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1. Introduction

This document deals with (P)RACH accesses for short TBFs (less than 8 blocks).  In 3GPP 44.060 a special code-point is assigned to accesses for TBFs conveying less than 9 blocks in order to allow the network to schedule precisely the resources allocated to the TBFs in the cell. 

It is discussed in this document whether we need to keep this feature in the standard or it is preferable to remove it as already done before for fixed allocation, TBF establishment on dedicated channel and close-ended TBFs. 

2. Discussion

Basically, a TBF which has been established using the “short access” code-point has a limited size in terms of RLC blocks (1 to 8). And before the countdown procedure starts a mobile station which has new data to send is allowed to extend the TBF by sending a PACKET RESOURCE REQUEST message.

Regarding this functionality, we would like to highlight that :

· Short access has never been really tested up to now as this feature is out of the scope of the GCF GPRS R97 recommended set and is very unlikely to be included in the GCF GPRS R99 recommended set. As a consequence a mobile maker may use a different code-point to establish a short TBF, that is to say one phase or two phase access. Thus the network cannot rely on the MS indication to set correctly the radio resources. Basically this forbids the usage of this feature also in the future. 

· It is very likely (depending on the USF scheduling and the BS_CV_MAX parameter), that the countdown procedure starts immediately or very few RLC blocks after entering packet transfer mode. Thus in most cases, the MS is unable to extend its TBF by sending a PACKET RESOURCE REQUEST message. As a consequence it has to establish a new TBF for the additional LLC PDUs stored in its buffers exactly as if the TBF was established using the one phase access type.

· The one phase access establishment procedure is much more efficient than the short access procedure as it allows the mobile station to include its multislot class in the PACKET CHANNEL REQUEST. As a consequence the mobile station can immediately be allocated an optimal number of timeslots.  By using short access the mobile station can only be allocated one timeslot in uplink and in case it has more data need to send before the countdown procedure starts, it shall wait for the resource reallocation before being able to use all its multislot capabilities in uplink. 

· It can be questioned whether the network can use the number of RLC blocks given in the (EGPRS) CHANNEL REQUEST at all to schedule the resources allocated to TBFs in the cell since the MS is allowed to extend the TBF at any time (provided that the countdown has not started).

· All TBFs are now established in open-ended mode. So the TBF size seems not to be a key parameter needed by the network for resource scheduling. Moreover, short TBFs (less than 9 RLC data bocks) using RLC unacknowledged mode shall be established through the two phase access procedure which only optionally give the number of octets to be transferred.

3. Conclusion

It clearly appears from the preceding section that there are very few benefits using the short access procedure. And as already agreed by the industry unnecessary and unused GPRS features which are not part of the conformance testing process need to be removed from the specifications and type approval requirements in order to ease the testing and implementation efforts for new mobile models. It is then proposed to follow what has been done before for the close-ended TBF feature as both functionalities are very similar :  

· Make the feature optional from R99 onwards by allowing mobile station to use one phase or two phase access types for short TBFs (less than 9 blocks) conveying data.

· Remove the short access feature from Rel-5, Rel-6, Rel-7 core specifications (44.060)

· Change test specifications as follows:

· As in the 51.010 tests, this feature is specifically tested in four test cases (42.1.1.3, 42.3.1.1, 52.1.1.5, 52.3.1.1) it is proposed to remove them. This would avoid unnecessary release distinction in 51.010 and unnecessary implementation effort in order to develop these tests for R99 type approvals.
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