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1. Introduction
In RAN4#76, the CRS-IM discussions have moved forward to build PDSCH test scenarios for TM10 cases. Regarding DPS tests, RAN4 has enumerated multiple options for test scenarios for in the next meeting. difficulties to define testcases. For PDSCH testcases, several options needs to be determined in the way-forward [1] as
· For one CSI-process capability UE
· PDSCH scheduling: PDSCH is static scheduled from non-serving TP within CoMP set 
· For multiple CSI-process capability UE
· Option 1: PDSCH is static scheduled from non-serving TP within CoMP set 
· Option 2: DPS, i.e., TP for PDSCH transmission is dynamically changed between two TPs within CoMP set
· Interference modelling for the TP within the CoMP set
· Blanking
· Interference modelling for the TP outside the CoMP set
· Partial load with lower RU 20%
· Transmission mode for the TPs
· TM10/TM10/TM9
· Note: TP1, 2 is within COMP set and TP3 is outside COMP set
Also, interference profile for TM 10 test on one-CSI-process capability UE

· For the aggressor cell within the CoMP set, the interference level is [10.45] dB
· For the aggressor cell  outside the CoMP set, the interference level is:
· Option 1: [8.45] dB
· Option 2: [6.45] dB
· Companies are encouraged to provide inputs on these options in the next meeting
We share our observations and provide preferences on options in this contributions. 
2. Performances
RAN4 has discussed about the test scenario. An overall scenario is with a CoMP set with two TPs; one is a serving cell and another is a CoMP TP. Plus, it has a TM9 interference cell that does not belong to the CoMP set. Based on the test scenario, first the interference model has determined. Random interference is injected from the TP outside the CoMP set  with partial load with lower RU 20% as the WF [1] addressed. Within the CoMP network, the scenario assumes that the CoMP network utilizes DPS/DPB.  we propose random interference is injected only from the out-of –CoMP aggressor.
Based on the interference model, RAN4 couldn’t make agreements on test scenarios depending on TM10 DPS types. A single CSI capable UE supports semi-staic DPS, and multiple CSI-process capable TM10 UE supports dynamic DPS switching. In the WF [1], there are two separate proposals to test the different TM10 UE DSP scenarios as 

· For one CSI-process capability UE

· PDSCH scheduling: PDSCH is static scheduled from non-serving TP within CoMP set 

· For multiple CSI-process capability UE

· Option 1: PDSCH is static scheduled from non-serving TP within CoMP set 

· Option 2: DPS, i.e., TP for PDSCH transmission is dynamically changed between two TPs within CoMP set

The option 1 for testing the multiple CSI process capable UE identically covers the single CSI process capable UE test. It is unnecessary to define two different scenarios per a TM10 UE capability. In general, UE behaviors of the two cases are identical except a case when CRS-IC that PDSCH transmissions switches to the serving cell. The concept of the CoMP network is to distribute cell traffics to small cells (or CoMP TPs) from the serving cell. A basic assumption of a CoMP network is that CoMP TPs transmits more traffic with lower power rather than the serving cell. In most of time, the serving cell has the strong power comparing to other CoMP TPs, therefore we wonder if RAN4 needs to mandate CRS-IC application to any DPS cases.  It is not convincing to consider the Option-2 for an extra benefits. 

The static DPS scenario tests CRS-IC capability to cancel out a serving cell + an external aggressor with the two genetic CRS-ICs, and the scenarios is matched with a minimum UE requirement using the genetic two CRS-IC engines.
Proposal 1 :We propose to build a TM10 CRS-IM test scenario that PDSCH is static scheduled from non-serving TP within CoMP set (option 1).  It is unnecessary to define two different testing scenarios for TM10 UEs with a single CSI process and with TM10 multiple CSI processes separately. 
Regarding the TM10 testing INR profile, some controversial issues were captured in [4]. Overall, we can reuse the non-TM10 homogenous network profile. However, the second interference profile with weak CINR was a main issue. As discussed in [5],  applying searcher-IC in homogenous network testcase scenario is up to a UE design choice. For TM10, the scenario needs to test the two CRS-IC applications. Since the INR profile of [10.45, 4.6]dB may not represent such  needs, then RAN4 has to manipulate the INR profiles. The test configurations and conditions ought to comply to homogenous network study scenarios with reasonable assumptions in this WI. 
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Figure 1 : INR profile [10.45, 4.6]dB vs [10.45, 6.6]dB
TM10, EVA-5Hz, MCS9, Static DPS scenario (option-1)

Since a CoMP TP always utilizes DPB, the total CoMP network get light interference loading than non-TM10 test scenario. We observe the CRS-IC gain is more explicit comparing to non-TM10 testcases with the same INR profile as non-TM10 case. The test configurations and conditions ought to comply to homogenous network study scenarios in this WI with reasonable assumptions. It is desirable to restrict the INR profile manipulation within the minimum range. The concern of the cell detection issue in [2] can be resolved with CINR=-5dB level.
Observation 1 : The test configurations and conditions ought to comply to homogenous network study scenarios with reasonable assumptions. It is desirable to restrict the INR profile manipulation within the minimum range. The INR profile [10.45, 6.6] gives explicit performance improvements as 2.3dB improvement from the first CRS-IC application and 1.6dB gain from the second CRS-IC application.  
Proposal 2 : We prefer to use INR profile [10.45, 6.6]dB suggested in the test options.
3. Conclusion
Regarding TM10 CRS-IM test scenarios, we propose as below.
Proposal 1 :We propose to build a TM10 CRS-IM test scenario that PDSCH is static scheduled from non-serving TP within CoMP set (option 1).  It is unnecessary to define two different testing scenarios for TM10 UEs with a single CSI process and with TM10 multiple CSI processes separately. 

Observation 1 : The test configurations and conditions ought to comply to homogenous network study scenarios with reasonable assumptions. It is desirable to restrict the INR profile manipulation within the minimum range. The INR profile [10.45, 6.6] gives explicit performance improvements as 2.3dB improvement from the first CRS-IC application and 1.6dB gain from the second CRS-IC application.  
Proposal 2 :  We prefer to use INR profile [10.45, 6.6]dB suggested in the test options.
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