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1. Introduction
Non-ideal backhaul inter-eNB CoMP WID was approved in [1], with further reduced scope in [2]. To work on this WI, RAN1 was tasked first to identify the signaling to be exchanged over X2 for CoMP operation. With the outcome of RAN1 in [3], it’s possible for RAN3 to start the discussion and design.
2. Discussion 

2.1. Information for CoMP decision making

RAN1 identified UEs RSRP measurement reports to be exchanged over X2, including request/response/report, and periodic/event triggered reporting mechanisms. Similar mechanisms have been defined for Resource Status Reporting Initiation/Report procedures, which could be extended for UEs RSRP measurement.
Proposal 1: Resource Status Reporting Initiation/Report procedures are reused for UEs RSRP measurement report. 
2.2. Information for resource coordination result 

Generally CoMP hypotheses can be understood as recommendation for the radio resource allocation in frequency/time/power/spatial domain, which may involve the radio resource from both the receiving eNB and other eNBs in the coordination area. However, when come to the specification, the definition should be clear enough. Ambiguities should be solved before normative work, major of which are listed here:
(1) Exact information and the maximum number of CoMP hypotheses

What exact information should be included in the CoMP hypotheses and how many CoMP hypotheses should be defined? There is no clear guidance in both the RAN1 LS and the SI TR36.874 [4]. One possible way to determine the maximum number of CoMP hypotheses would be based on the number of coordinated cells assumed in the RAN1 simulations, where gains are shown in the corresponding results; or follow operators’ suggestion.
(2) Time domain information

Considering the jitter and delay on the non-ideal X2 backhaul, as resource allocation result, time domain information should include both activation time and the duration of how long this allocation should be taken as valid, so that the receiving eNB can decide how to take this information into account when coordinate the scheduling subsequently.
(3) How to react to the received CoMP hypotheses?

Since the hypotheses may also include the resource allocation of other eNBs in the coordination area, the receiving eNB may not be able to tell whether the allocation is acceptable at other eNBs. It seems the “yes/no” response by the receiving eNB can only be determined based on its own conditions and implementations.

(4) Benefit Metric

The understanding on the expected benefit metric is also not clear. Is it the overall benefit in the coordination area or the benefit the sending eNB can get? What is the range of the benefit metric? Is it possible to define the value estimated from the gains of the RAN1 simulation results? 
Example key components of sending:
	IE/Group Name
	Range

	CoMP Hypotheses
	1.. n (n=10?)

	>ECGI
	

	>Frequency
	

	>Time 
	Activation time and number of effective subframes?

	  >>Activation time
	

	  >>Effective duration 
	

	>Transmission Power
	

	Benefit Metric
	ENUMERATED (high, medium, low …) or a specific range derived from the gains of the simulation results?


Proposal 2: RAN3 should get the common understanding on the RAN1 identified resource allocation signaling before evaluation of the feasibility and X2AP procedures. Consult RAN1 for further clarification, if needed.
2.3. Centralized vs. distributed coordination

Inter-eNB CoMP support is restricted to X2 interface based [2], i.e. no new network architecture and interface will be specified for CoMP. With this restriction, whether or not centralized coordination will be supported is even more controversial, because X2 interface is designed for distributed communication between eNBs in nature, and it seems such dynamic signaling requirement from CoMP may not always be accommodated by X2 interface. However, allowing implementation of centralized coordination does not necessarily mean that a new node should be introduced. Assuming the parameters identified by RAN1 are unified for both centralized and distributed coordination, it’s possible for operators to choose which kind of coordination to be deployed, probably with additional effort on configuration, if their backhaul performance in terms of delay is good enough to allow them to do so. 

Proposal 3: Not to specify explicitly centralized or distributed coordination, both can be implemented and leave it to the implementation and configuration.

3. Conclusion
In this contribution, RAN1 identified CoMP signaling has been initially analyzed. Common understanding on some of them should be reached before specification work.
Proposal 1: Resource Status Reporting Initiation/Report procedures are reused for UEs RSRP measurement report. 

Proposal 2: RAN3 should get the common understanding on the RAN1 identified resource allocation signaling before evaluation of the feasibility and X2AP procedures. Consult RAN1 for further clarification, if needed.
Proposal 3: Not to specify explicitly centralized or distributed coordination, both can be implemented and leave it to the implementation and configuration.
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