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1. Introduction
In the previous RAN4#43 meeting in Kobe, three MBSFN propagation channel profiles were proposed ([1], [2] & [3]).   The channel profile in [1] is a functional test channel derived from Rel-6 MBMS testing (3 x VA3) whilst those in [2] & [3] are based on various assumptions and statistical analysis.  It was shown in [4] that the deployment scenario used in [3] is not sufficient to provide reasonable  service rates / spectral efficiencies.  We therefore do not consider this further.  This paper compares the link level performances for the channel profiles in [1] and [2] in order to investigate whether there is any significant difference in link level performance and hence to see whether there is a reason to deviate from Rel-6 test methodologies.
2. Link Level Performances

Link level simulations are performed for demodulation of MTCH using channel profile [1] and [2].  The simulation parameters used are described in [5].
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Figure 1: Link level performances

Figure 1 is the link level performances for the channel profile in [1] and [2].  The required Îor/Ioc for 10% BLER is summarized in Table 1.  It can be seen that the performances between the two channel models are close (within 1 dB).
Table 1: MTCH demodulation performance at 10% BLER

	Channel Profile
	Îor/Ioc (dB)

	
	3.84 Mcps
	7.68 Mcps

	R4-070633 [1]
	11.68
	11.26

	R4-070625 [2]
	12.32
	11.13


3. Conclusion

The MTCH demodulation performance under propagation channel profiles [1] and [2] are evaluated.  Given that their performances are very close, there does not appear to be any specific aspect of the receiver that is tested using the proposal of [2] over and above those which would anyway be tested by the proposal of [1].

It is therefore proposed to use the simpler model in [1] for TDD MBSFN demodulation tests cases.  This provides a simple and realisable extension of the Rel-6 MBMS test procedure and also verifies the key aspects of SFN receiver operation (increased delay spread and number of paths).
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