3GPP TSG GERAN#35
GP-071270
Dublin, Ireland, 27-31 August 2007
Agenda Item 7.1.5.7
Source: Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation

Clarification on assignments for dual carrier in the downlink
1 Introduction

At present, the following rule is specified in subclause 6.4.2.2 of TS 45.002 [1] for packet switched configurations:
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Some issues related to the rule above have been identified. In this contribution, these issues are discussed, and some ways to resolve them are proposed.

2 Downlink dual carrier configurations
It needs to be clarified how the rule above should be extended to the case of downlink dual carrier configurations. For example, let’s consider the configuration shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1
The MS has been assigned 4 timeslots; however, two pairs of timeslots are assigned on each carrier, with the same timeslot numbers. It is proposed that, in this case, timeslots assigned on different carriers but with the same timeslot number are counted as just one timeslot. Hence, for the purpose of the rule above, the number of reception timeslots m is equal to 2. Hence the constraint given in TS 45.002 is satisfied by the assignment in Figure 1.
The constraint is also satisfied by the configuration shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2
A CR to TS 45.002 based on this proposal can be found in [2].

On further analysis, the restriction quoted in section 1 was introduced in R97 in order to simplify the implementation for early GPRS mobiles; however, due to advancements in technology, it may not even be necessary anymore, especially for mobiles of R99 and onwards. Even if the restriction were removed from R99 onwards, since it exists for R97 for some configurations, the network perhaps would not make use of more freedom for R99 (and onwards) mobiles.

As a possible alternative, the min(m,n,2) restriction could be removed for mobiles supporting DL DC, or could possibly be removed only for DL DC assignments. This would allow the network higher flexibility in the possible assignments.
On the other hand, the restriction has also the objective to minimise the power consumption in the mobile, by reducing the number of downlink timeslots that the MS needs to monitor. Hence there could be an interest in maintaining this restriction.
3 Conclusions

In this contribution, some issues related to the multislot assignments for downlink dual carrier configurations above have been discussed, and some ways to resolve them have been proposed. A corresponding CR to TS 45.002 can be found in [2].
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If there are m timeslots assigned for reception and n timeslots assigned for transmission:


–	For a multislot class type 1 MS, there shall be Min(m,n,2) reception and transmission timeslots with the same TN;


–	For a multislot class type 2 MS, there shall be Min(m,n) reception and transmission timeslots with the same TN.
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