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1. Introduction 

At the last RAN4 meeting, a contribution [1] was submitted discussing the impact of the available TDD HARQ feedback schemes on the performance evaluation. Testability problems were identified related to the simulation methods that had been used to derive the requirements. A set of proposed solutions was provided in [2].  In this contribution, we give input to the related discussion. 
2. Discussion
In [2], the following options were proposed for the spatially multiplexed (MCW) PDSCH cases: 
· Option 1: Keep the existing requirement and set the ACK/NACK feedback mode to multiplexing. 

· Option 2: Keep the existing requirement and set the ACK/NACK feedback mode to bundling. 

· Option 3: Set the UL/DL configuration to 0 and scale the maximum throughput accordingly. 
· Option 4: Re-simulate all multi-codeword scenarios assuming bundling mode
Our views regarding these options are the following: 

Option 1 and Option 2 would both change the achievable performance. This was already pointed out in [1] with respect to Option 1, but in our opinion, the same statement also holds for Option 2, especially in the ETU70 case (scenario 5.2). 

So then Option 4 would replace Option 2, which would require re-simulation of the test cases.

In our opinion, Option 3) is a viable approach without re-simulating the scenarios. We believe that the risk of having a different channel estimation performance between the two cases impacting the simulation results is small. 
For example, we can compare the FDD and TDD requirements based on [3], where we can see that in general the TDD performance was found not to be worse and in particular, the MCW cases showed similar performance. The only notable offset is in the case of 5.3, where TDD is actually better than FDD, not the other way around.  
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Table 1  TDD/FDD Comparison in Rel8 based on [3]
We also looked at per company results based on [3], since the FDD and TDD results were from different set of companies, so it is more informative to compare FDD and TDD results from the same companies. It was found that also in this comparison, TDD was not worse than FDD. Based on this, we feel it is reasonable to assume also that TDD UL/DL configuration #0 would not be noticeably worse than configuration #1.   

An alternate option would be to keep DL/UL configuration #1 but declare one DL frame MBSFN in every 5ms half frame. In this case, there would be only one DL ACK indication per UL subframe, so we could have UL HARQ indication without bundling or multiplexing.  It is not clear though whether MBSFN is considered when determining the UL ACK mapping. Based on [4], this doesn’t appear so, in which case this option is not viable.  
3. Conclusions

We provided feedback regarding the TDD ACK problem pointed out in [1].  We propose to follow an approach requiring the least amount of re-simulation required, which can be achieved with changing the test configuration from DL/UL configuration #1 to DL/UL configuration #1 and with appropriate small scaling if average code rate differences warrant it. Based on comparing the FDD and TDD results, it appears that the risk of introducing undesired errors with the scaled requirements is small.  
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