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1. Introduction
RAN3 have sent an LS [1] to RAN1 on the uplink interference mitigation for carrier-based ICIC. 

The questions asked by RAN3 are:

RAN3 would like to ask RAN1 to evaluate the solutions above and to assess whether they are technically feasible and whether they are beneficial with respect to other solutions, e.g. like those pointed in R1-114460. In case of such solution(s), are there any particular synchronization requirement between (aggressor) Macro eNB and (victim) Pico eNB?
This document aims to briefly discuss and analyze the above questions, as well as to propose potential answers, which as far as possible are based on the previous RAN1 experience of the UL interference mitigation.
2. Discussion and analysis
The system performance drawn from the evaluations in [2] are basically aligned with the understanding and experience in RAN1 of Rel.10 eICIC. In addition, considering current RAN1 working load, it is only possible to send a quick reply at this point. Extensive evaluation work in RAN1 is not feasible at this moment. The current available observation can only be that the uplink performance could be improved with optimized power control parameters. Identifying the Macro UE(s) producing UL interference to the victim cell may be helpful for parameter setting. How to use the power control parameters should be left to the implementation algorithm, which accommodates the practical requirements, use case and channel conditions. Currently there would be no RAN1 specification impact. However, further UL enhancement candidate solutions (e.g. UL CoMP) may be discussed in related SI/WI(s) in further releases. 

Regarding the synchronization requirement between Macro eNB and Pico eNB, RAN1 have discussed the corresponding assumptions at the UE side when carrying out the cell search/detection and CRS-IC. However, currently RAN1 have no solid consensus on this aspect, at least for the FDD. However, in the case of using CRS-IC to improve the performance of CSI measurements, RRM/RLM measurements and PDCCH/PDSCH demodulation, a tight time-synchronization should be achieved by the network implementation. 
3. Conclusion
Based on the evaluations in [2], the solutions stated in [1] seem technically feasible. In addition, the current available observation can only be that the uplink performance could be improved with optimized power control parameters. Identifying the Macro UE(s) producing UL interference to the victim cell may be helpful for parameter setting.
Based on the short discussion and analysis, we propose the following points be included in the quick reply to the LS on the UL interference for CB ICIC:

· The uplink performance could be improved with optimized power control parameters.

· Currently there would be no RAN1 specification impact to apply UL power control mentioned in the LS [1].
· The implementation of synchronization between an aggressor cell and victim cell is up to the network, at least for the FDD, but the required degree of synchronization depends on the concrete ICIC scheme(s) to be applied.
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