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Discussion
1 Introduction
This contribution addresses the study item [1] on improvement of the existing rate adaptation mechanism. The new SINR-based scheduling approach is proposed in [2] and the latest simulation results of its evaluation are discussed in [4] and [5]. The present document focuses on evaluation of different options of Soft Handover (SHO) mechanism that can be implemented with the SINR-based scheduling approach. Initial considerations and system level simulation results are provided to analyze possible approaches to control the data rate (E-TFC) for SHO UEs. 

2 Simulation Assumptions
The simulation assumptions used for evaluation of the improved rate adaptation schemes are taken in accordance with the simulation assumptions agreed in [3]. A detailed description of additional scheduling and power control assumptions and a summary of all the assumptions are provided below.

System level simulations are performed for the SINR-based scheduling approach (the 2-loop scheme) in assumption of the TDM scheduling. In particular, only a single UE in each sector in the same TTI is selected for the data transmission and transmits the DPCCH, E-DPCCH and E-DPDCH channels. All other UEs transmit only the DPCCH channel at every TTI. The UE scheduled for the data transmission is randomly re-selected among all associated UEs with the frequency of once per the scheduling period of 10 TTIs. I.e., all associated UEs occupy equal time-domain and RX power resources on average. The UE re-selections (switches) are performed in different sectors asynchronously.

Equal target DPCCH RX powers are set for all the associated UEs. The scheduled UE has fixed E-DPCCH and E-DPDCH gain factors during the whole simulation. The gain factors and the target DPCCH RX power are selected to achieve the target total RoT budget and the required DPCCH pre-receiver Ec/No. The mentioned DPCCH Ec/No is selected according to the link level simulation results [4] and equals to -12 dB as a minimal value sufficient for reliable finger placement, power control measurements, and E-DPCCH decoding.

A separate loop is used to signal the required data rate (E-TFC) for a scheduled UE. The E-TFCs are selected according to the current E-DPDCH post-receiver SINR with a margin driven by the packet reception success (i.e. CRCs) at the current Node B. The marginal loop operates similarly to OLPC in the legacy system with the steps of Δ∙BLERtarget and Δ∙(1 – BLERtarget), where Δ is taken equal to 0.1 dB.

The following architectural options of SHO are considered in this contribution:

· SHO off. For this option each UE has only a single link to its serving Node B and there are no non-serving Nodes B in the active set. The marginal loop operates taking the packet reception success at the single serving Node B and E-TFCs are selected according to the post-receiver SINR and the margin only at the serving Node B.

· SHO option 1. For this option, SHO is enabled and a UE has a single link to the serving Node B and potentially has multiple links to non-serving Nodes B. But the E-TFC control mechanism operates only at the serving Node B similarly to the case of SHO disabled. Non-serving Nodes B try to decode the received TBs but provide only the ACK/NACK feedback without any impact on the data rate to be scheduled.
· SHO option 2. For this option, SHO is enabled but in contrast to option 1 the marginal loop takes TB reception success at the RNC side thus taking into account a combined reception probability from the whole active set of Nodes B. Therefore, the marginal loop logic in this option is similar to the OLPC logic in the legacy system up to replacement of the target DPCCH SIR parameter by the E-DPDCH post-receiver SINR margin. It should be noted that for this option, channel conditions in non-serving links impact rate adaptation only via the marginal loop but the post-receiver SINR is directly taken only from the serving link as it is done in option 1.
· SHO option 3. For this option, all Nodes B in the active set control the rate adaptation. The marginal loop operates in SHO similarly to option 2 but all post-receiver SINRs are directly taken into account. In that case a UE selects E-TFC according to the maximal post-receiver SINR among all links with the margin added. Every Node B in the active set should signal its supported E-TFC to the UE in addition to the ACK/NACK feedback.
In all the considered options, the transmit power is fully controlled by the serving Node B and non-serving Nodes B do not send ILPC commands.
The lists of system level simulation assumptions for the deployment model and assumptions of the system operation are provided in Table 1 and Table 2 respectively.

Table 1. Deployment model simulation assumptions

	Parameter
	Value

	Deployment scenario
	3GPP Macrocell

	Cell layout
	Wrap-around hexagonal grid, 

19 sites with 3 sectors per site 

	Inter-site distance [m]
	500

	Path loss and shadow fading models
	3GPP

	Node B antenna pattern
	Parabolic

	Node B antenna gain (bore sight) [dBi]
	17

	Node B antenna pattern azimuth width
	70º

	Node B antenna pattern elevation width
	10º

	Node B antenna tilt angle
	10º

	Node B antenna FTB [dB]
	25

	UE antenna pattern
	Omnidirectional

	UE antenna gain [dBi]
	0

	Penetration loss [dB]
	10

	Maximum UE TX power [dBm]
	23

	NodeB noise figure [dB]
	3

	Thermal noise PSD [dBm/Hz]
	-174

	Minimum distance between UT and serving cell [m]
	25

	Carrier frequency [GHz]
	2.0

	Channel model profile
	Ped A, Veh A

	Correlation between the antennas
	0

	User mobility model
	Doppler spectrum

	Users speed [km/h]
	3.0

	User distribution
	Randomly and uniformly distributed over the area

	Interference modeling
	Explicitly modeled interference, given percentage of the strong interferes are modeled with taking into account their temporal and spatial correlation properties, less powerful interferers are modeled by equivalent AWGN noise

	Traffic model
	Full buffer


Table 2. System operation assumptions

	Parameter
	Value

	Transmission modes
	SIMO

	Link-to-system mapping interface
	Effective SINR based

	E-DCH TTI [ms]
	2

	Modulation
	QPSK, 16-QAM

	T2TP [dB]
	10

	Channel estimation
	Ideal

	Pilot SIR estimation
	Ideal

	Node B receiver
	LMMSE with RX diversity

	Number of TX antennas
	1

	Number of RX antennas
	2

	Soft handover
	Disabled or enabled

	Softer handover
	Enabled

	ILPC delay [slots]
	2

	ILPC period [slots]
	1

	ILPC step size [dB]
	±1

	Target BLER
	10% after the 1st transmission attempt

	H-ARQ approach
	Chase combining

	Target RoT [dB]
	6; 15

	Target DPCCH pre-receiver Ec/No [dB]
	-12

	Scheduler
	TDM Round-robin

	Scheduling period [TTI]
	10

	SHO R1a parameter [dB]
	4

	SHO R1b parameter [dB]
	6


3 Simulation Results

3.1 Ped A, 3 km/h Channel Model
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Figure 1. Average UE throughput versus average sector throughput for different UE densities (0.0175, 0.25, 1, 4 and 10 UEs per sector), Ped A, 3 km/h channel model
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Figure 2. Relative gains of the average throughput for different SHO options over disabled SHO, Ped A, 3 km/h channel model, the RoT of 6 dB
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Figure 3. Relative gains of the average throughput for different SHO options over disabled SHO, Ped A, 3 km/h channel model, the RoT of 15 dB
Table 3. Average UE throughputs for different SHO options and relative throughput gains of different options over disabled SHO, Ped A, 3 km/h channel model
	RoT
	Option 
	UEs per sector
	0.0175
	0.25
	1
	4
	10

	6 dB
	SHO off
	Average t-put
	6279
	5020
	2650
	734
	249

	
	SHO on,

Option 1
	Average t-put
	6491
	5111
	2678
	752
	249

	
	
	SHO gain
	3.4%
	1.8%
	1.0%
	2.4%
	0.1%

	
	SHO on,

Option 2
	Average t-put
	6452
	5070
	2724
	746
	248

	
	
	SHO gain
	2.8%
	1.0%
	2.8%
	1.6%
	-0.3%

	
	SHO on,

Option 3
	Average t-put
	6492
	5112
	2754
	752
	254

	
	
	SHO gain
	3.4%
	1.8%
	3.9%
	2.5%
	2.0%

	15 dB
	SHO off
	Average t-put
	10473
	8257
	4066
	1061
	401

	
	SHO on,

Option 1
	Average t-put
	10538
	8422
	4105
	1059
	400

	
	
	SHO gain
	0.6%
	2.0%
	0.9%
	-0.2%
	-0.3%

	
	SHO on,

Option 2
	Average t-put
	10555
	8370
	4161
	1076
	396

	
	
	SHO gain
	0.8%
	1.4%
	2.3%
	1.4%
	-1.2%

	
	SHO on,

Option 3
	Average t-put
	10571
	8455
	4168
	1071
	390

	
	
	SHO gain
	0.9%
	2.4%
	2.5%
	0.9%
	-2.8%


3.2 Veh A, 3 km/h Channel Model

[image: image4.emf]0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 4000 4500 5000

0

2000

4000

6000

8000

10000

12000

Average sector throughput, kbps

Average user throughput, kbps

Veh A, 3 km/h channel model

 

 

SHO off, RoT 6 dB

SHO on, Option 1, RoT 6 dB

SHO on, Option 2, RoT 6 dB

SHO on, Option 3, RoT 6 dB

SHO off, RoT 15 dB

SHO on, Option 1, RoT 15 dB

SHO on, Option 2, RoT 15 dB

SHO on, Option 3, RoT 15 dB


Figure 4. Average UE throughput versus average sector throughput for different UE densities (0.0175, 0.25, 1, 4 and 10 UEs per sector), Veh A, 3 km/h channel model
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Figure 5. Relative gains of the average throughput for different SHO options over disabled SHO, Veh A, 3 km/h channel model, the RoT of 6 dB
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Figure 6. Relative gains of the average throughput for different SHO options over disabled SHO, Veh A, 3 km/h channel model, the RoT of 15 dB
Table 4. Average UE throughputs for different SHO options and relative throughput gains of different options over disabled SHO, Veh A, 3 km/h channel model
	RoT
	Option 
	UEs per sector
	0.0175
	0.25
	1
	4
	10

	6 dB
	SHO off
	Average t-put
	5755
	4568
	2587
	749
	258

	
	SHO on,

Option 1
	Average t-put
	5910
	4717
	2609
	747
	257

	
	
	SHO gain
	2.7%
	3.2%
	0.8%
	-0.3%
	-0.3%

	
	SHO on,

Option 2
	Average t-put
	5879
	4620
	2630
	744
	258

	
	
	SHO gain
	2.2%
	1.1%
	1.7%
	-0.7%
	-0.1%

	
	SHO on,

Option 3
	Average t-put
	5908
	4760
	2607
	748
	259

	
	
	SHO gain
	2.7%
	4.2%
	0.8%
	-0.2%
	0.4%

	15 dB
	SHO off
	Average t-put
	10130
	7985
	3907
	1070
	405

	
	SHO on,

Option 1
	Average t-put
	10167
	8034
	4012
	1064
	401

	
	
	SHO gain
	0.4%
	0.6%
	2.7%
	-0.6%
	-1.0%

	
	SHO on,

Option 2
	Average t-put
	10158
	7905
	3973
	1068
	399

	
	
	SHO gain
	0.3%
	-1.0%
	1.7%
	-0.2%
	-1.4%

	
	SHO on,

Option 3
	Average t-put
	10186
	8050
	4032
	1051
	398

	
	
	SHO gain
	0.6%
	0.8%
	3.2%
	-1.8%
	-1.6%


3.3 Discussion

The presented simulation results demonstrate that for Ped A, 3 km/h and Veh A, 3 km/h channel models and for the target RoT values of 6 and 15 dB the performance of all SHO options is close to the performance of disabled SHO. Small gains of up to 2-4% are and losses of down to -2% are only observed in different cases. The conclusion is made that the considered SHO options 1-3 demonstrate similar performance.
4 Conclusion
Three architectural options of SHO for improved rate adaptation (SINR-based scheduling) are proposed and initial system level simulation results for the different options are provided. The presented results demonstrate very close performance between themselves and also the case of no SHO operation.
Therefore, it may be concluded that since different SHO options have practically no impact on the system performance, complex SHO options (like option 3) requiring additional signalling and more complex system procedures demonstrate no benefits relative to the simplest options (1-2). Thus, SHO may be either not supported for the improved rate adaptation techniques or the legacy architecture (with ACK/NACK feedback but with no ILPC power control from non-serving Nodes B) may be inherited without a negative impact.
Proposal: Discuss either not supporting SHO for the improved rate adaptation (SINR-based scheduling) or support a SHO option with minimal changes relative to the existing architecture
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