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1  Introduction

In [1], RAN WG3 open issues are summarised and specific questions were put forward to RAN WG1 and WG2. In this paper we address some of the RAN WG1 related open issues identified by RAN WG3, and suggest answers that can be provided to RAN WG3.

2  Scrambling code for HS-PDSCH, HS-SCCH

RAN3 assumes that scrambling code used for HS-PDSCH, HS-SCCH & DPCH are same. RAN1 opinion is needed.

We suggest to use the same scrambling code for HS-PDSCH and HS-SCCH. However, the DPCH should be allowed to use a different scrambling code. 

4  UL feedback configuration

UE quality reporting, e.g. reference of reporting: who determines the setting of what, frequency of quality reporting?: Node-B or SRNC? RAN 1 should decide if they expect the UL feedback configuration to be mainly a cell specific setting or a service dependant setting.

For the channel quality reports, different reporting rates are typically needed for the soft handover state and the non soft handover state. In the latter case, the Node B can utilize the DPCH transmit power to estimate the channel quality and only needs infrequent reports, whereas in the former case, more frequent reports are needed. This can be solved by allowing two different values for the reporting frequency  k1, k2 to be used in soft handover or non-soft handover, respectively. The values of these parameters are declared by the Node B towards the SRNC, and signaled by the SRNC to the UE and the Node B whenever the handover state changes. Alternatively, a scheme where k1 and k2 are signaled once to the UE to save signaling over the air could be considered. The UE can select either of the two values autonomously, depending on its handover state.

The reporting offset l is used to distribute the uplink load. Hence, the l parameter should be controlled by the SRNC, which informs the UE and the Node B of the chosen value. 

5  HS-DSCH power & HS-SCCH power

The usage of total power in cell specific parameter. RAN1 has to confirm what their concept of total power is?

Power setting on HS-SCCH should in principle be done as for the PDSCH. This means that UTRAN shall provide the necessary support to enable a UE-specific setting of  HS-SCCH transmit power, taking into account the current downlink DPCCH power level of the respective UE. However, the exact way of HS-SCCH power setting in the Node B does not need to be specified.

We regard it as sufficient to indicate the total maximum power allocation for all HS-PDSCHs and  HS-SCCHs from CRNC to the Node B. This parameter should be provided optionally. If no such power limit is indicated, the Node B should be allowed to use all  available power up to the total maximum power level on all downlink channels.  

6  HS-SCCH power offset definition and necessity

Should be confirmed by RAN1. If we need HS-SCCH PO then RAN1 has to define the definition for HS-SCCH PO.

The HS-SCCH power relative to a user’s DPCCH may depend on soft handover status, and  whether or not uplink SSDT signaling is used. How exactly this information is taken into account in the power setting should be left to Node B implementation. 

7  Transport Block sizes

Who determines the TBS (allowed set of transport block sizes)? CRNC or Node-B? RAN1 & RAN2 opinion is needed. RAN3 would like to understand if the configuration of these bits should be considered defined(specified in standard?), static on a cell level(configured per cell) or should be considered UE specific(configurable per UE).

The present  TFRI  format provides a 6-bit field  for indication of the transport block size, i.e. 64 different TB sizes can be differentiated. It seems reasonable to define different sets of transport formats in dependency of the number of  HS-PDSCH codes  and the modulation scheme. This means that the present TFRI format provides the capability to indicate a rather big total number of different transport block sizes.

In our opinion, due to  this large amount of  potentially different transport block sizes,  it is reasonable  to specify all  possible TB formats by a fixed table. It should be clear that using UE specific TB sizes cannot provide any significant gain as the number of hard encoded TB sizes is quite large. Usage of a fixed mapping table throughout the network and by all UEs however simplifies implementation and avoids excessive signalling. Especially in regard to mobility procedures this would mean a substantial advantage.

8  References

[1]

R3-02xxxx, HSDPA Open Issues for RAN WG3 (Nokia, Motorola)

