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1. Introduction

Based on DCCM proposal introduced by Nokia at TSG GERAN #5 [1], the discussion at TSG GERAN WG2 #5 bis and the following e-mails exchange on the reflector, this document highlights TIM position on the matter, focusing on the reasons for such a change, the technical solution, the testing activities and the consequences if adopted or not. 

2. Discussion

The already specified R97 PBCCH/PCCCH introduction will allow the Operators to increase signalling capacity and traffic control. These advantages will be reflected in better quality of service perceived by GPRS users in all the applications, especially the most signalling-consuming ones, such as Web browsing. 

Therefore TIM believes there is not any technical reason for supporting DCCM: PBCCH functionalities are correctly and completely specified in the standard and they are mandatory for MSs, already in R97. At this stage, it is commonly agreed that Change Requests to R97 specifications should be accepted only in case of errors clearly preventing the correct operation of the system. They should not be accepted just for introducing optional and unnecessary features, the only reason for them being to allow manufacturers to implement MSs which are not standard compliant. The possibility of making PBCCH optional on the MS side has already been discussed in the past and rejected. DCCM proposal would now allow non-PBCCH compliant MSs to operate in a GPRS network and this is clearly against what was agreed in the standardisation bodies.  

As far as the technical solution is concerned, DCCM implies unjustified, redundant and non-standard compliant modifications to the MSs, BSS, PCU and SGSN. The proposed changes are unjustified and redundant since the standard is self-consistent and does not require any modifications on PBCCH; moreover they are not standard compliant since they are introduced to allow MSs to camp on BCCH when PBCCH is deployed in the network, without any need for implementing the mandatory PBCCH features on the MS side.

Nokia proposal includes 2 alternative solutions: 

· Solution A: DCCM MSs camp on PBCCH and non-DCCM, including R97 PBCCH compliant, MSs, camp on BCCH: this approach is unacceptable for the Manufacturers implementing standard compliant MSs and for the Operators selling these terminals, because the users buying these mobile phones and subscribers of these Operators experiment the same service they perceive with non-standard compliant MSs and a worse service than the one achieved by using modified non-standard compliant MSs. Therefore, in such a case there is no reason for implementing PBCCH compliant MSs until DCCM is fully standardised, implemented and tested. At the GCF SG #8, it was agreed to validate 34 GPRS test cases with the highest priority within September, all related to the already completely standardised PBCCH. DCCM requires to implement PBCCH together with several further features, that need to be fully standardised, then implemented and finally tested, based on a new set of test cases to be completely defined. This introduces an unacceptable delay compared to the already available standard PBCCH solution. Moreover, it can be expected that DCCM testing activities will not be more reliable than the current PBCCH ones. Based on the current self-consistent standard, every effort should be focused on testing the PBCCH functionalities with the mobile network and test equipment already available, as stated by Lucent Technologies, Motorola and Rohde & Schwarz. When solution A is adopted, users with DCCM without R97 PBCCH terminals will not have GPRS services in PBCCH, non-DCCM networks. Therefore, if DCCM proposal were accepted, an Operator should necessarily implement DCCM in its network (it would not be optional as stated by Nokia, but it would be mandatory), otherwise the non-PBCCH compliant, both DCCM and non-DCCM, terminals, developed as a consequence of DCCM acceptance (making PBCCH optional on the MS side) and before DCCM deployment, would not have GPRS and GSM service at all. Moreover, if an Operator has no other chance than implementing DCCM, it has no other chance than selling DCCM terminals, otherwise all the other types of terminals would camp on BCCH, and there would not be any reason to deploy DCCM if PBCCH is not used. Therefore the only and unacceptable effect of Nokia proposal is to make “optional” what is “mandatory” (PBCCH on the MS side) and “mandatory” what is “optional” (DCCM on the network side). Furthermore, the Operators have to consider the implementation costs related to DCCM deployment.  
· Solution B: DCCM MSs camp on BCCH and non-DCCM MSs camp on PBCCH: this approach implies that non-DCCM MSs are R97 PBCCH compliant, but if it is accepted that R97 PBCCH compliant MSs exist, Solution B is meaningless and Solution A useless. 

Therefore there is not any reason for accepting DCCM proposal, as stated at the beginning of the document.                 

3. Conclusions

TIM strongly recommends to reject DCCM proposal and will act according to this position, since it is unacceptable from the standardisation process point of view, useless from a technical point of view, dangerous and detrimental from the service quality point of view. 

DCCM is unacceptable from the standardisation point of view, because it introduces unjustified changes to R97 specifications and makes “mandatory” features “optional” and vice versa, destabilising the standard without any reason, since there are not inconsistencies preventing correct implementation on both the MS and the network side. If DCCM proposal were accepted, the credibility of standardisation activities inside 3GPP would be seriously injured and anyone could not rely on the specification process any more, since it would be guaranteed the principle that the standards could be modified not only on a technical basis, but due to the non-standard compliant implementation of one or more 3GPP members, with unfair prejudice against the members whose implementations are compliant to the specifications. 

DCCM is useless from a technical point of view, because the proposed modifications are not necessary for a correct operation of the system, but necessary to guarantee sub-optimal operation of non-standard compliant systems. 

DCCM is dangerous and detrimental from the service quality point of view, because it introduces consistent delays in the network deployment of PBCCH/PCCCH features, which are already completely and correctly specified, preventing the network operators from increased signalling capacity and traffic control and as a consequence the users from the enhancement in the perceived quality of service for the whole period needed for standardising, implementing and testing DCCM. Moreover, when DCCM is finally commercially deployed, all the MSs sold until that date, even if standard compliant, will necessarily go on camping on BCCH, preventing definitively the users buying those terminals from a better service quality and drastically reducing the advantages for the network operators in terms of signalling capacity, traffic control and independent GPRS and GSM parameters settings.

On the contrary, the test cases for PBCCH/PCCCH are going to be validated within one month, allowing for full laboratories, live networks in multivendor environment testing, in order to activate PBCCH/PCCCH  functionalities in the network as soon as possible, with full and immediate benefit for all the users and network operators. 

This target may be easily achieved at the right time if all the companies are focused on the already scheduled, standard, future-proof activities, without being diverted by non-scheduled, non-standard compliant and uncertain result proposals.  
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