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1 
Introduction

RAN1 informed RAN2 about progress for the cell acquistion issue with the following two LS [1] and [2].
RAN1 LS [1]:
Table 1
	· As a current working assumption, RAN 1 will assume: 

· eNB signalling solution to aid detection of PBCH in the presence of dominant interferers with 9dB bias 

· Related MIB information from the victim cell may also be supplied by aggressor cell during handover from aggressor to victim cells
· SFN offset between victim and aggressor cell

· RAN 1 also made an observation that:

· Possible alternative to eNB signalling is the PBCH interference cancelation capable receiver based solution

· RAN 1 would like to ask:

· RAN2/3, whether there are significant cases/scenarios where System Frame Number (SFN) synchronization cannot be assumed.
· RAN4, whether it can be assumed that FeICIC capable UEs will always have PBCH interference cancelation capability


RAN1 LS [2]:

Table 2
	RAN1 continued discussion on improved MIB detection in feICIC based on the conclusions reached at RAN1#69 [1]. After discussion at RAN1#70bis, RAN1 made the following conclusion: 

· There is no consensus to confirm the Working Assumption [1]. Therefore, satisfying the new RAN4 performance requirements will be the only solution for improved detection of PBCH in the presence of dominant interferers with 9dB bias, with SFN and subframe alignment.
Please note that RAN1 assumes subframe shifting and/or SFN offsets as valid deployment options. Valid deployments should not conflict with the existing RAN 4 requirements with respect to allowed subframe shifting and/or SFN offsets.


With the background of RAN1 progress, in this contribution we present our views on the interpretation of the RAN1 LSs.
2 
Discussion
In RAN2 it is common understanding that the co-channel cells participating in Release-10 eICIC are aligned on subframe level. However for TDD systems, tight cell synchronization needs to be ensured to avoid UL-DL interference issue. Therefore, the co-channel cells in TDD systems may be frame aligned or SFN aligned. Last meeting, RAN2 discussed the following deployment scenarios [3]:

Table 3
	RAN2’s understanding on TDM ICIC deployment scenarios 
For CRE>6dB…

Case 1: No offset (and 20, 40, …) (SFN, radio frame and subframe boundaries aligned)

In the CRE zone, SIB1 needs to be provided via dedicated signalling. MIB needs to be read by means of PBCH-IC (SFN offset is known, only remaining fields need to be read). 

Works for FDD and TDD and also supports MBMS over MBSFN.

Case 2: Offset of 1..9 subframes

In the CRE zone, SIB1 and MIB can be read from broadcast if macro protects the corresponding subframes. 

Works for FDD. Does not work for TDD and not for MBMS over MBSFN 

Case 3: Offset of 10, 30, 50 … subframes 

In the CRE zone, SIB1 can be read from broadcast if macro protects the corresponding subframes. MIB would need to be read by PBCH-IC and/or relevant fields need to be provided by dedicated signalling (e.g. SFN offset during HO). 

TDD and FDD are supported. MBMS over MBSFN is not supported.

(after further offline discussion, there was no longer consensus that Case 3 is a valid scenario)


The text highlighted in yellow above in Table 2 in the RAN1 LS addresses the Case1 deployment scenario in Table 3. The text highlighted in blue in Table 2 in the RAN1 LS confirms that SFN offset as valid deployment scenario. With the confirmation of RAN1, RAN2 can conclude that Case3 deployment scenario in Table 3 is a valid scenario. 

Observation#1: RAN2 to confirm that Offset of 10, 30, 50 … subframes which corresponds to SFN offset can be considered a valid deployment scenario based on RAN1 confirmation.
Proposal#1: RAN2 to send reply LS to RAN1, RAN4 and RAN3 based on the draft provided in R2-125139 during last meeting.
Further, there is no consensus in RAN1 on the text highlighted in grey in Table 1 and Table 2. We would like to ask RAN2 to enquire the background behind the no consensus status for the SFN offset signalling solution which could be applied to Case3 deployment scenario as an alternative to PBCH interference cancellation. RAN2 to check with RAN4 if SFN offset signalling solution for Case3 would not conflict with the existing RAN4 requirements with respect to allowed subframe shifting and/or SFN offsets.
Proposal#2: RAN2 to send LS to RAN4, RAN1 and RAN3 to check the possibility of SFN offset signalling solution.
3 
Conclusion 
Based on the above discussion we conclude the contribution with the following proposals.

Proposal#1: RAN2 to send reply LS to RAN1, RAN4 and RAN3 based on the draft provided in R2-125139 during last meeting.

Proposal#2: RAN2 to send LS to RAN4, RAN1 and RAN3 to check the possibility of SFN offset signalling solution.
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