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Comments on NTT proposal

After studying the NTT proposal on support of FAX3 in the non-transparent 

mode in UMTS we have some remarks and questions on it.

Point 1:

Why is it proposed to introduce a completely new protocol handling for 

the FAX3 application in the UMTS, completely different from the 

existing GSM TS 03.46?

Point 2:

In our opinion it is not necessary to modify the handling of BCS-data. 

One important result of the TS 03.46 validation was that the specified 

BCS-handling is stable. An abort of a FAX-connection during a BCS-phase 

was very seldom.

The critical phase of a non-transparent FAX-connection is the message 

transfer phase due to the inconstant RLP throughput which depends on 

the actual quality of the radio link.

During the last CN3-meeting it was decided to use a 28.8 kbit/s channel 

for FAX3 NT connections. Consequently the throughput of an errorfree 

radio channel is two times higher than the maximum message transfer 

rate supported by an FAX Group 3 apparatus. Based on the results of the 

FAX3 NT validation (see measurements of message speed 4800 bit/s over a 

9600 bit/s radio link) the probability of a connection abort during the 

document transfer phase, for MS to fixed and MS to MS calls, seems to 

be accaptable.

Point 3:

A question and remark to the proposal.

Is it correct that it could happen during a FAX connection that due to 

autonomous DCS/TCF handling the message speed of the FAX-transmitter 

and the FAX-receiver is different?

If yes, it is possible that the transmission rate at the originator is 

n-times higher than the rate at the receiver. This will lead to 

problems during the post-message phase.

Point 4:

Handling of erroneous TCF

For the case the TAF1 receives an incorrect TCF-sequence the proposal is to 

transfer a 'TCF Error Detection' indication via the radio link towards 

the TAF2. Upon reception of this indication TAF2 has to manipulate the 

outgoing TCF-sequence, which is autonomously transmitted by TAF2.

- What happens when the 'TCF Error Detection' indication is delayed due 

to transmission errors?

- Was the timing analysed for MS-MS calls?

To avoid timing problems we propose to reuse the TCF-handling including 

TCF_OK and TCF_NOK elements as specified by TS 03.46.

