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Attempt to progress discussion on two proposed TBF-related features
1 Source:
AT&T
2 Introduction

In the last few meetings, a couple of TBF-related features have been discussed on a fairly high level. In order to bring these items to a faster closure, argumentation needs to be more focused and specific. This paper is an attempt to bring the discussion in that direction and thus help stabilizing the functional content of the upcoming release. 

“Delayed TBF Release”

On the issue of delaying the TBF release despite an empty transmit buffer, described in paper 723 from GERAN #2, the pros seem relatively clear, whereas the consequences are still to be fully understood (at least by AT&T).

1. Our understanding is that one main challenge with this feature is how the MS, during an established but 'inactive' uplink TBF, will indicate to the network that it has data to transmit. In paper 723 from GERAN #2, Nokia proposes polling or fast access. Questions:

a) During a TBF, the MS camps on the PDCH(s). Is it then even principally possible for the MS to use fast access, since this presumably takes place on a control channel?

b) What about the prospect of using the so called 'USF=FREE' [04.60, v8.2.0, sec 10.4.1] for improved polling?

2. A related issue brought up by paper 715 from GERAN #2 is when a downlink TBF is established but inactive, and the MS wants to indicate uplink data (that should result in a new uplink TBF).


a) If 'USF=FREE' can be used in 1b above, can it be used here too?

b) If not, is there any other means to do this, other than using an entire downlink radio block for simple polling?

3. Need for explicit TBF release signaling is also mentioned in paper 715 as a drawback of the feature. 


a) Is this really needed?


b) What is the actual amount of such signaling required in practice?

"Allowing different MSs to share one TFI in the uplink of one physical subchannel"

This feature is proposed by Nokia in paper 722 from GERAN #2, and both merits and consequences need to be understood better, AT&T believes. Questions:

1. The advantage is not entirely clear. The scheme enables more than 32 simultaneous TBFs in the uplink. Given the fact that 32 is the limitation in the downlink anyway, can the gain of having more in the uplink be quantified?

2. The consequences need to be explored. Companies have claimed that unique TFIs are needed to verify that the received block really comes from the MS that was addressed by the USF.

a) Since TFI allocation is entirely up to BSS, can we assume that the feature leaves the MS and all radio interface messages fully unchanged?

b) If so, can we assume that implementation of this feature by BSS vendor X could never directly affect BSS vendor Y's functionality, nor any MS functionality?


c) With this in mind, would a simple wording change in current specs be sufficient to allow this?

Proposal

It is proposed that a discussion is dedicated to each of these two features, with the aim to clarifiy the items listed above. With those items clarified it should be a much simpler task to take decisions on what features to include in the next release.
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