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This contribution provides in written form some initial Motorola comments and question regarding the updated version of 32.342 V0.0.2 (S5-037149).

· General - Comment:

· The previous draft version had had already version number V0.0.3 – it is recommended that the next version will be V0.0.4.
· Page 11 - Comment on “(3) PM specific information here is “JobId”. It is proposed to add the jobId in the measurement result file name. ]”

· In general, Motorola agrees with the proposed addition of “JobId” to the file name.
· Note 1: note that this should be an optional value, as there are cases where measurement report files are provided for upload, not initiated through PM IRP

· Note 2: it should be discussed how other IRP’s would use this attribute (Test Management, BulkCM, potentially charging)  

· Note 3: given that the file name should/can only have a limited length (and e.g. the file expiration date is also not defined yet), some discussions are proposed to address the max length of the file name

· Page 9/10 – Question on presentation of IOC “Physical File”

· The physical file is not directly accessible through the File Transfer IRP operation (but through ftp/sftp operations) – how should this be represented within the UML diagram. Some discussion is suggested.

· The “Physical File” is currently not part of the inheritance diagram. Assuming that this might be related to the previous question, it is suggested to discuss it in the same context.

· Page 13/14 – Comment on “Definition and legal values”
· It is recommended to use the agreements from the PM IRP discussion (e.g. use of “String” as Legal Value).
· Page 14/17 – Comment on “fileDownloadIndication”

· Given the current status of IRP development, the only applicable IRP requesting file transfer from IRP Manager to IRP Agent is BulkCM IRP. Therefore Motorola recommends to qualify this operation is “optional” (and probably in its own “package”).
· Page 14/18 – Question on “fileUploadFailed”

· How is the IRP Agent supposed to react to this notification? Isn’t it necessary for human operators to interact here (no automatic IRP based procedure). Subsequently: is this notification necessary? Motorola recommends further discussions.
· Page 14/23 – Comment on “notifyFileDeleted”

· Given that file deletion should be based on file expiration date, Motorola sees no need for this notification (in addition: what should an IRP Manager do after receiving this notification – as deletion is not supposed to be reversible). Therefore Motorola recommends removal of this notification.
· Page 14/21 – Question on “notifyDownloadFailed”

· What are the use cases? Does the FileTransfer has knowledge about this – or is it subject to the application IRP (BulkCM) to handle such error cases (and reinitiate the download)? Subsequently: is this notification necessary? Motorola recommends further discussions.

· Page 14 – Comment on notifyFilePreparationError
· Given the current status of IRP development, this notification might not be of use to all related IRP’s. Therefore Motorola recommends to qualify this operation is “optional” (and probably in its own “package”).
· Page 25 – Comment on “File Naming Convention”

· Motorola recommends adding the file expiration to the file name (time or offset).

· CHARGING might be considered as well for management data type.
