToolkitException.OUT_OF_TLV_BOUNDARIES in ViewHandler.java to align it with Java Card™ Util.arrayCoppy(..) methods and the way an Exception is thrown there. Today you get an exception if you access TLV object with zero length. This assumption is not correct, the testing adhoc meeting confirms that they already test the affected methods in the way the CR tries to change, it is therefore a clarification and will go into R99, REL-4 and REL-5.

T3a010164 the problem is if the ME reads records from a cyclic file and a Toolkit Applet performs increase commands at the same time on the same cyclic file. One proposal is to forbid for toolkit applets to access a file if it is seleceted by the ME. Long discussion in French that most of the delegates couldn’t follow including the secretary. The current solution is inconsistent. SLB is against the proposed solution and will eventually provide a CR.

T3a010169 update the OP reference to 2.1, the main interest is to take advantage of the simplified cryptographic functionality. The DAP computation is not backwardcompatibil as well the GET STATUS command. G+ thinks there is no incompatibility in the GET STATUS command. SLB raised the question if there is a business or market requirements to update the reference to OP. One of the advantages of OP 2.1 is that applet loading is potentialy faster based on this spec. OP 2.1 brings basically advantages for the problems of OTA loading. SLB whants to have a strong requirements from the field. The problem is also how OP handles the Java Card™ API for OP purposes that they have defined, they have deprecated the old one and have now a new one. The groups will request more information from the oprators regarding their opinion abou the new OP 2.1.

T3a010172 proposes two solutions for the SMS SUBMIT problem. It is pointed out that the values proposed in this CR are already specified in other spec. The CR is not necessary and rejected. OCS thanks G+ to remind everybody about this fact.

T3a010173 discussions in Spanish and French that the secretary is not able to follow. G+ withdraw its CR, because G+ and SLB are the opinion that it is already stated in 02.48 that the error can only be a transportlayer error (on the 03.48 layer).

T3a010174 During the discussion the group indentfied also a problem in the GSM pramaters after inserting the maximum channel number as a parameter. There is an update needed in the table from n=6 to n=7. This is a CR that is an enancement to the CR T3a010139 from the previous meeting so that the system has more options. The CR is agreed with changes in document T3a010212, it superceeds document T3a010139 and will go to T3#21 for approval.

T3a010182 withdrawn to prevent overlapping with the ongoing rework regarding 03.48 the migration and split of the spec.

T3a010183 introduction of a chapter into 03.48 to specifie the use of Security Domains. Strong objectsion from SLB to introduce such a chapter. A question where raised what is the meaning of “Basic Sequrity Domain”. It seam that it makes sense to associate the counter with the key-set. OP only talks about key-set, and has no notion of KIC and KID. The CR tries to extend a previous CR in T3a010135 agreed on the previous API meeting by the SWG API ( see the draft report of last meeting T3a010150 ). 

T3a010150 report from the last meeting agreed with some editorial changes

T3a010157 report from first meeting of SCP WG#3 noted.

T3a010184 proposal to introduce a new event that has to be send after the ATR if there is a default application in the card or that have to be send after the select command. Several changes where made to the proposal to make it only applicable to 2G cards, due to the fact that 43.019 is only applicable to GSM. To have no overlap with the ongoing work regarding the migration and split of 03.19.

T3a010165 is a CR previously for REL-4 now for REL-5. Agreed

T3a010207 with some additional remarks goes into T3a010220 and is agreed.

T3a010154 is agreed with correction to the title and the consequences.

T3a010210 is agreed

T3a010208 we need a new reason code for the exception in the ToolkitException class. To indicate to the applet that there is not TAR defined. This CR will be splitted into two CR to differentiate between the atomicity of the ToolkitRegistry and the problem with a TAR. The CR will be splitted in two parts.

T3a010142 is a document presented during last T3 API. Some remarks from OCS and G+ were received and modifications integrated. The aim is to clarify the handler availability (main changes in the table).Discussion of the solution, MEE makes an alternative proposal However, general agreement on the document unless the “list of changes to the API html and java source files” that is removed

Submissions of SM

T3a010190 is a discussion paper explaining the content of T3a010199 ( T3a010199 is a revised version of T3a010191 provided by G&D and Incard ) to propose a new Handler to handle SM in general. Another way to solve the problem especially around the SUBMIT SMS problem is to modify the existing post method. 

It is mentioned that during the last SCP WG3 meeting to change the handler hirarchie into an Interface hirachie and to introduce a new Handler Interface especially for SMS see T3a010157 (report of the first SCP WG3 meeting).

The discussion about the new SM Handler is releated to the discussion regarding the handeling of concatenated SMS drafted in T3a010138.

SLB would prefer to have a high level API to handle all the SMS protocol issues, but has no proposal for this.

C-SIM API

T3a010171, T3a010202 OCS, G+, SLB and Sun raising the question what is the underlying RTE for this API. How is it possible to fullfill all the requirements given in 02.19/42.019 like filtering proactive commands, ensuring the sharing between applications and the security like protecting the memory? How is the application linked this is dependend on the underlying OS. 

This API is therefore only achieving interoperability on the sourcecode level for a part of an application that deals with the toolkit protocol. The aim of this information to have it operating system independent. Basically this API is totally dependent from an underlying platform that is not referenced or specified in the draft. Sharing of data between application. Problems with methods that can manipulate the ATR. 

NTT DoCoMo Europe pointed out that they are worried about this API and they don’t see how to develop an application based on this API. They don’t whant to deal with different loadmechanisms and all the rest of the problems that are. 

Aspects agrees that it is purely a sourcecode compatibility and no executable interoperability. 

The question is where is the added value of this API. That is the interoperability that we have achieved with Java Card™ 2.0. 

A request is raised by the goup to see the same sample Applet that is in 03.19 for the C-SIM API. 

Should the C-SIM API more linked to the 03.19 Framework ? This seams verry difficult because 03.19 is clearly based on a Java Card™ framework.

T3a010209 is an example of a toolkit applet based on the C-SIM API. The content of the header file is defined in the C-SIM API but not the file names. The allocation of the pointer *bufptr is done by the framework, that is not defined. OCS has some doupt that someone who is reading the spec nows how to implment it in a card or how to use the API for application development. The questions where raised how to translate the pointer into bytecode, and how to allocate the memory. How will this work with several toolkit applications in one cards. The framework is responsible to handle this, they have copied the framework behaviour from the Java Card™  to the C-SIM API. Memory protection is done in the runtime environment.

T3a010217 in the framework behaviour they have the notion of transaction without specifying this in the C-SIM API. The chairman request that everybody builds up his or her opinion about this document because it has to go to T3 plenary. Everyboddy needs more time to work on this document. Sun raise the question how it is possible to copy-paste the framework behaviour from 03.19 for the Jva Card™ to the C-SIM API spec without specifing the framework or the RTE itself.

Any other Business

No issues here.

Closing of the Meeting

The next meeting is scheduled for 29-31 Okt. 2001 the goal is to discuss all outstanding issues regarding of R5 of the specs that are handeled by the API SWG. Therefor the chairman draw the attentiaon of the group to the meeting of the ETSI SCP WG3 meeting where the migration of 02.19 and 03.19 to the UICC platform will be discussed.

Meeting Plan

	Meeting
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	Kyoto, Japan

	EP SCP #8
	12 – 14 November 2001
	DNP, Toshiba, Fujitsu and Hitachi
	Kyoto, Japan

	T3 SWG API
	17 – 19 December 2001
	Oberthur Card Systems
	Bordeaux, Spain

	T3 # 22
	January
	Oberthur
	Spain
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E-mail discussion groups

Information and discussion about this work item is done via the ETSI email list server. The discussion group to be used is: 3gpp_tsg_t_wg3_api. To subscribe to this email group or to view the archives, go to:


http://list.3gpp.org/3gpp_tsg_t_wg3_api.html
All issues releated to the development of the test suite (11.13) for 03.19 is discussed via 3gpp_tsg_t_wg3_api_test


http://list.3gpp.org/3gpp_tsg_t_wg3_test.html
The migration of 02.19 and 03.19 to the UICC platform is discusses via the ETSI SCP WG3 mailinglist


http://list.etsi.fr/archives/scp_wg3.html
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