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1
Introduction
In this document, we compare the baseline performance of a circular buffer based rate matching structure based on the joint document sent out to the reflector on 4/14/07 vs. R6 based rate matching.

2
Simulations
2.1
Assumptions
	Channel
	AWGN

	Channel Estimation
	Ideal

	Turbo Interleaver
	QPP


Table 1

Assumptions
2.2
MCS Setup

	Modulation
	TB Size
	Code Rate
	QPP 

Parameters

	QPSK
	{40, …, 6144}

188 block sizes as per

TS 36.212
	{0.4, 0.5, 0.6, 0.7, 0.8}
	As per

TS 36.212

	
	2048
	{0.33, …, 0.80}
	


Table 2

Candidate MCS

Figures 1 to 6 show the performance difference between circular buffer based and R6 rate matching at 1% BLER.
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Figure 1

Circular Buffer vs. R6 – Code Rate = 0.40
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Figure 2

Circular Buffer vs. R6 – Code Rate = 0.50
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Figure 3

Circular Buffer vs. R6 – Code Rate = 0.60
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Figure 4

Circular Buffer vs. R6 – Code Rate = 0.70
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Figure 5

Circular Buffer vs. R6 – Code Rate = 0.80
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Figure 6

Circular Buffer vs. R6 – Block Size = 2048

3
Conclusions

Based on the results seen in section 2, we observe that CBRM performance is equivalent, if not better, than R6 based rate matching in all instances.
Further, we note that the implementation of CBRM allows for a lower latency for encoding depending on availability of a closed form expression for the encoded bits as they appear at the turbo encoder engine O/P. Such a structure is virtually impossible for R6.
Therefore, based on performance and ease of implementation, we propose to adopt CBRM as the baseline for E-UTRA.
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