TSG-RAN Working Group 2 Meeting #28
R2-020786
Kobe, Japan, 8 - 12 April 2002

Title:
LS on TFRI formula
Source:
RAN2

To:
RAN1

Cc:


Response to:


Release:
Rel-5

Contact Person:


Name:
Johan Torsner
Tel. Number:
+358 9 2993580
E-mail Address:
Johan.Torsner@lmf.ericsson.se
Attachments:
R2-020765, R2-020767

1. Overall Description:

During the RAN WG2#28, RAN2 agreed to include in the 3GPP specifications, formulas which provide a mapping between the TFRI and the TB size. This means that in stead of providing every UE with a UE-specific TFRI mapping by RRC signalling, the UE (and Node-B) can use the standardised formulas. 

Although RAN WG2 has agreed on this approach, no agreement was reached yet on the exact formulas to be included in the specifications. Two examples of such formulas are indicated in the attached contributions (R2-020765 section 2.2; R2-020767 section 2.4). In relation to these formulas, RAN2 would appreciate if RAN1 could answer the following questions:

1) In the agreed approach, the meaning of a TB size index on the HS-SCCH will depend on the value of the modulation scheme and the number of PDSCH codes in the channelisation code set. The coding rate is given implicitly by the number of bits in the transport block, the modulation scheme and the channelisation code set. RAN2 would appreciate RAN1s opinion regarding which coding rates are reasonable to consider when defining the possible TB sizes for a certain combination of modulation scheme and number of codes:

· Lower end: what is the lowest channel coding rate that should be considered e..g. 1/4 or 1/3 for QPSK, 1/3 or 1/2  for 16QAM, or other.

· Higher end: what is the highest channel coding rate that should be considered e.g. 7/8 or 1 for  QPSK,  3/4 or 1 for 16QAM, or other.
2) The formula will use some kind of step between the different TB sizes. Currently RAN2 is considering to use a fixed granularity in bits for a certain number of PDSCH codes and a certain modulation scheme. Note however that the step size has not been agreed yet.

RAN2 would appreciate RAN1s opinion regarding the optimal step size. An optimal step size should represent a compromise between number of different TB sizes and efficiently loss due to padding. Should the step size between the different TB sizes e.g. be constant in number of bits for each number of PDSCH codes or e.g. rather require a fixed step in required SIR. 

3) The proposals received in RAN2 differ w.r.t. the need to support TB size overlap for QPSK and 16QAM.

Does RAN1 see a relevant benefit if for certain TBsizes, both QPSK and 16QAM can be used. Note that this will require the definition of 2 TFRIs for the same TBsize. 

4) RAN2 is considering a slightly larger TBS indicator than the current value of 6 bits. Would RAN1 have a problem with this?

5) Does RAN1 have any other concern not listed in any of the proposals or in this LS, that RAN1 thinks should be taken into account when creating the table.
2. Actions:

To RAN1 group.

ACTION: 
RAN1 is kindly requested to provide answers to the indicated questions.
Since the next RAN1 meeting is in parallel to the RAN2 meeting, and companies would like to provide inputs on the formula for the coming RAN2 meeting, it would be preferable if RAN1 could reply to this liaision from the ongoing RAN1 meeting.

3. Date of Next RAN2 Meetings:

RAN2_29
13 – 17 May 2002

Gyeongju, Korea.

RAN2_30
24 – 28 June 2002
Torino, Italy.

