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1 Summary of email discussion
An email discussion took place following RAN1#59bis, where the following companies participated:

· Alcatel-Lucent, CATT, CMCC, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Fujitsu, Huawei, Interdigital, LGE, MediaTek, Motorola, NEC, Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks, NTT DOCOMO, Panasonic, Philips, Potevio, Qualcomm, RIM, Samsung, Sharp, Texas Instruments, ZTE.
This documents summarizes the views expressed by different companies on the issues that were discussed, where the proposals are intended as a starting point for a discussion on possible agreements. A more detailed summary of the company views is included in an excel file. 
1.1 Linkage between PDSCH/PUSCH and PDCCH
Option 1: 

· Each PDSCH/PUSCH CC can be scheduled only from a single DL CC, i.e. the UE only monitors PDCCH on one DL CC for each PDSCH/PUSCH CC 

· For any DL carrier with CIF where the UE monitors PDCCH, PDCCH on the DL carrier shall be able to schedule PDSCH at least on the same carrier and/or PUSCH on a linked UL carrier 

Option 2: 

· Support scheduling a PDSCH/PUSCH CC from more than one DL CC 

· For a given UE, each PDSCH/PUSCH CC can be scheduled only from a single DL CC in a given subframe in carrier aggregation scenario 

· For any DL carrier with CIF where the UE monitors PDCCH, PDCCH on the DL carrier shall be able to schedule PDSCH at least on the same carrier and/or PUSCH on a linked UL carrier 

· This shall not increase the number of PDCCH blind decodes and or the PDCCH CRC false detection rate compared to a system not having CIF
The following summarizes the views expressed by different companies.

· Option 1:
· Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Interdigital, Panasonic, CMCC, Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks, ZTE, Samsung, NEC, Potevio, RIM, LGE, Fujitsu, Motorola, NTT DOCOMO
· Option 2:

· CATT, Alcatel-Lucent, Qualcomm, Texas Instruments, Sharp, Philips, MediaTek
· Other:
· Modified option 1: Huawei
· For each PDSCH/PUSCH CC, eNB configures single CC carrying corresponding DL grant / UL grant
· For any DL carrier with CIF where the UE monitors PDCCH, PDCCH on the DL carrier shall be able to schedule PDSCH at least on the same carrier and/or PUSCH on a linked UL carrier 
· For any DL carrier with CIF where the UE monitors PDCCH, PDCCH on the DL carrier shall be able to schedule PDSCH/PUSCH on other carrier(s) only if the same DCI payload size is applied.
· Qualcomm proposed the following additional bullet as a commonality between option 1 and 2
· On a per UE basis, some CC(s) may be configured not to carry any PDCCHs for this UE.

Further discussion has also taken place on a possible reformulation of the first bullet in option 2 or modified option 1:

· At any given subframe, for each PDSCH/PUSCH CC, the UE is only required to receive at most one PDCCH indicating the unicast PDSCH/PUSCH.
Proposal:
Agree on option 1 as baseline. Further discussion on the benefit of supporting option 2 is needed.
1.2 Remaining details on inclusion of CIF

1.3 
Question A: 
Inclusion of CIF in DCI format when CRC scrambled by SI-RNTI
The following summarizes the views expressed by different companies.
· Yes:

· None

· No:

· Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Interdigital, Philips, Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks, CATT, NEC, Potevio, Huawei, Sharp, Motorola, Qualcomm, MediaTek

· Other

· RAN2 decision: CMCC, Samsung, RIM, Texas Instruments, LGE, Fujitsu
· FFS: ZTE
Proposal for A:
CIF is not included in DCI format when CRC scrambled by SI-RNTI unless RAN2 requires the use of CIF for SI acquisition purpose. 
Question B:

Inclusion of CIF in DCI format 0, 1A in common search space when CRC is scrambled by C-RNTI/SPS C-RNTI
The following summarizes the views expressed by different companies.
· Yes:

· Qualcomm

· No:

· Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Interdigitial, Philips, CMCC, Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks, ZTE, CATT, Samsung, NEC, Potevio, Huawei, Sharp, LGE, Fujitsu, Motorola, MediaTek

· Other

· Related to question A: Texas Instruments
Proposal for B:
CIF is not included in DCI format 0, 1A in common search space when CRC is scrambled by C-RNTI/SPS C-RNTI.
Question C: 
Cross carrier scheduling for DCI format 0, 1, 1A, 1B, 1D, 2, 2A, 2B in UE specific search space should be supported by

explicit CIF always 

explicit CIF in case the CC have the same bandwidth and implicit CIF in case the CC have different bandwidth (detection is based on different DCI format sizes)
The following summarizes the views expressed by different companies.
· Explicit CIF:

· Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Interdigital, CMCC, Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks, CATT, NEC, Potevio, Huawei, Qualcomm, Texas Instruments, Sharp, LGE, Fujitsu, Motorola, MediaTek
· Explicit CIF in case the CC have the same bandwidth and implicit CIF in case the CC have different bandwidth (detection is based on different DCI format sizes):
· Samsung, RIM
· Other:

· Explicit CIF for PDCCH which assigns different CCs and no CIF for PDCCH which assigns the same CC (and linked UL CC): Panasonic, NTT DOCOMO
· No clear preference: Philips
· Decide Later: ZTE
Proposal for C:

Discuss more at RAN1#60.











































































