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1 Introduction
This document summarizes the outcome of email discussion on CQI reporting between RAN1#52bis and RAN1#53 meetings. 
2 Definition of set S
Summary of the email discussion:

Email discussion took place following the Motorola’s proposal for the set S, which is the revision of R1-081312. Taking into account that there still were questions if there is benefit of having the set S being different from the entire system bandwidth, the following two alternatives were suggested by the email discussion moderator for further discussion. 

- Alternative A: conclude Set S = entire system bandwidth.

- Alternative B: continue discussion on how to define the set S while not creating new issues. 

Companies’ preferences shown on the reflector are summarized in the table below. 
	
	Preference
	Comment

	Motorola
	Alternative B
	Proposed revision of R1-081312 to have the unified definition of set S for both PUSCH and PUCCH. 

	Qualcomm
	Alternative A
	

	Samsung
	Alternative A
	

	LGE
	Alternative A
	

	Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia
	Alternative A
	

	Nortel
	Alternative B
	Removal of a configurable Set S will harm the performance of FFR (or FR) applications.

	Texas Instruments
	Alternative A
	


Suggested way forward:

It is suggested to conclude set S = entire system bandwidth, unless consensus on the benefit/definition of set S other than the entire system bandwidth is made during RAN1#53. 
3 CQI estimation methodology
Below is copied from the triggering email. 
The CQI estimation methodology is another important area to make progress but has been difficult to reach consensus so far. I would like to trigger the discussion assuming that the interested companies should now have had enough time to evaluate the situation and develop their views. 

The discussion/conclusion of the last meeting is as follows:

Identified approaches

· Approach A:

· Define the reference period for CQI (already done in 36.213)

· Approach B: 

· Specify reference periods for signal and interference estimation separately

· The reference period for the signal part in frequency domain: 

· given by the CQI reporting scheme.

· The reference period for the interference part in frequency domain to be defined. 

· The reference period doesn’t mandate a certain UE implementation for the interference measurement. 

· Continue discussion on the exact reference period. Following alternatives are identified. 

· Alt1: whole system bandwidth

· Alt2: set S

· Other alternatives are not yet precluded. 

Further discussion points about UE behaviour for CQI measurement:

· What should be captured in RAN1 specs?

· What should be captured in RAN4 specs?

Conclusion: 

· Continue discussion in RAN1

· Send an LS to RAN4 capturing the approaches A and B and further discussion points. (Panasonic, 1659 approved in 1688)

Even though we may wait for RAN4 feedback upon the LS in Tdoc 1688, I guess it would be meaningful if we can make further progress in RAN1. 

Please indicate which approach is preferred. In case of Approach B, please share your view on how the reference period for the interference part should be defined. 

Summary of the email discussion:

Companies’ preferences shown on the reflector are summarized in the table below. 

	
	Preference
	Comment

	Texas Instruments
	Approach A
	The current text in 36.213 can be further refined to indicate that the reference period for CQI (to specify the 10% BLER requirement) in frequency-domain is given by the reporting mode (entire BW for wideband CQI, the corresponding sub-band for sub-band CQI). 

In addition, it is needed to decide the value of parameter z for the reference period in time-domain.

	LGE
	Approach A
	The frequency-domain reference period of the interference measurement doesn’t need to be specified in RAN1. It could be defined as RAN4 test cases if needed.

	Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia
	Approach B
	It is felt that assuming single interference reference period (e.g. whole system bandwidth) would be preferable. 
Before concluding on this issue RAN1 should wait for the RAN4 input. 

	Samsung
	Approach A
	Both Approach A and Approach B are feasible candidates. But, Approach A is preferred due to its simplicity.

	Motorola
	Approach A
	How signal and interference are measured, if indeed they are to measured separately, is an implementation issue.

	Freescale
	Approach A
	Approach A is non-restrictive and allows each UE implementation enough flexibility so that the reference periods suggested in Approach B can be nevertheless implemented - if so desired by the UE manufacturer.


Suggested way forward:

Agree on Approach A as the working assumption in RAN1, which can be revisited if suggested so by the RAN4 feedback on the LS in R1-081688. 
4 Reduction of CQI reporting options
Below is copied from the triggering email. 
In Shenzhen, as a part of the discussion about reduction of CQI reporting options, interested companies were encouraged to provide their simulation assumptions in two weeks after R1#52bis meeting (i.e., until April 18) in order to facilitate the discussion in R1#53 meeting. If you have any suggestion, please share it within the group. 

As a general remark, I would like to note that we need to decide which options are really necessary for the first release of LTE in order to keep the schedule in terms of LTE deployment including testing etc, even though different companies may obviously have different preferences. 

Suggested way forward:

There was no opinion shown on the reflector on this topic. Hence, it is necessary to have the discussion during the meeting. 









