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Introduction
In RAN4#82 meeting, the eLAA demodulation was further discussed. The WF is agreed in [1]. In this paper, we further discuss the open issues for eLAA demodulation. 
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Test purpose
In last meeting, the group discuss the test purposes for eLAA PUSCH. Three possible test purposes are listed as:
· Verify PUSCH new interlace resource structure
· FFS: Verify DM-RS channel estimation performance with contiguous interlace allocation
· FFS: Verify PUSCH demodulation performance with UL LBT model
For the channel estimation, as a general principle, it can be verified by PUSCH performance. If the channel estimation can be verified for the basic unit (one interlace), it is less possible to have channel estimation problem for more interlaces allocation, since the channel estimation algorithm for one interlace is the base for multiple interlaces allocation. Furthermore, in the companion paper [2], the performance for both 2 interlaces and one interlace are given. From the simulation results, we can see that the performance of 2 interlaces is very close to 1 interlace. It is really challenge to check the purpose if we set it. Further, with contiguous resources allocation, channel estimation may be optimized. However, from RAN4 point of view, RAN4 shall target for minimum performance requirements, not for optimization performance. Thus, we don’t think it is necessary to have one test purpose to verify DM-RS channel estimation performance with contiguous interlace allocation. 

For UL LBT model, the purpose to model LBT for uplink transmission is to verify whether eNB can handle PUSCH missing due to LBT fail. However, this behaviour is not new. This behaviour is a nature behaviour from Rel-8. From Rel-8, Uplink grant may be missing. When uplink grant is missing, PUSCH will be not transmitted from UE. In this case, eNB must take proper action for the PUSCH missing. Thus, it is not so critical to model LBT or not in the eLAA performance requirements. 
Furthermore, as what we have observed in downlink LBT model, it takes tremendous time to converge on the LBT model. For the UL LBT model, it may couple with downlink LBT. It is really challenge to have a good model without extensive discussion. If we can avoid the LBT model, we prefer not to model LBT in uplink performance requirements. 
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Test configuration
For test configuration, the ending symbol configuration, channel model and MCS are still open. In this section, we share our view on these open issues. 
· Ending symbol configuration
· Option 1: Up to OFDM symbol 13
· Option 2: Up to OFDM symbol 12
Per RAN1 agreements, one of two ending symbol positions can be configured. Value 0 indicates PUSCH in a UL subframe is transmitted up to OFDM symbol 13 and value 1 indicates PUSCH is transmitted up to OFDM symbol 12. Up to OFDM symbol 13 or up to OFDM symbol 12, both are treated in legacy system. For example, when sounding signal is configured, the PUSCH format is the same as the format with up to OFDM symbol 12. To simply the test, only one value is selected for the PUSCH transmission, for example, value “0” is used to indicate to simply the test. 
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· Channel model
For the channel model, there are two options, one is EPA5 and one is EVA5. We don’t see too much difference for EPA5 and EVA5 to verify eNB behavior. Since in the simulation assumption, we have agreed to use EPA5 for simulation alignment, if there is no big technical problems are identified, we slightly prefer to use EPA5 to reduce the simulation efforts. 
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· Modulation
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In this paper, we share our view on the open issues for eLAA PUSCH, we have the following proposals: 
Proposal 1	It is not necessary to have dedicated test purposes for DM-RS channel estimation performance with contiguous interlace allocation
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 2	For simplicity, UL LBT is not modelled for eLAA PUSCH demodulation performance
Proposal 3	PUSCH is transmitted up to OFDM symbol 13
Proposal 4	EPA5 is preferred if there are no technique issues are identified for EPA5 channel model.
Proposal 5	Candidate modulations can be down selected.
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