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1. Introduction
Rel-11 LTE-A system is expected to provide performance gains using coordinated multipoint transmission (CoMP) operations, compared to single-cell operation, in terms of cell-edge user throughput and/or cell capacity [1]. In RAN#63b meeting, simulation assumptions for downlink CoMP performance evaluation were agreed and defined as in [2]. For CoMP cell layout, a group of cells which are connected to a single coordination entity(e.g. eNB) is defined as a CoMP cluster and depicted with several examples including 3, 19, and 21 cell cluster for CoMP [3]. In this contribution, we discuss further issues regarding CoMP set configuration for performance evaluation.

2. CoMP set configuration for evaluation
For the description of CoMP simulation assumptions, one of important details would be how to classify CoMP UEs for the evaluation. Although the definition of CoMP cluster is suitably presented in [3], a UE in a CoMP cluster should not be allowed to feedback all the CSI contents for all eNBs within the cluster, due to the corresponding massive feedback overhead as well as the inaccuracy from measurement errors. Thus, a per-UE-based CoMP set should be individually formed for each UE in a CoMP cluster, which means some metrics should be properly determined to classify “CoMP UEs” among the UEs spread over the cluster area.

For example, based on RSRP difference between serving cell and neighboring cells, each UE can be determined as either CoMP UE or non-CoMP UE. For this case, each company may have a distinct threshold value of such RSRP difference, which possibly causes confusions for CoMP gain comparison between different companies’ evaluation results. Therefore, we propose that the RSRP difference threshold value, if applied to simulations, should be clearly presented on the description of simulation assumptions. If other methods of differentiating whether a particular UE should be serviced in CoMP transmission techniques or not, then the method used should also be described in the simulation assumptions. This insures that results from different companies can be analyzed if they differ in simulation results.
It should be noted that the CoMP or non-CoMP UE does not imply a particular UE’s CoMP capability. It other words, even for enhanced Rel-11 CoMP UEs (with CoMP capability), they can be scheduled on non-MBSFN (normal) subframes when they are not configured with corresponding CoMP sets. Thus we denoted in this contribution “non-CoMP UEs” by the UEs with maximum number of CoMP cells equal to 1, regardless of its CoMP capability.

In sum, for better understanding of each company’s evaluation results, we suggest the following description be included from the next meeting when documenting CoMP simulation assumptions.
Proposal 1: Description of how to classify CoMP UEs for evaluation should be clearly given for fair comparison between companies’ evaluation results.

3. CoMP/non-CoMP UE probability population
In addition to Proposal 1, the clarification of CoMP/non-CoMP UE probability population for system-level evaluations would also be beneficial to better understand each evaluation result. Although it is anticipated that the occurrence of CoMP UEs may be under 60% (which is the maximum ratio for the number of MBSFN subframes allowable in a radio frame), thus the CRS collision issues and legacy impacts would not be problematic, it also helps clear understanding of each evaluation result for fair comparison between CoMP gains.
The calculation of such CoMP transmission probability metric may also be varied according to the applied CoMP schemes such as CS/CB and JP, but we suggest that only the percentage of occurring CoMP UEs which feedback corresponding CoMP CSI contents including neighboring cell(s) is enough to be clarified on the description of simulation assumptions. For instance, storing the number of coordinating cells in CoMP set determined for each UE dropped in a simulation, gathering such statistics, and presenting the population percentage per number of coordinating cells would be a helpful way of understanding individual evaluation results. In a companion contribution [4], such information of population percentages in our evaluation assumptions can be found.
Summarizing, we also suggest the following description be included from the next meeting when documenting CoMP simulation assumptions.
Proposal 2: Based on Proposal 1, CoMP/non-CoMP UE probability population should be calculated and presented as part of the simulation results for better understanding of each company’s evaluation results such as CoMP gains.

4. Conclusion
In this contribution, we discussed further simulation assumptions for CoMP performance evaluation. Finally, we propose:
Proposal 1: Description of how to classify CoMP UEs for evaluation should be clearly given for fair comparison between companies’ evaluation results.

Proposal 2: Based on Proposal 1, CoMP/non-CoMP UE probability population should be calculated and presented as part of the simulation results for better understanding of each company’s evaluation results such as CoMP gains.
______________________________________________________________________
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