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1
Introduction

This contribution discusses the use of legacy tables for MCS/TBS/CQI in 256QAM.

The following agreement was made at RAN1#76 [1]:
	· Use of 256QAM MCS/CQI table can be configured for each configured CC

· 256QAM is supported for all TMs
· Working assumption: 256QAM is supported at least for all DCI formats except for DCI format 1A and 1C, and FFS for DCI format 1A

· In TM10
· FFS: Use of 256QAM MCS table can be configured for the parameter set linked to each PQI field in DCI format 2D
· FFS: Use of 256QAM CQI table can configured for each CSI process


Several aspects remain FFS in the above, and are addressed in the following.
2
Discussion
DCI format 1A

The main rationale for using legacy tables with DCI format 1A is that it provides a fallback mechanism useful for maintaining robustness in case of reconfiguration involving a change of tables. At the same time, reserving this format means that it is not available for transmitting using 256QAM. This could result in forcing the network to use a larger DCI than needed for some cases where a single transport block has to be transmitted with high order modulation. However, in a typical high geometry scenario for which 256QAM is configured the aggregation level required for PDCCH or E-PDCCH should be high such that this small penalty is acceptable in these rare occurrences.
Proposal 1: Legacy MCS/TBS tables are used for assignments received with DCI format 1A.

PQI field and CSI process
The PQI field has been introduced for TM10 to indicate resource elements used for PDSCH as well as quasi-collocated antenna ports. In practice, a codepoint of the PQI field corresponds to a transmission from a specific point, which could correspond to a high power node (macro) or low power node.
In a heterogeneous CoMP scenario (i.e. CoMP scenario 3 or 4), use of 256QAM by low power nodes can be beneficial since it can be expected that a significant portion of UE’s under coverage of these nodes can potentially have a high geometry in absence of interference from the high power node. On the other hand, the use of 256QAM in the case of high power nodes would not necessarily benefit a large number of UE’s, and thus may not warrant the cost of upgrading hardware for these nodes. Thus the scenario where 256QAM is not supported by all nodes in an area should not be exceptional or temporary.
If the UE is constrained to assume the same MCS tables for all PQI’s in a scenario where some transmission points support 256QAM and other don’t, it would in principle still be possible to operate using the 256QAM MCS tables but the set of possible MCS values that could be used from the non-supporting nodes would be reduced which would impact negatively on the performance. This can be prevented, with a low complexity cost, by allowing configurability of MCS table on a PQI basis.
Similar considerations apply also to the CQI tables used in CSI reporting. Clearly, for any CSI processe corresponding to a transmission hypothesis where the desired signal is from a node that does not support 256QAM, use of a CQI table designed for 256QAM would not provide optimal performance.
Proposal 2: In TM10,

· Use of 256QAM MCS table can be configured for the parameter set linked to each PQI field in DCI format 2D
· Use of 256QAM CQI table can configured for each CSI process
3
Conclusions
This contribution discussed the use of legacy tables for MCS/TBS/CQI in 256QAM and proposed the following:

Proposal 1: Legacy MCS/TBS tables are used for assignments received with DCI format 1A.

Proposal 2: In TM10,

· Use of 256QAM MCS table can be configured for the parameter set linked to each PQI field in DCI format 2D
· Use of 256QAM CQI table can configured for each CSI process
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