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1 Introduction

A set of coverage evaluations for several physical channels were presented and discussed in RAN1 #79 [1-8], from which there were identified the PRACH preamble, the PRACH message, the EUL, and the PCH over the S-CCPCH as the ones more limited in coverage with respect to other physical channels that were also evaluated [9]. Then in RAN1 #80 several potential solutions were discussed by the TSG RAN WG for enhancing the coverage of the above mention channels [10-18].
In this contribution we provide a Text Proposal (TP) that is intended to capture additional considerations related to the coverage improvements for EUL as described in [19].   

2 Text Proposal
---------------------------------------------------------------- Text start ------------------------------------------------------------------
6.1.3.7.4 Legacy aspects related to the coverage enhancements for EUL 

One key parameter is the number of HARQ processes, which equals four and eight for 10 and 2 ms TTI in legacy UMTS, respectively. The number of HARQ processes should match the round-trip time between the UE and Node B, including their respective processing time, to allow for continuous transmission to a UE. Using a larger number of processes than motivated by the round-trip time does not provide any gains but introduces unnecessary delays between retransmissions. For contiguous TTI retransmissions (Solution 1) the current number of HARQ processes can either be kept or reduced. Keeping the number of HARQ processes might simplify the specification impact and could facilitate relaxed processing requirements. However, to keep the delay low, it seems more reasonable to decrease the number of HARQ processes and keep current HARQ timing requirements (see Figure X). 
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Figure X
Autonomous retransmissions for 10 ms TTI with bundle size equal to 4 – (a) Keeping existing number of HARQ processes (b) reducing the number of HARQ processes.



If the received energy per bit in one TTI is not enough to detect/decode the control channel (E-DPCCH) even though the gain factor setting is optimized, one can either re-allocate the power from data to control (as proposed in [x]) or apply repetition of the E-DPCCH (as proposed by Solution 1). If
 the E-DPCCH cannot be detected/decoded in one TTI, then data from several TTIs needs to be stored or accumulated until the power is enough for successful detection/decoding. 

Another important aspect to consider for contiguous TTI retransmissions (solution 1) is that both the UE and the network need to have a consistent view of the transmission scheme. This essentially means that the starting time of a TTI marking the beginning of a block of autonomous retransmissions needs to be well-defined. 

---------------------------------------------------------------- Text omitted --------------------------------------------------------------
7.1 Impact on RAN1 specifications
· For solution 1 (contiguous TTI retransmission) several consecutive TTIs associated with the same HARQ buffer need to be processed compared to a single TTI for legacy operation.
7.1.1 


--------------------------------------------------------------- Text end ------------------------------------------------------------------
3 Proposal
Upon reviewing the content of this Text Proposal, it is proposed:
Proposal: Agree on the text proposal presented in this document and capture its content on the TR for the study on Small Data Transmission Enhancements for UMTS
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�I think the title seems not so proper. 


�This is some judgement on hardware and not agreeable to me.


�As a way forward I have removed this sentence


�As I mentioned, antenna buffer stuff is heavily implementation aspect, different vendor may have different considerations, so it is not OK to include quite implementation related things into the TR.


�Can not understand why a switch is needed between legacy operation and repetition solution. Also, if this switch exist, it also applies both solutions.


�I have added the word “All” to emphasize that it applies to not only to solution 1.


�I think this aspect applies on both solution 1 and TDM solutions. I can’t understand why only say some common requirements only on solutio1.


�My request was to have a sentence or two, listing potential impacts. It’s funny to have hardware impact under impact on RAN1 spec section.


�As a way forward I have keep only one setence
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