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[bookmark: _Ref301342314]Introduction
In this contribution, we discuss the remaining issues on 256QAM table design.
[bookmark: _Ref346118000][bookmark: _GoBack]Discussion
CQI and MCS table
The CQI table and MCS table with 256QAM support are concluded to be the working assumption given in [1]. As both the CQI table and MCS table design has been intensively/thoroughly discussed at previous RAN1 meetings and there are no contradictory issues, we propose to confirm the working assumption on the CQI and MCS table for 256QAM.
 Proposal:
· Confirm the working assumption of CQI table and MCS table for 256QAM.
TBS table
At last meeting, RAN1 has made below agreement on TBS table design:
“Same design principle is applied for TBS table used up to Rel-10.”
A TBS table is concluded as working assumption for 256QAM given in [2]. However, there are different views on the TBS corresponding to highest spectral efficiency for 2/3/4 layers, i.e., TBS_L2_max, TBS_L3_max and TBS_L4_max. And it is FFS to select between the two options:
· Option 1
	TBS_L2
	TBS_L3
	TBS_L4

	193768
	290664
	387560



· Option 2
	TBS_L2
	TBS_L3
	TBS_L4

	195816
	293736
	391656



It should be noted that the agreement in RAN1 is that same design principle as before should be applied for 256QAM TBS table design. For option 2, the TBS for 2/3/4 layers are selected from the nearest values to 2/3/4 times of TBS_L1_max (97896) meanwhile satisfying QPP size alignment, which is aligned with Rel-8 principle. However, option 1 selects the nearest TBS value that is not larger than 2/3/4 times of TBS_L1_max (97896), which is not aligned with RAN1 agreement to follow previous design principle. Therefore, option 2 should be adopted.
The argument for option 1 is that the code rate is slightly lower than option 2 which makes it slightly more feasible in practice. However, the specs does not prohibit implementation from decoding such transport block sizes and several vendors had confirmed such transport block sizes can be decoded in their implementations. Furthermore, the effective code rate is dependent on the overhead. Looking forward, it can be expected that the LTE overhead will be further decreased. In addition, UE’s decoding capability will be continuously developed. Hence, the TBS in option 2 is also expected to be feasible and useful in practice.
Proposal:
· Adopt option 2 for TBS corresponding to highest spectral efficiency for 2/3/4 layers
Conclusions
In this contribution, we discussed remaining issues on 256QAM table design and made below proposals: 
Proposal: 
· Confirm the working assumption of CQI table and MCS table for 256QAM.
· Adopt option 2 for TBS corresponding to highest spectral efficiency for 2/3/4 layers
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