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1 Introduction and Executive Summary

1.1 Session data

Date:


Q3 on July 15, 2003

Input documents:
see following table

	Type
	Tdoc
	TS
	R
	Title
	Source
	Replaces
	I-Status
	Reviewed
	O-Status

	Report
	S5-036517
	-
	-
	RG Session Report for WT07 from SA5#34
	RG Rapporteur
	-
	New
	Yes
	Approved

	Draft TS
	S5-036734
	32.342
	6
	32.342 V0.0.2 – File Transfer IRP IS
	Motorola
	S5-036442
	Updated
	No
	In progress

	Discussion
	S5-036742
	32.341
	6
	Comments on S5-036532r2 FT IRP Requirements
	Ericsson
	-
	New
	Yes
	Discussed

	Discussion
	S5-036767
	32.342
	6
	China Mobile File Transfer IRP IS 32342-001
	CMCC
	-
	New
	No
	To be resubmitted

	Discussion
	S5-036768
	32.341
	6
	China Mobile File Transfer IRP Requirements 32341
	CMCC
	-
	New
	Yes
	Discussed


1.2 Executive summary

1.2.1 Achievements of this meeting

China Mobile presented a contribution requesting to reverse the positioning of the file transfer server and client.  The outcome of the discussion was no change, but each side of the discussion agreed to bring a contribution to the next meeting presenting advantages and disadvantages of the approach.  A second discussion on the addition of SFTP as a file transfer protocol was held, no conclusion was reached and the topic has been left for further study.

1.2.2 Total achievements and progress of this WT in this release (Rel-6)

WT07: File Transfer IRP (Rel6)
· Achievements:
Discussion of Manger as file transfer client vs. Manager as file transfer server.  FTP continues to be the specified protocol for the FT IRP.

· Percentage of completion:
40 %

· Problems:


none

1.2.3 Action requested by (and information to be forwarded to) SWG-C / SA5 

1. Request to approve the following documents (and forward the CRs to the TSG SA plenary):

	Type
	Output Tdoc
	TS
	Release
	Title 
	Relation to other CR

	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


2. For information to SWG-C and/or SA5 and/or SA:

	Type
	Output Tdoc
	TS
	Release
	Title 
	Relation to other CR
	Action

	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


3. Documents requested to be withdrawn: 

None.

4. Any other action requested by SWG-C/ SA5:

None.

2 Approval of the last meeting report 

2.1 S5-036517: RG Session Report for WT07 from SA5#34

Approved.

3 Action items

	Item
	Description
	Release
	Owner
	Status after meeting #34
	WT RG responsible
	Target date

	#32.2
	Consider 32.342 annex to cross-reference FT definitions within FT IRP and impacted IRP’s/specifications
	6
	RG
	Open
	WT07
	SA5#35

	#32.3
	FT IRP to specify File Naming Conventions for all of SA5 (except SWG-B)
	6
	RG
	Open
	WT07
	SA5#35

	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


4 Review of Release 6 / WT07 input documents 

4.1 S5-036734: 32.342 V0.0.2 – File Transfer IRP IS

Not discussed due to lack of available meeting time.

4.2 S5-036742: Comments on S5-036532r2 FT IRP Requirements

Edwin Tse presented; key points

1. Acceptance of SFTP as an option

2. Change of IRP <xxxx> to IRP<xxxx>

3. Miscellaneous updates

· Motorola     -- ok to SFTP, in principle ok with security requirements expansion but to focused on the security of the information exchanged, not on other aspects.

· Siemens      -- what about HTTP and HTTPS

· Ericsson     -- do we really want to name all of them [available file transfer protocols] here?  The more that are supported, the more complication. 

· China Mobile -- Why not FTAM ?

· Ericsson     -- Again, the "number of protocols" issue

· Lucent       -- isn't the limitation of protocols bringing the solution implementation out of the solution set and into the requirements.  As with IRPs, the requirements  can, and should, map onto multiple solution choices.  Another issue is that to add new "solutions" the requirements have to be changed to add the new solution.

· Ericsson     -- it is common to revisit requirements, and specification of the protocol in the requirements includes interoperability.

· Motorola     -- as an option, it could be considered to mandate ftp, and allow others such as sftp, http, https, ftam, etc ...

A clarification was requested (by China Mobile) on the wording of the changes to 5.3; Ericsson responded describing the semantics of the use of the words 'client' and 'server'

China Mobile asked why do we need the operations ... An individual can use FTP today without the need for the additional operations, etc.  Ericsson responded that both approaches work.

· China Mobile -- prefers one, ftp

· Nokia        -- keep it simple

· CATT         -- ftp only.  More time needed to study the sftp option. TS32.101 give us the option of ftp, ftam, or tftp.  Choosing something else will require updates to TS 32.101.

· Ericsson     -- prefers two, ftp and sftp: however this depends on the security requirements.  If one is the option, then ftp. The big issue is one.

· Lucent       -- ftp (cheap and cheerful) with the option for sftp if needed.

· Siemens      -- don't focus on one, which may not be sufficient moving forward for security.

· Huawei       -- single, ftp.  study the need for more secure options.

· Motorola     -- one is fine, ftp.  further study of secure option is good.

No final consensus, while sftp a viable candidate.

4.3 S5-036767: China Mobile File Transfer IRP IS 32342-001

Not discussed due to lack of available meeting time.

4.4 S5-036768: China Mobile File Transfer IRP Requirements

Dr Yewen Li presented. Focus of contribution was/is on reversing the roles of the manager and agent.  That is, the manager is the client, and the agent is the server. China Mobile requested to discuss the advantages of doing things where the agent is the client and the manager is the server.         

· Motorola     -- Security and control over resources of file systems

· Lucent       --  Security concerns and administration of ftp (passwords, filesystems etc).

· Ericsson     -- security concerns, in and of themselves, are insufficient.

· China Mobile -- existing 2G systems, the file servers are located on the OMCs; putting the security concerns back on the managers is just pushing the problem around, and spreads it out over the network

· Huawei       -- The FT server is an individual logical building block and is dependent on the architecture of the network; a file server can exist on either side and is subject to negotiation between vendor and operator.

· China Mobile -- we should pick one or the other

· Huawei       -- this allows control of the transfer process to exist in the manager

· Ericsson     -- for them, from the suppliers’ point of view; the security of the FT agent is more important than the security of the manager; and therefore they tend to agree with the manager being the agent.  However, in the end, it boils down to what security requirements are placed on the FT IRP. The IRP manager as the client reduces the number of notifications that are required to be standardized

· Motorola     -- raised the counter argument that error handling scenarios become more complicated when the manager is the client.

· China Mobile -- re: security, perhaps SFTP or other operating system/file transfer security mechanisms can be used; They feel that complexity required to implement that the manager as the server may be a barrier to adoption and usage.

· Ericsson     -- that the existing work must be reworked radically if we move to the manager as the client model; dramatically reducing the size of the specification.

· China Mobile  -- If the server is located in the IRP Agent, the IRP Manager can deal with failures/busy conditions at the IRP Agent; where as if the client is the IRPAgent, requests by not be serviced in a timely fashion or may fail due to time out. 

· Lucent        -- Asked for clarification on what happens when a file has to be prepared and formatted for transfer

· Ericsson      -- FT IRP does not perform this function.  This function is performed by other IRPs

· China Mobile  -- e.g., PM IRP and provided a discussion of how it works from the PM Perspective.

· Lucent        -- has this been discussed directly and rejected or simply not considered to date. There are two issues: (1) who creates and formats and (2) who has control over the transfer.

· Motorola      -- clarified that scenario and provided.

· Siemens       -- Bulk CM currently behaves with IRPAgent as the client; they would like to see the two stay aligned.

· China Mobile  -- would like an explanation of why this choice was made

· Ericsson      -- clarified some confusion in the conversation; and further clarified that in the PM world today, it is likely that the OMC/EMS is the server.  That is, the legacy world is agent as server.

· Huawei        -- Asked about the relationship between BulkCM, which was tabled after a brief discussion as being important, but not key to reaching a decision.

· Siemens        -- added that all solutions must be common; exceptions should be avoided in the absence of a strong justification.

Question asked:  what is the disposition of this contribution and proposed reversal. Consensus was that further study is needed on the proposal; many good arguments were made on both sides of the issue.  Each side needs to provide a final "presentation" of their position for decision at the next meeting. Taking into account security issues especially.

Question from Huawei -- (1) Can FT IRP transfer multiple files? (2) PM result data may be in several files, who controls the transfer of a series of files? Huawei was encouraged to bring a contribution covering the issues.

No final consensuses, with members continue to consider swap of ftp client & server part.

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

None.

6 Any other business

None.

7 Participants

	Attendee Name
	Company
	Telephone/Fax
	E-mail address

	Veronica Ayers
	Huawei
	+86 21 50993631
	veronica.ayers@huawei.com 

	John Islip
	Lucent
	+44 1793 897312
	islip@lucent.com 

	Yang Li 
	Huawei
	+86-21-38784636-5
	afi@huawei.com 

	Jerry Nan 
	Ericsson
	+86 10 65615566
	jerry.nan@ericsson.com 

	Dave Raymer (Chair)
	Motorola
	+1 817 245 2531
	David.Raymer@Motorola.com

	Jörg Schmidt (Rapporteur)
	Motorola
	+1-480-732-6493
	J.Schmidt@Motorola.com

	Clemens Suerbaum
	Siemens
	+49 89 722 42418
	clemens.suerbaum@siemens.com

	Edwin Tse
	Ericsson
	+1 514 82 36 301
	edwin.tse@lmc.ericsson.se

	Enxi Wang
	Nokia
	+86 10 65392828
	enxi.wang@nokia.com 

	Heng Wu
	CATT
	+86+021-64957700
	wuheng@sdtm.online.sh.cn 

	LI Yewen
	CMCC
	+86 10 66006688-1
	Liyewen@chinamobile.com 
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