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1. UL aspects
1.1. Potential new Aperiodic CSI reporting mode
Panasonic propose to support new Aperiodic CSI reporting mode.

(Copied from R1-153973)

	Observation 1: Especially for relatively old CSI reports, the wideband CSI accuracy is higher than the subband CSI accuracy.

Observation 2: Especially for subband CSI reports, the feedback overhead will become very large for >5 CA.

Observation 3: From the downlink overhead perspective, it is more reasonable to schedule few carriers with large transport blocks rather than many carriers with small transport blocks.

Observation 4: For many cases using >5 CA, having wideband CSI information for the majority of carriers can be sufficient for the eNB.

Proposal 1: Introduce a wideband-only CSI report mode for aperiodic CSI reports in Release 13.


Q1: Should we focus on existing Aperiodic CSI reporting modes, or should we introduce new CSI reporting mode?
Q2: If it is introduced, how the new CSI reporting mode is?
Q3: If it is introduced, does it have any other specification impacts?
There were discussion on the need, benefit, and potential spec impact of the new A-CSI reporting mode. Then, following suggestion is achieved:

Suggestion:

· Proponents prepare a WF which includes the benefit and potential spec impact of the new A-CSI reporting mode.

1.2. Number of CSIs that can be triggered by one code-point of A-CSI request field
Current spec defines the limitation of the maximum CSI processes in each of the 1st and 2nd set of CSI process(es).
(Copied from TS36.213)

	A UE is not expected to be configured by higher layers with more than 5 CSI processes in each of the 1st and 2nd set of CSI process(es) in Table 7.2.1-1B. A UE is not expected to be configured by higher layers with more than 5 CSI processes and/or {CSI process, CSI subframe set}-pair(s) in each of the 1st and 2nd set of CSI process(es) and/or {CSI process, CSI subframe set}-pair(s) in Table 7.2.1-1C. A UE is not expected to be configured by higher layers with more than one instance of the same CSI process in each of the higher layer configured sets associated with the value of CSI request field of  '01', '10',  and  '11'  in Table 7.2.1-1B and Table 7.2.1-1C respectively.


Q1: Should we keep the same number for Rel.13 CA?
Q2: If it is changed, which number is feasible?

There was a discussion whether to increase the number of CSIs that can be triggered by one code-point. There is a trade-off between A-CSI request field bits and the number of CSIs. In order to make sure that 3-bit A-CSI request field works, increase of CSIs per code-point may be acceptable.
Suggestion:

· Need to consider further the number of A-CSI request bits and UE complexity.

1.3. Periodic CSI reporting
The instantaneous UCI payload consisting of periodic CSI, HARQ-ACK and SR may vary largely between subframes and the reliable reception of all UCI may not always be possible even if PUCCH capacity is sufficient, see e.g. R1- 153914 (CATT) and R1-154120 (Samsung). Dropping of some of the CSI may be beneficial in such cases.
Q1: Should dropping of at least some of the periodic CSI be supported?
Q2:  If dropping is necessary, can the Rel-10 DL CC priorities and CSI reporting type priorities be reused, or is there a need to define new rules?
Q3: What is the criteria for dropping (some of) CSI? 

Suggestion:

· Define dropping rules for periodic CSI reporting on PUCCH and/or PUSCH.

Following DL aspects cannot be discussed due to the limited time.

2. DL aspects

2.1. Number of blind decodings
There are suggestions to avoid the linear increase of the number of blind decodings in Rel.13 CA.
Q1: Is it really essential issue for Rel.13 CA?
Q2: If it is yes, until which number RAN1 should reduce that?

Q3: Should we also support UEs capable of linear increase of the number of blind decodings?

2.2. False-positive Detection of DL grants
There are suggestions to deal with false positive detection of DL grants in Rel.13 CA.

Q1: Is it really essential issue to be solved by the specifications for Rel.13 CA? (or are eNB implementation specific solutions sufficient)
Q2: If it is yes, which solutions to consider further?

2.3. Soft-buffer size
There are suggestions to de-couple soft-buffer size and data-rate capability.

Q1: Is it really essential issue for Rel.13 CA?
Q2: If it is yes, until which number RAN1 should reduce that?

Q3: Should we also support UEs having the soft-buffer size linearly increased?
2.4. Carrier-selection
There are proposals on carrier-selection/switching (R1-154424, R1-154324).

Q1: Is it really essential for Rel.13 CA?
Q2: If it is yes, what kind of specification impacts are necessary?

- 2/3 -

