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1. Introduction
After the approving of the SI “Further enhancements to Coordinated Multi-Point Operation” in RAN#71 as described in [1], extensive discussions on this SI have been conducted in RAN#85 with preliminary agreements on the simulation assumption[2][3]. 
This contribution presents the further considerations on the simulation scenarios and the additional configurations for the performance evaluation of both non-coherent JT and CS/CB cases. 
2. Simulation scenarios 
As aforementioned, four typical scenarios, i.e., indoor hotspot, Homogeneous UMi, co-channel and non co-channel heterogeneous network, are introduced as simulation assumption for FeCoMP. Since the main objectives and characteristics of the enhancement for the non-coherent JT and CS/CB are different, the priority of these scenarios can be considered differently as shown in Table 1. 
	Scheme\Scenarios
	Scenario A
	Scenario B
	Scenario C
	Scenario D

	Non-coherent JT
	High
	Medium
	Low
	Medium

	CS/CB
	Low
	High
	High
	Medium


[bookmark: _Ref457806963]Table 1 Priority of each scenario for different schemes
Additionally, the ideal backhaul with zero latency should be prioritized in the scenario A (Indoor hotspot) for both coordination schemes since the deployment of the multiple TPs is within the same floor and limited geometric separation. 
It may be difficult to reach consensus on the prioritization for all cases but it makes sense to set a mandatory scenario for each technique.  It helps ensuring sufficient evaluation results for this short study item.  So we have the following proposal:
Proposal 1: Scenario A and Scenario B are the mandatory evaluation scenarios for non-coherent JT and CS/CB respectively. 
Proposal 2: The ideal backhaul should be prioritized for the scenario A (indoor hotspot).
3. Simulation configurations
For conducting the comparisons among different proposed schemes for enhancing performance of non-coherent JT and CS/CB, additional assumptions are proposed:
	M for small cell layer of Scenario D
	1

	Metrics
	Mean, 5%, 50%, 95% user throughput

	
	Served cell throughput

	
	Resource utilization (RU)

	
	Packet arrival rate λ

	Baseline Scheme
	Single point for CS/CB

	
	DPS/DPB for JT



· M Value: Regarding M value for small cell layer of Scenario D, it is desirable to keep it as M=1 only.  We believe that the coordination schemes between small cell with FD-MIMO with M>1 is similar to the coordination schemes between macro cell in UMi in scenario B.  Considering evaluation workload, it is desirable to keep M=1.
· Metrics:  It would be good to define the metrics so that comparison can be done. Since the non-coherent JT mainly boosts up the throughput on high performance UEs, it is recommended to include 95% throughput as one of the metrics as well.   
· Baseline Schemes:  Single point transmission using the current Rel-13 spec should be the baseline scheme for CS/CB with FD-MIMO as CS/CB can be supported without multiple CSI processes.  DPS/DPB can be used for the baseline scheme for non-coherent JT if multiple CSI processes are considered.

Proposal 3: The additional assumptions regarding M value, metrics and baseline schemes provided in this contribution are included in the evaluation assumptions.

4. Conclusion
In this contribution, the prioritization of the agreed simulations scenarios for different coordination scheme and some additional configurations for the simulation are analyzed with the following proposals:
Proposal 1: Scenario A and Scenario B are the mandatory evaluation scenarios for non-coherent JT and CS/CB respectively. 
Proposal 2: The ideal backhaul should be prioritized for the scenario A (indoor hotspot).
Proposal 3: The additional assumptions regarding M value, metrics and baseline schemes provided in this contribution are included in the evaluation assumptions.
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