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1. Introduction
E-UTRA requires downlink control signaling for proper operation. The downlink control signaling required to support data transmission includes
· scheduling assignment, required by the UE for demodulation and decoding of downlink data,

· scheduling grants, controlling the uplink data transmission, and

· ACK/NAK in response to uplink data transmission.

Downlink control signaling has been extensively discussed no the reflector in the past. In particular, joint-vs-separate coding of information to different UEs and FDM-vs-TDM of control signaling and user data has been the focus of the discussions. This contribution addresses some of the issues associated with the design of downlink control signaling.

2. Requirements

The following aspects should be addressed when designing the downlink control signaling:

· Coverage: Obviously the control signaling design must allow for a sufficiently low error rate also at the cell edge. Note that the case 3 in TR 25.814 is merely an example of a problematic situation; even more troublesome situations may occur.
· Overhead: The overhead from the control signaling should obviously be kept small not to unnecessarily degrade the overall performance.
· Low complexity: The overall scheme should allow for low-complexity implementation, especially at the UE. For example, the UE should not be required to do blind decoding of a large number of control signaling formats.
With these aspects in mind, the control signaling design is discussed.

3. Question 1 – separate or joint coding between UEs?

Control signaling is one of the factors limiting cell coverage; operation is not possible beyond the point where the probability of decoding of control signaling is too low. The main problem when addressing a UE at the cell edge is to meet the Eb/N0 required by the control channel, given the C/I experienced by the UE. Obtaining a sufficient Eb/N0 at the cell edge can be done in two ways:
· processing gain, i.e., a sufficiently low code rate in the error correcting coding, or

· adapting the transmission parameters, i.e., providing a better C/I at the cell edge, e.g. through power control or by adapting the modulation and coding scheme to the instantaneous channel conditions.

Relying solely on processing gain would require a fairly low code rate. In ‎[3], a code rate of 1/7 or lower was considered. Assuming, as an example, a control signaling overhead of one OFDM symbol, this would correspond to a total of 87 bits of control information per TTI in 5 MHz. Either the scheduling flexibility would be seriously limited or a large control channel overhead is required. Note that, with this approach, the control signaling need to be designed for the worst case and therefore wastes bandwidth for user in more favorable positions of deployments. Obviously, to design the control channel for wide-area coverage by using a fixed, very low code rate to obtain the necessary processing gain is not an attractive strategy.

Alternatively, the transmission parameters can be set to provide the required Eb/N0 depending on the instantaneous conditions of the UE. Adaptation can be done in different ways:

· link adaptation, i.e., adjusting the modulation and/or coding scheme for the control signaling to match each UEs perceived radio conditions, or

· power control, i.e., adjusting the transmission power match the radio conditions.

Note that both of these schemes rely on individual processing of different UEs control signaling if UEs with different conditions are to be scheduled at the same time instant.

With the use of individual coding of different UEs control signaling, one could argue there is a loss in coding performance due to the smaller block size for each control channel. However, as the size of a separately coded control channel roughly is in the order of 40 bits, while a jointly coded control channel roughly has a size of 100-300 bits, the coding gain due to the larger block size is relatively small, less than 0.5 dB. This shall be put in relation to the ~3 dB gain (see Appendix A) in link adaptation from separate coding, resulting in an overall gain with separate coding.

Conclusion: Separate coding of control information intended for different UEs.

3.1. Power control
Link adaptation requires the UE to be able to process different number of coded bits. For example, a code rate of R could be used in advantageous conditions while a lower rate of R’<R is used in poor conditions. In essence, the “bandwidth” of the control signaling is varied to account for varying channel conditions.  However, using link adaptation has some impacts on the UE implementation: either the UE has to blindly detect which (out of potentially a large number) format that is used, or the network need to inform the UE about the format used on a separate control channel; a control channel that need to be designed to reach the cell border. Neither of these schemes seem attractive from a complexity perspective. 

With power control, the transmission power is adjusted to obtain the required Eb/N0. A reasonable code rate, e.g., rate 1/3, is selected. In poor conditions, the power of the control signaling is increased to ensure a sufficient Eb/N0 is reached. With this approach, there is no need for the UE to blindly detect multiple control signaling formats. In addition, the “bandwidth overhead” is reasonable as the code rate of the control channel does not have to match the worst-case conditions. The power necessary for boosting a control channel has to be “borrowed” from other transmissions occurring simultaneously in time. Depending on the mapping (discussed in Section ‎5), power can be “borrowed” from data and/or other control channels.

Conclusion: Power control of the individual control channels should be possible.

For proper operation of the power control, an increase in transmission power should result in an increase in the C/I at the UE. As planning or coordination of inter-cell interference for control channels may not always be used, a method for randomizing the inter-cell interference experienced while receiving the control channel is necessary. For example, a control channel transmitted in one cell should not consistently collide with the same control channel in the neighboring cell. This could be realized by mapping the control channels in neighboring cells in a pseudo-random way, e.g., through the use of sequences with minimum cross-correlation.

Conclusion: Allow for inter-cell interference randomization for control channels.

4. Question 2 – joint or separate between DL and UL?

In case a UE is scheduled in the downlink at the same time as it is assigned an uplink grant, two approaches can be foreseen: the downlink assignment and uplink grant are coded together into one message or the two are treated separately.

Coding the downlink assignment and uplink grant together in cases were both are transmitted to the same UE could allow for a reduced number of bits as the ID only needs to be conveyed once for both messages. However, it also implies varying formats for the control signaling. In principle, three formats are needed for a control channel: DL only, UL only, and DL+UL. This would imply blind control signaling format detection in the UE, which is not desirable. It also complicates the mapping of the control channels onto the physical OFDM resources. The starting point of one control channel would depends on the size of other control channels in the same subframe, which clearly complicates the design and has serious implications on the possibility of individual selection of transmission parameters such as power control.

If the number of bits required for downlink assignment and uplink grants are similar, one possibility is to design a ‘generic control channel’ which can be used for either DL assignments or UL grants. To inform the UE whether the control information on this particular channel is downlink or uplink related, a single flag bit could be used. Defining a generic control channel has the benefit of allowing dynamic sharing of the amount of resources between uplink and downlink related control signaling. For example, in one subframe pair, three downlink assignments and two uplink grants is transmitted and in the next pair one downlink assignment and four uplink grants.

Conclusion: Downlink scheduling assignments and uplink scheduling grants are coded separately also in the case of being transmitted to the same UE.
5. Question 3 – joint or separate of cat 1 and cat2/3?

In ‎[1], the control signaling for downlink resource assignment is divided into three categories: cat 1 for resource assignment, cat 2 for transport format, and cat 3 for hybrid ARQ information. During the control signaling discussions, it has been proposed to code cat 1 and cat 2/3 for the same UE separately. The main reason for this approach is MIMO. In principle, the cat 2/3 information could be coded separately from cat 1 and transmitted inside the scheduled resource blocks, thereby allowing for more flexibility regarding MIMO. A larger number of bits for cat 2/3 could be used when scheduling a MIMO transmission compared to a non-MIMO transmission. This could reduce the amount of control signaling bits required for non-MIMO transmissions. However, splitting the control signaling for a single user into two parts, cat 1 and cat 2/3, will increase the CRC overhead. The CRC for cat 1 could be made ID specific and therefore “come for free”, but an additional CRC is required for cat 2/3 incase of separate encoding. This increases the overhead and can offset the potential savings from separate coding. Furthermore, the overall error probability will be increased. If an overall error probability of p is required, the error probability of the two parts needs to be approximately p/2 each. Hence, with separate coding of cat 1 and cat2/3, either the overall performance of the control signaling is reduced or the transmission power has to be increase to maintain the same overall error probability. Therefore, it is proposed to take joint encoding of cat 1, 2, and 3 for one UE into one message as the working assumption and to reconfirm this assumption when the MIMO discussions have progressed further.

Conclusion: Joint coding of cat 1, 2, and 3 in the downlink scheduling message for one UE.
6. Question 4 – FDM or TDM of data and control?

The use of the terms “FDM” and “TDM” of control signaling is to some extent an abuse of terminology. Rather, “TDM” should be interpreted as “control signaling is located at the beginning of a 1 ms subframe pair”, while “FDM” should be interpreted as “the control signaling spans the full 1 ms duration”.

The following properties of TDM can be identified:

· Power sharing restrictions. TDM implies that power cannot be shared between data and control; the only possibility is to share power between the control channels. This sets certain restrictions on the amount of power that can be spent on a control channel and may limit the scheduling flexibility. Especially for the ACK/NAK signaling this may be a critical issue. 

· Micro sleep has been claimed as an advantage for TDM, i.e., the possibility for the UE to decode the control channels and switch off the receiver circuitry if the UE is not addressed. To what extent this may reduce the power consumption is unclear. It should also be noted that the possibility for power reduction is impacted by the channel estimation; if the reference symbol energy in the first reference signal is insufficient for reliable channel estimation, the UE need to wait until the second reference symbol is received before the control signaling can be decoded
. The potential gain from micro sleep is also impacted by UE measurements for mobility; the time necessary for measurements may limit the possibilities for micro sleep. Macro sleep, i.e., the possibility for the UE to shut off the RF front end for several subframes in a row, is a more powerful tool for reducing the UE power consumption.

FDM implies the control signaling is mapped such that the duration is sufficiently longer than one OFDM symbol. The following properties can be identified:

· Power sharing flexibility. Power can be distributed between data and control as needed (within any limits set by RF requirements). For TDD, where the last OFDM symbols in some subframes are needed for guard periods, either some puncturing of the control signaling is allowed to fit into a slightly smaller number of symbols or the mapping is designed to take the need for guard time into account.

· Inter-cell interference aspects. FDM between data and control allows for a reuse larger than one in situations where this could be desirable. It may also have benefits in terms of interference coordination.

Conclusion: FDM between control channels and data.

7. Conclusion

A proposal for the design of downlink control signaling has been made, where

· each UE monitors N downlink control channels,

· each control channel has a known location and known modulation and coding scheme.

This is similar to the approach used for HSPA.

 It is recommended to agree on the following:
· Separate coding of control information intended for different UEs

· Power control of the individual control channels should be possible

· Allow for inter-cell interference randomization for control channels

· Joint coding of cat 1, 2, and 3for one UE in downlink

· FDM of data and control
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Appendix A – Performance Evaluation
In this appendix a performance evaluation of the control channels is presented. Error rates are evaluated for different Inter-Site Distances.
Four mechanisms are evaluated:
1) Joint coding – no PC
2) Separate coding – no PC, no intercell randomization

3) Separate coding – SIR balancing PC, no intercell randomization

4) Separate coding – SIR balancing PC, intercell randomization

In all cases only the first OFDM symbol of a TTI is used (n=1). In the separate coding case the L1/L2 control channels have 40 information bits each, and are coded with a rate 1/3 code. Five L1/L2 control channels are multiplexed in 5MHz. In the joint coding case there is one single L1/L2 control channel with 200 information bits. Mean BLEP v mean SINR for these coding schemes are shown in Figure 5.
The SIR balancing power control has a target of 1dB SINR. In each snap shot (static simulations are used) the power is updated a number of times so that the power levels and SINRs converge. This is an optimistic assumption – realistic power control algorithms in combination with varying interference would results in worse performance. The algorithm however shows the potential of being able to use power control for the separately coded L1/L2 control channels.
Models and assumptions are in line with TR 25.814, case 1 and 3 (5MHz). It is assumed that all L1/L2 control channels are used in all base station and that the network is synchronized. This yields 100% load, a worst-case assumption. 
Results
Wideband average SINR distributions for simulation case 1 (500m ISD) are shown in Figure 1. It is seen that the joint coding and separate coding cases without power control achieve the same SINR distributions. These are the typical distributions achieved in a fully loaded reuse 1 system without power control. At the cell-edge (5th percentile) the SINR is about -4dB. Note that this value assumes an interference-limited system; in a noise-limited scenarion significantly lower values may be experienced. The power controlled cases achieve more narrow SINR distributions (steeper CDFs). In the case with intercell randomization, the power control algorithm can balance SINRs almost completely. A cell-edge SINR of about 2dB can be achieved. Without randomization, some links experience very strong interference, and cannot reach the target SINR. The result is a wider SINR distribution, with a cell-edge SINR of about 0dB.

Figure 2 shows the BLEP distributions resulting from the SINR distributions in Figure 1. It is seen that the cases witout power control yield unacceptable performance. The cell-edge BLEP (95th percentile) is 20-40%. With power control however, the BLEP distribution is much better. With randomization a BLEP below 10-4 is achieved for all links (not seen in Figure 1). Also the case without randomization yields acceptable BLEP at the cell-edge. The margin is however much smaller, and with a less ideal power control principle it is likely that much higher BLEP values would be achieved (e.g. exceeding 1%).
Figure 3 and Figure 4 show the same results for simulation case 3 (1732m ISD). Here it is seen that the power is not sufficient to reach the target SINR for the worst 20% of the user population. This could be compensated for by either scheduling fewer L1/L2 control channels, each  of which then get a larger fraction of the base station power. Alternatively, the L1/L2 control channels could be mapped on more than one OFDM symbol (n>1).
Summary

· Separate coding with randomization and power control is the most robust alternative

· Joint coding or separate coding without power control would require a significantly stronger coding than rate 1/3
· Too achieve good coverage, n>1 should be considered 
A Note on Category 0 Information

Category 0 information, if used, addresses multiple users and cannot be power controlled. This means that this information must support the cell-edge SINRs achieved here without power control, e.g. -5-6dB in simulation case 3, or preferably even lower SINRs.  
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Figure 1. Wideband SINR distributions. ISD = 500m. The black curve is behind the pink curve in this plot.
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Figure 2. BLEP distributions. ISD = 500m. The red curve is below 10-4 and thus not visible in the plot.
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Figure 3. Wideband SINR distributions. ISD = 1732 m. The black curve is behind the magenta curve in this plot.
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Figure 4. BLEP distributions. ISD = 1732 m.
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Figure 5. Mean BLEP versus Mean C/N per antenna. Note: for simplicity, in this study, the performance of the 40 bits code is approximated with the 37 bits results, and the performance of the 200 bits code is approximated with the 140 bits results. 
� Note that, in case of TDD operation, it is not always possible to use reference signals in the previous subframe pair. In order to maximize the commonality between FDD and TDD, the control signaling should be possible to decode also for “self-contained” subframe pairs.






[image: image6.wmf]-4

-2

0

2

4

6

8

10

-3

10

-2

10

-1

10

0

C/N per Antenna [dB]

BLER

TU, 2 x Rx Diversity

Rate 1/3, 37 info bits

Rate 1/3, 140 info bits

Rate 1/2, 37 info bits

Rate 1/2, 140 info bits

