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1 Introduction
In RAN1#59 meeting, the Work Item LCR TDD MC-HSUPA was discussed. Several working assumptions were made while some E-AGCH related issues are still FFS as follows:
· Whether the E-AGCH and E-HICH are allowed to control several carriers is FFS. Whether the E-AGCH can control different carriers in different TTIs is FFS.

· In MC-HSUPA, E-AGCH can be configured on the same or different carrier as the corresponding E-PUCH.

In this document, we provide our considerations on Absolute Grant of MC-HSUPA operation, and give our proposal.
2 Discussion
For MC-HSUPA operation, UE may use more than one carrier in a single TTI. The scheduler of UTRAN shall inform each carrier’s grant to the UE, and it could take one of the following options to inform grants:

· One E-AGCH carries grants for multiple carriers in one TTI. 
· One E-AGCH carries grant for one carrier in one TTI.
2.1 Grants for multiple carriers on one E-AGCH in one TTI
For this option, one E-AGCH carries grants for multiple carriers simultaneously so that the overhead of the control channel is reduced. There are two means to achieve this type of grant:
1） Each carrier has its own grant, and the grant values of one carrier can be different from the grant of other carriers carried on the same E-AGCH in one TTI;
2） The grant for all the carriers on the same E-AGCH is the same.
The method 1) would extremely increase the code rate of E-AGCH which leads to the decrease of the cell coverage. The method 2) also has following problems:
· The network does not only serve the UEs with MC-HSUPA capability, but also serve the UEs with single carrier capability. So different carriers have different traffic load. In this situation, if the grants of all carriers are the same, some carriers would remain some resources (code or power) which can not be used; 
· The method 2) can not change the number of scheduled carriers flexibly unless the carrier information is added on E-AGCH. Since the number of carriers of MC-HSUPA is up to six, the number of bits used to indicate the carrier information is six at most. If the carrier information is added on E-AGCH, the code rate of E-AGCH is also increased which causes coverage decreasing. But if the carrier information is not added, the E-PUCH resources will be wasted when the traffic volume is not high;
Based on the analysis above, this option of “One E-AGCH carries grants for multiple carriers in one TTI” is not proposed.

2.2 Grant for one carrier on E-AGCH in one TTI

Comparing with the first option, this option is much more flexible. Furthermore, the efficiency and compatibility are better.
3 Conclusion
In this contribution, we discussed the E-AGCH issue in MC-HSUPA for LCR TDD. It is proposed that:

Proposal 1：In MC-HSUPA, One E-AGCH carries only one carrier’s grant in one TTI.
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