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1)  Introduction 
The GSM 02.78 (draft 2.0.0 sections 5.3.1 and 6.3) 
(case 1) 

(case 2) 


defines reporting criteria for EDPs. According to stage 1 the SCP can define conditions under which the EDP is reported / not reported. In stage 1 there is also defined criteria for TDPs. 

The main driver for TDP criteria is to avoid unecessary triggerings and thus reduce signalling traffic. However, in the case of EDP the conditional triggering does not reduce much signalling nor processing load. 

· RRB must contain EDP reporting criteria

· Regardless whether a EDP is not reported to the SCP or not the implicit disarming is done. If EDP is not reported, the SCP dialogue must be terminated with an empty TC-END. If it was reported SSP would send ERB in TC-CONTINUE and then possibly an TC-END.
In addition, introduction of conditional reporting of EDPs intruduce an interworking problem with the CAMEL phase 2 « notification of Call Forwarding » : How does the criteria apply to CF notification, when the SSP reports e.g. T_Busy EDP with the callForwarding flag ? During the CF invokation there is no appropriate release reason code (yet).
2)  Proposal
First, Nokia proposes not to introduce conditional reporting of EDPs since there is more standardization work but very little savings in processing & signalling.
Second, regarding to TDPs it is proposed that the processing of the DP is the following ;
1. Analyse reason code. The reason code defines DP to be met.

2. Once the DP is met, check triggering criteria. If the criteria are fulfilled, send InitialDP.

By following this principle we avoid cases in which SCP defines e.g . a criteria for O_Route_Select_Failure but the same reason code would trigger O_Busy DP.
Third, regarding to new TDPs of CAMEL3 and notification of call forwarding to SCP WG2 must define rules how to handle CF pending cases ; the alternatives are ;

· E.g. invocation of CFB is compared to « busy » reason code ; or

· SSP never triggers in CF pending cases ; or

· CF pending is a separate triggering criterion.

Nokia does not have a strong view in this issue.


























· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 



· 

· 

· 

































































































































































n2-99704.doc
- 1 / Erreur! Signet non défini. -
17.06.1999

_985006598.unknown

_985006599.unknown

_985006597.unknown

_985006596.unknown

