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Simulation assumptions for the alignment simulations for MTCH
The simulation assumptions for the first set of MBMS simulations targeting performance requirements of the MTCH reception were discussed. The agreed simulation assumptions are presented in Table 1.  

Table 1: Simulation assumptions for the MTCH, combining evaluations.
	Parameter
	Value

	MTCH

	Combining scheme
	Soft 
	Selective

	User data rate
	256
	128

	S-CCPCH slot format
	14 (sf=8)
	12 (sf=16)

	Transport block size
	10240
	10240

	TTI
	40 ms
	80 ms

	Nr of transport blocks/TTI
	1
	1

	coding type
	Turbo
	Turbo

	CRC length
	16
	16

	CPICH Ec/Ior
	-10 dB
	-10 dB

	P-SCH Ec/Ior
	-15 dB
	-15 dB

	S-SCH Ec/Ior
	-15 dB
	-15 dB

	OCNS
	varied to sum total Ec/Ior to 0 dB
	varied to sum total Ec/Ior to 0 dB

	STTD
	Off
	Off

	number of radio links clusters
	3
	2

	Number of RLs per cluster
	1
	1

	Geometry (Ior1^/Ioc=Ior2^/Ioc)
	-3
	-3

	samples/chip
	1,
	1,

	Number of rake fingers
	equal to # of channel taps
	equal to # of channel taps

	Channel estimation
	ideal searcher, estimated phase and amplitude
	ideal searcher, estimated phase and amplitude

	Carrier frequency
	2 GHz
	2 GHz

	Propagation conditions
	VA3
	VA3


Panasonic comment: that Transport Block Size for FACH varies from 0 to 5000 with 1 bit granularity. I think this specification is still valid for MBMS. So, current assumption of TrBlock size : 10240 seems not consistant with this part. We think multiple transport blocks, e.g. 16x640, are required for 256kbps.

Ericsson comment: …

Simulation assumptions for the alignment simulations for MCCH

The simulation assumptions for the first set of MBMS simulations targeting performance requirements of the MCCH reception were discussed. The agreed simulation assumptions are presented in Table 2.  

The simulations outcome shall be Message error rate per modification period
Ericsson comment: The proposal is to look at the message performance received over the modification period.

Siemens comment: Regarding MER or BLER. In my opinion, the best way of aligning simulation results would be to report the BLER as the simulation outcome. If necessary,the MER or MER per modification period can be derived from the BLER.

Table 2: Simulation assumptions for the MCCH evaluation
	Parameter
	Value

	MCCH

	User data rate
	Prio 1:
 7.6 kbps (40 ms)  
	Prio 2: 
3.6 kbps (20 ms),  

	S-CCPCH slot format
	0
	0

	
Total number of bits, including RLC and MAC overhead
	3568,
	4400

	Repetition period
	480 ms
	1.28 s

	Modification period
	4.8 s
(10 repetitions)
	5.12 s
(4 repetitions) 

	Reference number of bits transmitted during one TTI 1
	304
	72

	TTI
	40 ms
	20 ms

	coding type
	convolutional rate 1/3

	CRC length
	16

	CPICH Ec/Ior
	-10 dB

	P-SCH Ec/Ior
	-15 dB

	S-SCH Ec/Ior
	-15 dB

	OCNS
	varied to sum total Ec/Ior to 0 dB

	STTD
	Off

	number of radio links
	1

	Geometry (Ior^/Ioc)
	-6 dB

	samples/chip
	1

	Number of rake fingers
	Equal to # of channel taps

	Channel estimation
	ideal searcher, estimated phase and amplitude

	Carrier frequency
	2 GHz

	Propagation conditions
	VA3


Nokia comment 1: Slot format 0 does not have any TFCI bits. In case we are interested in using various slot formats later on and at the same time benefit from our alignment simulations we could also change the slot format to 2.

Nokia comment 2: For the 7.6 kbps MCCH case it is proposed to have 10 repetitions. I wonder if lower number of repetitions would be more reasonable? I think that 10 repetitions gives quite significant gain, moving the MER range of interest to quite low S-CCPCH Ec/Ior's. Would 4 repetitions as for 3.6 kbps MCCH case be feasible? This would result a 1.28s modification period, which in our understanding is one possible value.

Selective combining.

‘

The proposal from Nokia to remove the selective combining scheme was discussed. Ericsson supported the idea but there were concerns that the selective combining scheme was intensively simulated and evaluated in other groups so it might be difficult to remove selective combining. Nokia stated that they might have a draft LS on Friday morning regarding the possible removal of one of the combing schemes.

Signalling of power offsets

Ericsson asked of comments on the possible signaling of the power offset between the S-CCPCH and the CPICH. It was noted that more evaluations were needed in oprder to see the improvement in performance with this signaling.

Conclusion

The simulation assumptions shown in Tables 1 and 2 above shall be used. Target date to evaluate the simulations is the possible adhoc meeting 4-6/4, 2005. 
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