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1 Opening of the Meeting / IPR Reminder / Roll Call of Delegates

The meeting opened at 10:00 on Tuesday, January the 28th by the T3 API SWG Chairman.  A roll call of delegates is made.

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

2 Meeting organisation

2.1 Input Documents

No new input at the beginning of the meeting.

2.2 Agenda

T3a030004 is the draft agenda of the meeting.  It is updated.

The Chairman proposed that the contentious issues that were already discussed are shortly presented first.  If ever no compromise is possible, a white paper will be created for the T3 plenary in order that a decision can be made or possibly later a vote organised.

2.3 Approval of last report

The last meeting draft report is T3a020326.  No remark was sent on the email reflector.  It is approved by the meeting with only comment of the hour for opening the meeting to be mentioned instead of xx:xx. The approved version is T3a030021.

2.4 Information about API discussions since last meeting

T3a030016 is the presentation prepared by the T3 API SWG Chairman summarising the different API discussions since last T3 API meeting.  The list of the approved/rejected CRs is presented with comments as well as the new specification discussions during last T plenary meeting.

Oberthur mentioned about the Testing 23.048 WID that the group is currently only focussing on 2G where 3G could be addressed.

Regarding the “2G/3G applet interworking” work, it was mentioned during the T3 plenary that the information sent was too technical and that plenary would rather have a higher level document.  T3 API is expected to propose a solution to the next plenary.  EP SCP WG3 is expected to collaborate.  TS 102.241 will be approved when T3 API and SCP WG3 will state that no impact of that work is identified.

The document is noted.

3 APIs requirements (TS 102.240 – TS 02.19 – TS 42.019) 

No issue.

4 APIs based on TS 102.240 – TS 02.19

4.1 C SIM API 

T3a030000 is the draft test specification of C SIM API. This specification was presented for information at T plenary.  It is intended that this is presented for approval to the next T3 and T plenary meetings.

There is only one comment.  It seems that Annex A and B are common to this specification and TS 51.013.  If this is the case, T3 API advises to make only references so that specification maintenance is easy.

There is no objection to send this document to T3 for approval.

T3a030001 is an editorial CR on TS 31.130.  There was no major comment and the CR is agreed.  It is however mentioned that:

· the whole specification should not be included in a CR only correcting few sentences in specific clauses

· the version update is usually part of rapporteur/secretary work when the CR is approved and included to the specification

4.2 SIM APIs for JavaCard

-
4.3 UICC API for Java Card (TS 102 241 for information, SCP WG3)

T3a030003 (draft TS 102 241) is mentioned on the agenda but not presented to the meeting as it is agreed that the 2G/3G applet interworking work has no impact on it.

4.4 USIM APIs for JavaCard

T3a030007 is a discussion document from testing 43.019 ad hoc group. There is an agreement on the following list of questions:

· what it is meant by a “wrong data format” – is it really possible to encounter this case

· the exception means TPDU TLV that is not formatted as specified in TS 23.040 and TS 11.14

· the way to process this command is implementation specific as this format error is not expected from a standard mobile

· this case should not be tested in Rel-5 as no unique behaviour exist ; this might be solved for later release

· Regarding BIP event registration, T3 API is inline with the testing ad hoc group, i.e.:

· the isEventSet() method shall return TRUE as soon as the setEvent() method is called for the corresponding event, and it is not necessary to call again the setEvent() to open a new channel method after a channel has been closed

· the framework shall trigger the applet if the channel is released by the ME and the ME indicates this to the SIM by sending an ENVELOPE (link dropped) command
· Minimum size for envelope handler set to 280 bytes

· the testing ad hoc assessment is wrong according to the minimum size, which may vary depending on the envelope type, e.g. MENU SELECTION or SMS DOWNLOAD

· there were two positions in the T3 API:

· the framework is in charge of discarding the envelope

· this is not checked by the framework, which means that the applet is in charge of checking it

· however, the conclusion for the testing group is that they can make their own requirements on the test environment, the proposed value is agreed as one possible solution

· Proprietary events versus EVENT_UNRECOGNIZED_ENVELOPE

· this mistake was already checked, a CR will be issued to correct it

· setEventList() and setEvent() methods

· the behaviour of the methods are actually the same

· Concatenation of an original SM with a TP-UDHI set to 0 

· T3 API could not reach an agreement on that point
· It was agreed to discuss some clarification in the next meeting and to propose a solution for the testing group
The LS T3a030020 is drafted and agreed by the meeting. The chairman is in charge of sending it to the test email reflector.

5 Security Mechanisms for SAT/USAT (03.48, 23.048, 31.115/116)

5.1 TS 23.048 (Rel-5)

SchlumbergerSema presented T3a030005.  This document is related to the contentious issue sent back from T3 plenary to T3 API for the second time about the Applet Specific Parameter.

This CR is the part of a global CR on Applet Specific Parameter (the other part was approved by T3 plenary).  This deals with the maximum number of channel for an applet instance.  The current status of the discussion is as follows:

· the maximum nb of channel is set to ‘00’ by default supported by SchlumbergerSema

· the maximum nb of channel is set to ‘07’ by default supported by Gemplus, Oberthur, Incard, Orga

As no agreement can be reached within T3 API, it was decided to produce a discussion paper to be presented for decision at next T3 plenary meeting.

The discussion paper is drafted during the meeting and agreed.  This is T3a030024.  The T3 API Chairman is in charge of posting this document to the T3 email reflector as well as presenting it to the plenary.  Note that the testing 23.048 ad hoc group sent the question for clarification to T3 API (see T3a030014 §3) in some specific case that is however not covered by the CR. 

SchlumbergerSema also presented the second contentious issue of the meeting (see T3a030006).  T3 asked T3 API to discuss again the issue of the P3=’00’.

Oberthur stated that Nokia made a remark during the T3 plenary that the sentence referencing ISO should be removed since the same CR introduces a non-ISO behaviour.

There is a common agreement about the GET RESPONSE (data of case 4 commands).   Oberthur would like the CR to apply also to other APDU (READ BINARY, etc.), i.e. other case 2 commands.  Oberthur argues that currently the specification is not dedicated to GET RESPONSE and that the CR restricts the specification.  Gemplus and SchlumbergerSema agree with that only GET RESPONSE applies here.

The question is raised about the need for such clarification.  SchlumbergerSema would like to clarify it.

The group finally agreed (regarding the testing ad hoc group request) that nothing is specified currently for the case when the available data do not fit in one Short Message.  TS 23.048 (see §8.2.2) only deal with commands that can be included in a single Short Message.  Therefore, this shall not tested.

T3 API will have to clarify this feature before any test can be designed.  There is an agreement that this clarification cannot apply before Rel-6.

Note: at Incard’s question about the reason for the reference to T=0 (and thus the mention of GET RESPONSE), it was explained this is a legacy (because of the reference to TS 11.11).

T3a030008 is a discussion document from Oberthur about OTA GlobalPlatform commands.  It was postponed due to lack of time.

T3 API Studied the input papers provided by the testing 23.048 ad hoc group, that includes:

· T3a030007 on coding of Kic / Kid

· T3a030010/14 on various issues

· T3a030012 on Menu entry position

· T3a030013 on key set version

T3a030010 is a request for clarification from 23.048 testing ad hoc group. It deals with the coding of Kic/Kid.  The question is also raised in T3a030010/14.  Therefore the document is withdrawn.

T3a030012 is a discussion document for clarification from 23.048 testing ad hoc group that deals with Menu entry position.  The point is the interpretation of the existing position in TS 23.048.  This issue was already discussed at 43.019 testing ad hoc group request.  It was postponed.  T-Mobile would like this to be standardized.

T3 API agrees that the behaviour of TS 23.048 Rel-5 is not clear regarding the menu entry position.  A clarification is required, however as there are different implementation on the field, no agreement can be reached on the topic.  This is intended to be resolved for Rel-6.

T-Mobile produced an input paper presenting their requirement (see T3a030022) that is shortly discussed.  Microelectronica Espanola also proposed a possible behaviour in T3a030027.  It is agreed that this will be further discussed with EP SCP WG3 as an update of Rel-6.

Therefore it is recognized that the full feature cannot be tested in Rel-5.  A LS is agreed in T3a030030 and will be sent by the chairman to the test email reflector.

Note: regarding

· T3a030022 from T-Mobile, Oberthur made the remark that the behaviour is changed, as there are new status words.  Moreover, there is an agreement that the proposal does not match with the original requirement of placing an applet at the first row.  Microelectronica does not agree with the proposed behaviour.

· T3a030027 on Microelectronica Espanola interpretation reached an agreement if applicable from Rel-6.  Oberthur mentions that the example is not in the current specification that should be updated accordingly

T3a030013 is a discussion document issued by 23.048 testing group about keyset version number modification.  It was agreed that this case is out of the scope of the 23.048 test specifications. 

The understanding of the T3 API group on the sentence “A key set version number shall never be updated using the PUT KEY command” in TS 23.048 (§A.1.1.7) is: it is not valid for a server to include a PUT KEY command to update a key set version number in a RAM command script.  Therefore, it is not required of the testing group to test this case.

As an additional input, it is highlighted that the side effects mentioned for the PUT KEY (update key set version number) command can also occur with a regular PUT KEY (update key set value) command.  For example if key set 12 is used to verify the incoming data and to secure the outgoing data of a message, and the key set 12 is modified by the command script contained in the message, the outgoing data has to be secured with the new key set value.

A draft LS with this text is agreed as T3a030031. The chairman is in charge of sending it to the appropriate email reflector.

T3a030014 is a set of clarification requests from 23.048 testing ad hoc group. The following is agreed and inserted in a LS (see T3a030019):

1. Coding of Kic/Kid

· In the case of an open platform compliant card, are the bits b1 to b4 of Kic/Kid ignored or not?

· Two positions in the meeting:

· Bits shall be ignored, the information is not relevant (Gemplus, Incard, Microelectronica Española)

· Bits can’t be ignored because including the mode information (Oberthur, SchlumbergerSema, T-Mobile, Orga)

· The group could not reach an agreement and recommend that in the tests b1 to b4 indicate the algorithm of the key to be used.  The tests cases where the bits do not match with the key to be used should be postponed to further T3 API clarification.

· If these bits are not ignored, what shall be the behaviour of the card receiving a secured command packet specifying a type of algorithm in Kic/Kid different from the one of the keyset?  Shall we use the defined response status code “Ciphering error”, “RC/CC/DS failed” or another one?

· Not applicable until a decision is made on the first point

· Moreover, it is required to clarify whether the encryption mode (ECB/CBC) is part of the algorithm ID mentioned in the OP key set.

· No, in OP specification the encryption mode is not part of the algorithm ID, the encryption mode is defined by the operation to be performed with the key.  OP only specifies the encryption modes applicable to its commands, it does not specify the encryption mode for the TS 03.48 / 23.048 operations.

2. PoR of (U)SIM for Remote Management Applications 

The second sentence (“If no PoR is requested, it is however permissible for the (U)SIM to send back data.”) is a note, it shall not be interpreted as normative.  This is a legacy issue for the cards of a previous release.

The first sentence only applies, no data shall be sent using SMS DELIVER REPORT.

3. Data included in response message (Note: see also the discussion on document T3a030006 above)

· what does P3=’00’ mean?  T3 API identified two interpretations for this:

· 256 bytes (according to the ISO specifications)

· all data of the file from offset to end of file 

· how to send a response which size is bigger than available space in RP-ACK message (or single SM)?  T3 API identified this as an issue in the specifications for the following reasons:

· the response packet concatenation is optional

· even if all implementation support it, there is no minimum required capacity

T3 API identified that this issue occur also for other commands.  An agreement is reached on GET RESPONSE: the meaning of P3=’00’ is to retrieve the data sent by the previous APDU. It is noted that the problem of response packet resources still apply.

The case where data size is bigger than available space in RP-ACK is not testable.  T3 API recommends that the feature be tested with data length smaller than available space in RP-ACK.

4. Concatenated response message

The modification was discussed. Another CR is to be proposed and discussed on the T3 API email reflector.  However this issue is not felt as having impact on test specification.

There were two documents related to Access Domain:

· T3a030009 from Oberthur

· T3a030011 from T-Mobile

T3a030009 (from Oberthur) raises some issue in the specification regarding the NEVER access condition and access domain definition.

· Microelectronica Espanola, Gemplus, T-Mobile and Incard agreed with the issue and the change proposal.

· SchlumbergerSema ask for some time to analyse the issue before any decision is made.

Oberthur will propose the corresponding CR on the T3 API email reflector at the beginning of the next week. If no technical remark is receive by Wednesday next week, the CR is considered to be sent by T3 API to next T3 plenary for discussion.

T3a030011 (from T-Mobile) basically propose to split intall(install) to allow a flexible way of using access domain parameters.

SchlumbergerSema agrees with the document principles but would like it to refer to TS 102 241. They also underline that this take as an assumption that a third party can download on the UICC with the following consequences to be checked:

· need for control

· this also has to be addressed at SCP WG2.

Gemplus also agrees with the document principles.  They however would use PUT DATA rather than STORE DATA command.

Incard just mentioned that the access coding should be done accordingly with TS 102 241.

This is identified as a Rel-6 issue.  Therefore to be handled by SCP WGs.

Some CR proposals are discussed as clarification of the response message for Short Messages Point to Point (see T3a030025 and 26).  There is a disagreement on the second part of the CR.  It is agreed that the original meaning of the paragraph should be kept.  The CRs are postponed to the next API meeting.

Oberthur also proposed T3a030015, a CR on TS 23.048 on starting directory for the RFM Applications.

It was agreed that:

· the reference to TS 101 220 should be inserted in the text and reference section of the specification

· some editorial corrections

· SCP will have to take into account the changes for the Rel-6 version of the specification.

The CR was agreed.  G&D asked for some time to check with experts.  Oberthur is in charge of drafting and posting the final CR (T3a030029) on the email reflector at the beginning of next week.  If no opposition, the CR will also be posted during the week to the T3 email reflector.  In case of approval, a LS shall be written to indicate to SCP WG2 that some update is required in their specification.

5.2 TS 31.115 / TS 31.116 (Rel-6)

6 Session on “2G/3G Applet interworking” (joint meeting with EP SCP WG3)

T3a030017 is a discussion from Giesecke & Devrient that summarize the situation of 2G/3G applet interworking.

There is an agreement on the advantage of G&D solution that is no change to the API.  However, it was highlighted that the enhancements that were introduced to solve some issues and take benefits of new features. 

SUN Microsystems mentions that the API was designed so that both 2G and 3G could be supported on the card.  It is foreseen that there is a need for 3G only operators that donnot care about 2G legacy.  Moreover, it seems difficult to withdraw all enhancements that were proposed.  G&D agrees but mentions that a priority should be set between backward compatibility and the importance of enhancements.  The question is to know how to address both the future and present.

T-Mobile would not care with a step between 2G and 3G as long as it seems that 2G and 3G packages can coexist on the card.  DoCoMo, as a 3G only operator, is in favour of getting the most of the new features without much concern about the 2G interworking.  DoCoMo however understands the 2G/3G Operators concern.

The backward compatibility level is to be detailed.  Oberthur and T-Mobile think that backward compatibility is not a question for the source code level. If there is no compatibility at binary level, the source code level compatibility can anyway be managed by a tool as the applets located on the server shall be updated.  There is no general agreement on that last point.

Having both SIM and UICC API on the same UICC means:

· redundant code (very dependant on the implementation)

· resource need.

However, T3 API agreed that there are no principle problems unless for resources.

SchlumbergerSema raise the point that we should address the case of applets that would potentially request both 2G and 3G API

The TS 43.019 rapporteur raises the question of how to process the work output: should it be a Technical Report, a specification, or annex of specification?

A discussion document is prepared for T3 presentation (see T3a030023).  It is intended that T3 give guidance to T3 API on this matter.

The UICC API specification (TS 102.241) rapporteur stated that the specification was available for comment for many months without any remark received.  It is agreed that taking into account the discussion, this specification is not impacted by the 2G/3G applet interworking and can therefore be approved.

7 Any other business

No other business.

8 Meeting Plan

	Meeting
	Date
	Host
	Location

	T3 #26
	Feb 11-14, 2003
	European Friends of 3GPP
	Lisbon, Portugal (TBC)

	EP SCP WGs
	Feb 2003
	tbd
	tbd

	T #20
	Mar 12-14, 2003
	?
	Jersey Island

	T3 #27
	May 27-29, 2003
	NTT DoCoMo
	?, Japan

	T #21
	Jun 4-6, 2003
	Nokia
	Hameenlinna, Finland

	T3 #28
	Aug 21-24, 2003
	Gemplus
	Montreal, Canada (TBC)

	T3 #29
	Nov 18-21, 2003
	tbd
	tbd


9 Closing of the meeting

The meeting closed on September 19th, at 16:30. The Chairman thanked the delegates for input and work.
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Document list

	Doc. Name
	Title
	Source
	Status

	T3a020210
	Discussion paper on UICC Access Domain
	T-Mobile
	discussed

	T3a020326
	Draft report of T3 API SWG meeting and joint session with SCP WG3
	DoCoMo Europe
	noted


New documents of the meeting

	T3a030000
	2nd DRAFT: TS 34.131
	Mobile Mind
	agreed

	T3a030001
	CR: TS 31.131
	Mobile Mind
	agreed

	T3a030002
	Discussion Paper: Migration from 'SIM API for Java Card(TM)' to 'UICC API for Java Card(TM)'
	SUN Microsystems
	withdrawn

	T3a030002
	TS 102 241 v2.1.0 'UICC API for java Card(TM)'
	Rapporteur
	noted

	T3a030003
	Mandatory /optional/conditional data in the Toolkit Applet Specific Parameters field
	Chairman
	discussed

	T3a030004
	Agenda
	Chairman
	noted

	T3a030005
	Mandatory /optional/conditional data in the Toolkit Applet Specific Parameters field
	T3 vice-chairman
	Discussed, see T3a030024

	T3a030006
	Usage of GET RESPONSE in a command string
	T3 vice-chairman
	discussed

	T3a030007
	Request for clarifications on 3GPP TS 43.019 release 5
	Testing 43.019 ad hoc group
	discussed, see T3a030020

	T3a030008
	OTA OP Commands
	Oberthur CS
	postponed

	T3a030009
	Access domain and 3G
	Oberthur CS
	discussed

	T3a030010
	Request for clarification 23.048
	Testing 23.048 ad hoc group
	withdrawn

	T3a030011
	Access Domain Parameter Definition for Applets
	T-Mobile
	discussed

	T3a030012
	Clarification on Order of the menu entries
	Testing 23.048 ad hoc group
	discussed, see T3a030022

	T3a030013
	Clarification on Key set version number modification
	Testing 23.048 ad hoc group
	withdrawn

	T3a030014
	Request for clarifications from 23.048 testing AdHoc#84
	Testing 23.048 ad hoc group
	discussed, see T3a030019

	T3a030015
	CR Starting directory for the RFM Applications
	Oberthur CS
	revised, see T3a030028

	T3a030016
	API Related Issues Work Status
	DoCoMo Europe
	noted

	T3a030017
	Backward compatibility approach for existing SIM Toolkit Applets in 2G and 3G mode
	G&D
	discussed

	T3a030018
	
	
	no document

	T3a030019
	LS to testing 23.048 ad hoc group (clarifications)
	T3 API SWG
	agreed

	T3a030020
	LS to testing 43.019 ad hoc group (clarifications)
	T3 API SWG
	agreed

	T3a030021
	Report
	Chairman
	approved

	T3a030022
	Clarification about the menu ordering
	T-Mobile
	discussed

	T3a030023
	2G/3G applet interworking
	T3 API SWG
	agreed

	T3a030024
	Toolkit Applet Specific parameter field: Maximum nb of Channel – discussion paper
	T3 API SWG
	agreed

	T3a030025
	Clarification on the response message for SM PP (TS 23.048 Rel-5)
	T3 API SWG
	postponed

	T3a030026
	Clarification on the response message for SM PP (TS 31.115 Rel-6)
	T3 API SWG
	postponed

	T3a030027
	Clarification of the position of the menu entries
	Microelectronica Espanola
	discussed

	T3a030028
	CR proposal on corection on SIM/USIM behaviour for response packets
	SchlumbergerSema
	

	T3a030029
	CR Starting directory for the RFM Applications (Rel-5)
	T3 API SWG
	agreed

	T3a030030
	LS to TS 23.048 Testing group – menu entry position
	T3 API SWG
	agreed

	T3a030031
	LS to TS 23.048 Testing group – Key set version number modification
	T3 API SWG
	agreed
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Action Points

T3 API actions:

	
	Action
	Status

	Oberthur
	To produce a CR on the issue in the specification regarding the NEVER access condition and access domain definition.

To post the CR in the beginning of week 5 on the T3 API email reflector
	

	
	To finalise the CR on TS 23.048 on starting directory for the RFM Applications (as T3a030029)
	

	Chairman
	Post the clarifications for testing 43.019 ad hoc group (T3a030020)
	done

	
	Post the clarifications for testing 23.048 ad hoc group (T3a030019/30/31)
	done

	
	Correct document number (T3a030029) and update server with all documents
	done

	
	Send contributions to T3 email reflector: discussion papers (T3a030023 and 24)
	done

	
	Propose some dates for future T3 API meetings
	

	
	
	


	
	Postponed issues of the last meeting
	Status

	All
	Review CRs T3a030025 and 26
	

	
	
	


T3 action points related to APIs / Security Mechanisms for SAT/USAT:

	Action
	Status

	AP#13/25[43.019 rapporteur]: Start email discussion on T3-020564 and create the resulting CR for the next meeting.
	Some documents presented on the T3 email reflector by SchlumbergerSema

	AP#15/25[SWG API]: Create a more extensive CR to TS 43.019 adding a description for the remaining events.
	

	AP#16/25[SWG API]: Complete list of problems in T3-020846.
	

	AP#19/25[SWG API]: Discuss the options in T3-020928 and agree on a value (for the maximum number of channels for an applet instance)
	Discussion paper sent to T3

	AP#20/25[SWG API]: Create new version of the CR in T3-020830.
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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
