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COMMVENTS ON RFC #141 (A FILE TRANSFER PROTOCOL)

1. Afile transfer protocol is needed. Bushan's proposal would
satisfy a particular current need that we have, as well as short-term
envi si oned needs.

2. Bushan’'s protocol would apear to be straight-forward in
i mpl ement ati on, and extensible as clai med.

3. W& would like to see inplenentations of such protocol be
acconpl i shed such that the file transfer program has general and
conpl ete access to the local file storage. That is, it should be
able to access a file that it did not create. For exanple, if a
program or user creates a file at site X (conpletely independent of
the file transfer progran), it would then be desirable to be able to
retrieve the file via the file transfer program This is not a

requi rement of RFC #114 but we would like to see it inplenented where
possi bl e.

4. Since inplenmentation of a subset of transaction types is
specifically permtted, we suggest inclusion of the foll ow ng
conmands (in addition to append).

i nsert records within a file
del ete records fromwithin a file
repl ace records within a file

Al t hough these operations are not directly supported under |BM
0S/ 360, we have used themwi th a non-standard file subsystem under
| BM 05/ 360 and find them quite useful.

5. In addition to retrieve and | ookup, get nanes of files under mny
access control would be useful.

6. The absence of status requests and responses is apparent.

Al though this is typically a function associated with a renote job
entry (RIE) system since the execute request is present it would
seem appropriate to inquire about the status of the process created
by the execute command. This becones increasingly nore inportant
where the execute is inplenmented as an RIE-Ii ke operation and
scheduling tinme of the job m ght be prol onged.
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7. \Wen requesting execute, the using host sends paraneters upon
receipt of the rr response. Executing a task can be inplenmented in
several ways. The options our 360 affords are RJE at job |evel and
the attach macro. Qur preference would be the attach macro which
iMmediately initiates an i ndependent OS task within the partition of
the programissuing the attach (presunably the File Service). Such a
task nornmally receives parameters upon initiation and can thereafter
recei ve paranmeters froma programvia some nechani smsuch as an event
control block. The second nethod requires special nodifications to
the program bei ng executed; hence, it is not desirable. Therefore,
we either need the paranmeters included in the execute command or will
not actually start execution until paraneters are received.

8. Upon abnornal termination, one should include part or all of the
spurious request as well as an identify- ing code to facilitate
preci se error recognition.

9. We would be interested in the outcome of the MT/ Harvard

experiments with the RFC #114 protocol. Wat were the pitfalls,
etc.?
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