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1 Introduction and Executive Summary

1.1 Session data

The RG WT03 session was held on 25, Feb. 2003. Two quarters were given to this WT.
The following Tdocs were input to this session:

	Type
	Tdoc #
	Title
	Rel
	Source
	TS(s)
	Replacement
	Input Status
	Reviewed
	Output Status

	Report
	S5-036013 
	Report of SA5#32bis WT03 session
	-
	CMCC
	-
	-
	New
	Yes
	RG Approved

	Discussion paper
	S5-036051
	R6 Entry Point Reqs/IS - Additional Issues and Proposals for Discussion
	R6
	Motorola
	32.xxx
	S5-xxx
	Resubmitted
	Yes
	Detail Reviewed

	Discussion paper
	S5-036268
	Entry Point IRP Req
	R6
	CMCC
	32.xxx
	-
	Resubmitted
	Yes
	Detail Reviewed

	Discussion paper
	S5-036269
	Entry Point IRP Information Service
	R6
	CMCC
	32.xxx
	
	Resubmitted
	yes
	Not reviewed


1.2 Executive summary

1.2.1 Achievements of this meeting

CMCC presented S5-036268 to introduce the modified EP requirement based on E///’s and motorola’s contribution submitted in last meeting. In the contribution, the EP knowledge is enlarged and EP architecture is introduced. 

Motorola presented S5-036051 to introduce Motorola’s proposal to EP requirement. Detail review was given to this contribution based on CMCC’s comments to each Moto’s proposal. Different opinions were given to the EP architecture and interface 2 of EP. Attendees in this session got further understanding of the EP requirement. However, no agreement was got for the EP requirement. 

Conclusions: CMCC will consider comments in this meeting and resubmit EP Req to next meeting. Company who is interested in EP requirement is encouraged to submit their contribution to next meeting for discussion.
1.2.2 Total achievements and progress of this WT in this release (Rel-xx)

· Achievements:


further understanding of the EP requirement and IS
· Percentage of completion:
30%

· Problems:


none 
· Action requested by (and information to be forwarded to) SWG-C / SA5 : None
1. The RG requests SWG-C/ SA5 to approve the following documents (and forward the CRs to the TSG SA plenary):

None.

	Type
	Input Tdoc 
	Output Tdoc (s)
	TS
	Release
	Title 
	Relation to other CR (if any)(e.g. Parent/Child or same CR for two releases)

	Tdoc
	S5-xxx
	S5-xxy
	32.xxx
	R99
	
	

	LS
	S5-36000
	S5-36999
	
	R4
	
	

	CR
	
	
	
	R5
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


2. For information to SWG-C/ SA5:

None.

3. Documents requested to be withdrawn: 
None

4. Any other action requested by SWG-C/ SA5:
None

2 Approval of the last meeting report
Approved.

3 Action items

None.

	Item
	Description
	Release
	Owner
	Status after meeting #23
	WT RG respon-sible
	Target date

	#xx.1
	
	Rel-xx
	N.N.
	Open/

closed/ pending
	WTxx
	Meeting xx

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


4 Review of input documents 

4.1 Tdoc S5-036028
This document was presented by CMCC. CMCC modified this contribution based on the comments last meeting. The EP context in this contribution needed by clarified.

4.2 Tdoc S5-036051

Motorola presented this document. There are comments as follows.

[E///] Commonly agreed EP IRP should need to know/secure whom it should hand off the irp agent reference. But this should be better resolved in security management work item.
[CMCC] CMCC hope EP supports the security requirement.

“EP Agent shall be vendor Independent (implicit).”
[E///] Should be clarified so it is explicit which interface should be standardized. i.e. interface 1 and interface 2 should be standardized.

[CMCC] If vendor has its own EP, then the interface2 should be vendor propriety interface. The cost to implement interface2 and EP is the same. CMCC would like precluding the vendor’s coordination for the IRP registration to EP. 

[E///] Standardize interface 2 does not preclude coordination between vendors. Standardizing interface does not imply EP IRP of one vendor must use interface 2 to communicate which IRP of other vendors of multi-vendor environment.
[Siemens] Suggest the interface2 to be optional. 

Should i/f 2 be standardized is agreed to FFS.
“One EP shall be able to support all vendors IRPAgents in a network”.

[CMCC]: CMCC disagree this proposal. This will introduce security issues in multi vendors management environment for one IRPManager will know IRPReference of other IRPManager. 

CMCC would think it is acceptable to standardize interface between EP IRPs. EP IRPs should have capability to talk with each other. 
More information provided via i/f 1 is much appreciated by CMCC to support EP connection capability.
“The EP Agent should have persistent storage of Registration Items i.e. registered IRPAgents.”
[CMCC] CMCC agree this requirement.

[E///] It is more about internal implementation.
“EP should provide service to support legacy IRP Agents (pre EP, not support interface 2)” 
Agreed.
Whether Notification on registration of new IRP Agent or change of IPR reference need to be further studied.
[CMCC] Agree this notification on registration or deregistration of IRPAgent. Because although the CreateMO or DeleteMO notification may be sent when the IRPAgent is created or deleted, it does not mean that registration or deregistration of that IRPAgent will happen.

[E///] Notification on registration or deregistration of IRPAgent may introduce security, because the notification is broadcast. No need for extra effort to fulfil already implemented feature.
4.3 Input documents not discussed 

S5-036269 was not presented due to lack of time. CMCC need resubmit this contribution to next meeting.

5 Joint session(s) held with other RGs (if necessary)

None

6 Estimation of need for future RG sessions (if necessary)

2 quarters need for this WT next meeting.

7 Any other business
None
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