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1
Introduction
The RAN1#70 in Qingdao din August iscussed the ΔT2TP and βed ranges based on contributions [1, …, 5]. The meeting made the following working assumption subject to email discussion [70-52]:
· T2TP range with 8 PAM

· Extend down to [6 dB]

· Extend the Bec range to match the extended T2TP  [and extend Bed] range

· Investigate if a second T2TP  should be applied when 8PAM modulation is used (the UE is configured with two T2TP  values

· E-DPDCH gain factor range for 8PAM is not extended in RAN1#70

· Further analysis supporting the extended Bed range is invited for the final decision

· Absolute Grant table range is extended if the Bed range is extended

Two separate threads of discussion emerged, one related to the range of ΔT2TP and the other to the range of βed, and are summarized in this document
2
Summary of discussion related to the range of ΔT2TP
Results distribured by Ericsson over email [6, 9] indicate that for SIMO there is no need to extende the ΔT2TP range below 10 dB supported already in Rel-7. Email by Huawei [7] supported Ericsson results based on findings published in [5].
Results distributed by Nokia Siemens Networks over email [8] indicate that for SIMO there is a need to extend the ΔT2TP range for correlation based channel estimation, but not for LMMSE based channel estimation. Further the results indicate that for MIMO there is no need to extend the ΔT2TP range for correlation based channel estimation, but there is a need to extend the ΔT2TP range for LMMSE based channel estimation.
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Figure 1: T2TP for TBS of 22018 bits, PA3 [6]
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Figure 2: T2TP for TBS of 32990 bits, PA3 [6]
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Figure 3: T2TP for TBS of 22018 bits, VA3 [9]
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Figure 4: T2TP for TBS of 32990 bits, VA3 [9]


Table 1: Summary of ΔT2TP results for different channel estimators and channel models for SIMO [8]
	SIMO
	Rx Ec/No 15 dB
	Rx Ec/No 20 dB

	
	Optimal
	Sweet spot
	Optimal
	Sweet spot

	Correlation PA3
	10 dB
	8...10 dB
	6 dB
	5...8 dB

	Correlation VA3
	7 dB
	5...8 dB
	3 dB
	3...5 dB

	LMMSE PA3
	9 dB
	8...10 dB
	10 dB
	9...10 dB

	LMMSE VA3
	10 dB
	7...10 dB
	8 dB
	7...10 dB


Table 2: Summary of ΔT2TP results for different channel estimators and channel models for MIMO [8]
	MIMO
	Rx Ec/No 15 dB
	Rx Ec/No 20 dB

	
	Optimal
	Sweet spot
	Optimal
	Sweet spot

	Correlation PA3
	10 dB
	8...10 dB
	10 dB
	8...10 dB

	Correlation VA3
	8 dB
	8...9 dB
	6 dB
	5...8 dB

	LMMSE PA3
	10 dB
	8...10 dB
	7 dB
	6...10 dB

	LMMSE VA3
	7 dB
	6...9 dB
	5 dB
	4...7 dB


3
Summary of discussion related to the range of βed
Results distribured by Nokia Siemens Networks over email [10] indicate that there is no need to extend the βed range from what is supported in Rel-7. This is mainly due to the reason that the DPCCH level needs to be increased in order to be able to maintain good E-DPCCH performance
No other comments were made with regard to the βed range in the RAN1_HSPA email reflector by the email discussion deadline date.
4
Conclusion
For ΔT2TP, there was some discrepancy in the simulation results findings and some additional discussion on the baseline assumptions is needed before a decision can be reached. 

For βed, there was only one email containing results indicating that there is no need to extend the range. Hence it could be possible to conclude that there is no need to extend the range of βed.
After the email discussion deadline had passed, RAN1 Chairman distributed the emails [11, 12] over the RAN1_HSPA reflector summarizing that there was no consensus for email discussion [70-52] by the email discussion deadline, thus no agreement is reached and the group should aim at reaching an agreement in RAN1#70bis.
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