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1
Introduction
In this contribution we provide our simulation results for frequency selective CQI reporting (PUSCH 2-0) of  TDD based on the proposed test setup by NEC in [1] .
2
Simulation assumptions
The simulation assumptions and test setup are according to [1], as shown in table 1 below.

Table 1 Sub-band test for single antenna transmission (TDD) 
	Parameter
	Unit
	Test 1
	Test 2

	Bandwidth
	MHz
	10 MHz

	Transmission mode
	
	1 (port 0)

	Uplink downlink configuration
	
	2

	Special subframe configuration
	
	4

	 SNR (Note 3)
	 dB
	[8]
	[9]
	[13]
	[14]
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	dB[mW/15kHz]
	[-90]
	[-89]
	[-85]
	[-84]
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	dB[mW/15kHz]
	[-98]
	[-98]

	Propagation channel
	
	EVA5

	Correlation
	
	Low

	Reporting interval
	ms
	5

	CQI delay
	ms
	10 or 11

	Reporting mode
	
	PUSCH 2-0

	Max number of HARQ transmissions
	
	1

	Subband size (k)
	RBs
	3 (full size)

	Number of preferred subbands (M)
	
	5

	ACK/NACK feedback mode
	
	Multiplexing

	Note 1:
If the UE reports in an available uplink reporting instance at subframe SF#n based on CQI estimation at a downlink subframe not later than SF#(n-4), this reported subband or wideband CQI cannot be applied at the eNB downlink before SF#(n+4)

Note 2:
Reference measurement channel according to Table A.4-11 with one/two sided dynamic OCNG Pattern OP.1/2 TDD as described in Annex A.5.2.1/2.
Note 3:
For each test, the minimum requirements shall be fulfilled for at least one of the two SNR(s) and the respective wanted signal input level.



3 Simulation Results
We provide simulation results for the values as list below:
· sub-band CQI distribution vs. SNR
· throughput ratio vs. SNR
· channel model = {ETU5, EVA5, and 2-tap}
· SNR range = {0:1:20 dB}
Figure 1~3  below shows the proportion of sub-band CQI distribution for channel model 2-Tap, EVA5, and ETU5.
Figure 4  shows the ratio of the throughput obtained when transmitting on a randomly selected subband among the best M subbands reported by the UE the corresponding TBS and that obtained when transmitting the TBS indicated by the reported wideband CQI median on a randomly selected subband in set S. We also summarize the spread of TP ratio for different channels in table1.
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Figure 1: CQI distribution vs SNR for 2-Tap 

Figure 2: CQI distribution vs SNR for EVA5
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Figure 3: CQI distribution vs SNR for ETU5 

 Figure 4: TP ratio vs SNR
Table 1 : TP ratio Spread
	Channel Model
	2Tap
	EVA5Hz
	ETU5Hz

	TP ratio spread
	1.09~3.09
	1.05~3.13
	1.08~2.34


4 Conclusion
In this contribution, we provide the simulation results for frequency selective CQI reporting (PUSCH 2-0).Based on our simulation results we can conclude ETU5 is a good choice for channel model which  has a flat variation over dynamic SNR range for both sub-band CQI distribution and throughput ratio.
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