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Introduction
In RAN#72bis, the following scenarios and interference conditions have been agreed for NAIC:

Agreements:

· General for all scenarios:

· Baseline is Rel-11

· CRS interference modelling is included

· FFS number of antenna ports and number of MBSFN subframes

· CRS interference cancellation at the UE is assumed for all subframes for up to 2 interfering cells

· Traffic model: FTP model 1

· NAICS Scenario 1:

· Homogeneous network, macro only, ISD = 500m
· ITU UMa channel model
· Non-ideal backhaul between sites (same assumptions as for SCE SI)
· Coordination assumptions:
· Intra-site information exchange is possible
· Inter-site information exchange is subject to the backhaul latency

· FFS whether complexity of information exchange is also taken into account

· NB: This scenario is similar to CoMP scenario 1 in TR36.819
· NAICS Scenario 2a:

· SCE Scenario 1, with the modification that the small cell deployment is sparse not clustered (FFS: 4 or 10 per macro)
· Backhaul assumptions:
· Between macro-cell and small cells within its coverage, and small nodes under the coverage of one macro: Non-ideal 
· Between macros of different sites: Non-ideal
· Coordination assumptions:
· Intra-site information exchange is possible
· Inter-site information exchange is subject to the backhaul latency

· FFS whether complexity of information exchange is also taken into account

· NAICS Scenario 2b:

· Same as NAICS Scenario 2a, with the following exceptions:

· Backhaul assumptions between macro and small nodes within its coverage, and between small nodes under the coverage of one macro: “fibre access 4” as per TR36.932
· Coordination assumptions: 
· According to the backhaul assumptions, information exchange is possible in the following cases:
· Intra-site 
· Between a macro and a small node within its coverage
· Among small nodes within the coverage of the same macro
· According to the backhaul assumptions, the information exchange is subject to the backhaul latency (+ FFS complexity) in the following cases:
· Inter-site between macros 
· Between a  macro and a small node outside its coverage
· Among small nodes within the coverage of different macros 

· Synchronization error

· To be defined by RAN4

· Exact latency value corresponding to non-ideal backhaul is FFS from the values considered in the SCE SI

The remaining issues are:
1. For NAIC Scenario 2a/2b, FFS: 4 or 10 small cells per Macro

2. Defining load levels for NAIC evaluation, e.g high loading

3. FFS number of antenna ports and number of MBSFN subframes

4. FFS whether complexity of information exchange is also taken into account

In this paper, we present our view on the remaining issues for deployment scenarios and interference conditions for NAIC. 

2
Remaining Issues for NAIC Deployment Scenarios
Here is a summary of our views on the remaining issues for NAIC deployment scenarios and interference conditions:

· Interference loading scenarios:

· Interference loading from neighbor cells is largely unknown to the UE and can have large impact on the receiver SINR. On one hand, full buffer traffic is typically assumed both in RAN1 and RAN4 evaluations for simplicity as well as for benchmarking. On the other hand, practial network operation may often experience partial loading. 

· We propose to study practical loading of 50% or higher as the focus of the evaluation, but also provide 100% loading (full buffer) as bench mark for comparison.   

· Number of antenna ports and MBSFN:

· We propose to study typical deployment with 2 antenna ports with unicast transmissions first. 
· Other configurations of antenna ports as well as MBSFN can be studied at lower priority. 

· Backhaul complexity:

· For NAIC, backhaul complexity, OTA signaling overhead and scheduler restrictions are the main factors to be considered from the network side for NAIC. In our view, we should minimize scheduler restriction and backhaul complexity in order to support NAIC. 

· We propose to limit the signaling requirements and backhaul information exchange as much as possible. 

· Number of small cells per Macro:

· We propose to have 4 small cells per Macro for the evaluations. 
2.1
Assumed coordination schemes

We propose not to assume cases where the target signal or the interfering signal, or both, are subject to CoMP or FeICIC techniques while NAIC interference mitigation techniques are also applied.  These combinations could be studied in the future. The large set of possible combinations of various coordination techniques and NAIC techniques seems not to be suited to the time frame of the current studies.      
3
Conclusion

In this contribution, we presented our view on remaining issues for NAIC deployment scenario and interference conditions. We propose the following: 
· Interference loading: 50% as practical loading, 100% as benchmark
· Number of antenna ports: 2

· Backhaul complexity: needs to be minimized

· Number of small cells per Macro: 4

We also propose not to assume cases where the target signal or the interfering signal, or both, are subject to CoMP or FeICIC techniques while NAIC interference mitigation techniques are also applied.  
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