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1. Introduction

RAN4 #94e agreements on Rel-16 PUSCH demodulation requirements for 30% throughput were captured in the Chairman notes [1]. The only open issue is the channel bandwidth. This contribution discusses this open issue.
2. Discussion on 30% throughput test point
The following two options on channel bandwidth were proposed in RAN4 #94e:
· Option 1: Add the 30% TP test cases with RBs for the minimum channel bandwidth per SCS (i.e., 25RB for 15kHz SCS, 24RB for 30kHz SCS, 66RB for 60kHz SCS, 32RB for 120kHz SCS, which are agreed in #92bis) to the all tables for CP-OFDM (i.e., Table 8.2.1.2-1 – 8.2.1.2-14, Table 11.2.2.1.2-1 - 11.2.2.1.2-5 in TS 38.104, and corresponding Tables in TS38.141-1/2)
· Option 2: Add the 30% TP test cases with RBs for the minimum channel bandwidth per SCS (i.e., 25RB for 15kHz SCS, 24RB for 30kHz SCS, 66RB for 60kHz SCS, 32RB for 120kHz SCS, which are agreed in #92bis) to only tables for the minimum channel bandwidth per SCS for CP-OFDM (i.e., Table 8.2.1.2-1, 8.2.1.2-4, 8.2.1.2-8, 8.2.1.2-11, Table 11.2.2.1.2-1, 11.2.2.1.2-3 in TS 38.104, and corresponding Tables in TS 38.141-1/2)
In RAN4 #94e, it was group common understanding that the test coverage is the same for option 1 and option 2. Our feeling is that for people participated in Rel-15 test applicability discussion, option 2 is slightly preferred; while for other people, the Rel-15 test applicability seems not clear enough. 
To us, we slightly prefer option 2, and option 1 is acceptable. One issue with option 1 is that, the spec structure for Rel-16 30% PUSCH TP would be different with Rel-15 DFT-s-OFDM PUSCH, which may cause confusion for people not participated in the discussion.

It is worth noting that, in the beginning of each sub-clasue under clasue 8.2, the following sentence is added, which remind the readers to check the test applicability.

Which specific test(s) are applicable to BS is based on the test applicability rules defined in subclause 8.1.2.1.
In Rel-15, we spent long time on discussing the wording for test applicability, especially with the efforts from European delegates. 
In the email discussion in RAN4 #94e, one comment was to add one sentence to clarify the test PRBs should be centered in the widest supported channel bandwidth. Actually this clarification is already in the existing test applicability, as seen below:
8.1.2.1.2  Applicability of requirements for different channel bandwidths

For each subcarrier spacing declared to be supported, the tests for a specific channel bandwidth shall apply only if the BS supports it (see D.14 in table 4.6-1).

Unless otherwise stated, for each subcarrier spacing declared to be supported, the tests shall be done only for the widest supported channel bandwidth. If performance requirement is not specified for this widest supported channel bandwidth, the tests shall be done by using performance requirement for the closest channel bandwidth lower than this widest supported bandwidth; the tested PRBs shall then be centered in this widest supported channel bandwidth.

With the above discussion, we suggest to try to keep the same spec structure for Rel-16 30% PUSCH TP and Rel-15 DFT-s-OFDM PUSCH to avoid potential confusion in the future. If needed, a note can be added in the performance requirement table to ensure people is aware of the test applicability in clasue 8.1.2. Also, further improvement on the wording of test applicability can be considered.
Proposal 1: For the channel bandwidth, option 2 is slightly preferred, and option 1 is acceptable.
Proposal 2: Try to keep the same spec structure for Rel-16 30% PUSCH TP and Rel-15 DFT-s-OFDM PUSCH to avoid potential confusion in the future. If needed, a note can be added in the performance requirement table to ensure people is aware of the test applicability in clasue 8.1.2. Also, further improvement on the wording of test applicability can be considered.
3. Conclusion
This contribution provided our view on channel bandwidth for PUSCH demodulation requirements for 30% throughput, with the following proposals:

Proposal 1: For the channel bandwidth, option 2 is slightly preferred, and option 1 is acceptable.
Proposal 2: Try to keep the same spec structure for Rel-16 30% PUSCH TP and Rel-15 DFT-s-OFDM PUSCH to avoid potential confusion in the future. If needed, a note can be added in the performance requirement table to ensure people is aware of the test applicability in clasue 8.1.2. Also, further improvement on the wording of test applicability can be considered.
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