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1. Introduction
In this paper, we present the initial simulation alignment results for demodulation performance.
2. Simulation Assumptions
Below are the simulation assumptions for the results presented in this paper:
· DMRS: Type 1, 1 front loaded with 1 additional symbol. FDM’ed with data for 1 layer tests and TDM’ed with data for 2 and 4 layer tests.
· Redundancy version: RV1 = {0,2,3,1} for all modulation. RV2 = {0,1,2,3} for up to 16QAM and {0,0,1,2} for 64QAM and 256QAM. We compare RV1 and RV2 results for FDD and then use RV1 for the rest of the tests.
· FR2 channel model: CDL-A 30ns 900Hz channel model was used with assumptions as proposed in [1].
· Other test assumptions were as per the email discussion and WF [2].
3. Simulation Results

3.1. FDD
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Observation 1: RV sequence {0,2,3,1} is better or comparable to RV sequence {0,1,2,3} for up to 16QAM and {0,0,1,2} for 64QAM and 256QAM.
Based on the above observation, we use RV sequence {0,2,3,1} for the rest of the tests. We propose the following.

Proposal 1: Use HARQ RV sequence {0,2,3,1} for all modulations when defining PDSCH demodulation performance tests.
Observation 2: SNR required for 70% Throughput test point for tests with 2Rx and 64QAM, 256QAM modulations is very high. So, we should lower the MCS for these cases.

We propose the following.

Proposal 2: Use MCS19 (64QAM table) for 64QAM and MCS20 (256QAM table) for 256QAM tests.
3.2. FR1 TDD
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3.3. FR2 TDD
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4. Conclusions
This paper presents the simulation results for initial alignment purposes. Following has been proposed:
Observation 1: RV sequence {0,2,3,1} is better or comparable to RV sequence {0,1,2,3} for up to 16QAM and {0,0,1,2} for 64QAM and 256QAM.

Observation 2: SNR required for 70% Throughput test point for tests with 2Rx and 64QAM, 256QAM modulations is very high. So, we should lower the MCS for these cases.

Proposal 1: Use HARQ RV sequence {0,2,3,1} for all modulations when defining PDSCH demodulation performance tests.
Proposal 2: Use MCS19 (64QAM table) for 64QAM and MCS20 (256QAM table) for 256QAM tests.
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