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1 Introduction
In the revised SID [1], it is agreed to refine existing simulation assumptions for CoMP performance evaluation:
Consider whether further refinements to the simulation assumptions from the agreements reached during the LTE-Advanced study item are needed to align with potential deployment scenarios, considering possible antenna configurations, data traffic model, network synchronization accuracy, and coordination capability including centralized or distributed scheduler assumption and their message exchange data rate and latency.
 In this contribution, we propose our views on simulation assumptions for scenario 3 in phase 2 [2], where

-Scenario 3: Heterogeneous network with low power RRHs within macrocell coverage.
2 Proposal
It is known that heterogeneous network may draw more CoMP gain (compared to homogeneous network), because in this case the number of dominant interferers of one UE is usually small and limited coordination has potential to mitigate interference effectively [3][4]. Thus, we suggest heterogeneous network should have higher priority over homogeneous networks to be considered. One possible deployment of heterogeneous network can be the combination of macro cells and RRHs (remote radio heads), where several distributed RRHs can connect to one macro cell via optical fiber for which negligible latency is assumed. With this characteristic, Macro-RRH can have fast coordination, and the backhaul latency would put very limited influence on performance. So we recommend Macro-RRH scenario has the highest priority to be considered.
Proposal 1: Macro-RRH has the highest priority to be considered.

As shown in the baseline assumption [5], Table A.2.1.1.2-2 listed some possible heterogeneous network deployments, where case 6.2 (i.e., macro+ outdoor RRH/hotzone) corresponds to our proposal 1 and follows the configuration #1 and #4 in Table A.2.1.1.2-4. For configuration #4, it is noted that the deployment of RRH/hotzone nodes is often by a two-step planning procedure mentioned in section A.2.1.1.4. However, the placement steps are not completely described. For example, step 1 is TBD. In step 2, again, the SINR criteria on the backhaul link for site planning procedure is not clearly specified. We believe that different placement of RRHs would obviously affect CoMP gains, especially for the non-random and non-uniform case (e.g. placing outdoor RRHs along highway/high speed train, [6]). Therefore, we recommend the placement of RRHs should be refined.
Proposal 2: The placement of RRHs in configuration #4 needs more clarifications for performance evaluation.
In Table A.2.1.1.2-3 of [5], baseline parameters for heterogeneous system are shown, where the antenna configuration row only specifies 4 antenna ports at most. To capture the specification of Rel-10, we recommend considering 8 antenna port case.
Proposal 3: 8 antenna ports should be included in TR 36.814 Table A.2.1.1.2-3.
For performance calibration and having fair comparisons to demonstrate cell-edge throughput gain at this early stage of Rel-11, we propose: 
Propose 4:
- Perfect channel should also be included,
- Perfect time –frequency synchronization,
-Creation and maintenance of CoMP set is fixed; otherwise, CoMP performance would strongly depends on the selecting rule for determining the cooperative set and the size of cluster. 

3 Conclusion
     In this contribution, we proposed our views on Macro-RRH scenario. We summarize our proposals in the following:

 Proposal 1: Macro-RRH has the highest priority to be considered.

Proposal 2: The placement of RRHs in configuration #4 needs more clarifications for performance evaluation.

Proposal 3: 8 antenna ports should be included in TR 36.814 Table A.2.1.1.2-3.
Propose 4:

· Perfect channel should also be included,

· Perfect time –frequency synchronization,

· Creation and maintenance of CoMP set is fixed; otherwise, CoMP performance would strongly depends on the selecting rule for determining the cooperative set and the size of cluster. 
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