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1. Introduction
An email discussion was initiated after on the design on the control channel for bandwidth in case of component carrier aggregation. The following options were identified in the previous meeting:

1. Separate PDCCH for each component carrier where either

 
1a. One PDCCH indicates an allocation on the same CC

1b. One PDCCH indicates an allocation on the same or a different CC

2. One common PDCCH where the information for the component carriers assigned to one UE is jointly encoded and where either

2a. The DCI format size is dynamically changed according to the number of CCs assigned

2b. The DCI format size is semi-statically fixed according to the number of CCs the UE is monitoring

Companies were asked to give their preferred option with argumentation.

2. Summary

The views of the 19 companies that responded are summarized in the table.

	Company
	Preferred option
	Views on alternative options

	Panasonic
	1
	Study option 1b further to investigate potential improvements over 1a.

	Fujitsu
	1b and/or (2a or 2b)
	Agree that no gain was observed from joint coding, but joint coding is worth consideration since it can somewhat reduce the total amount of CCEs used for an LTE-A UE scheduled on multiple component carriers. For the support of PDCCH-less component carrier and for the affinity with the anchor carrier, we much prefer 1b to 1a.

	ZTE
	2a
	

	Huawei
	1a
	

	CATT
	1b
	

	NEC
	1a or 2(2 a or 2b) 
	

	Nokia/Nokia Siemens Networks
	1a
	Study 1b further.

	Alcatel-Lucent
	1
	

	Qualcomm
	1b or 2b
	Both options maintain ability to send control for other carriers and support asymmetric DL/RL allocations. Among the two, 2b is preferred for reasons of reduced overhead and blind decoding

	Samsung
	1a
	For option 1b further discussion is needed and this can be kept as FFS for now

	LGE
	1
	Select between option 1a and 1b after more study

	Motorola
	2b
	Also fine with using option 1b when the number of scheduled CCs can be kept small

	Philips
	1a
	Option 1b FFS.

	Ericsson
	1a
	Option 1b FFS.

	Texas Instruments
	2
	Selection of option 2a and 2b is FFS

	InterDigital
	1a and 1b
	Select 1a as baseline mode of operation (ex: DL assignments on multiple CC) in conjunction with 1b as mode for optimized R10 operation (ex: non-backwards-compatible CC design). We’re in principle open to consider 2a or 2b as an alternative candidate for optimized R10 operation if proponents can quantify perceived benefits / complexity trade-off’s compared to 1b.

	CMCC
	1a
	Option 1b FFS.

	RIM
	1
	More discussion is needed on which one is preferred between option 1a and option 1b.


3. Proposed way forward

Based on the answers given, it is proposed to take option 1a as baseline and study option 1b further.

