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1
Introduction   


eCoMP SI [1] has been approved in 2013 June, and the key content of this SI is to evaluate performance of some CoMP schemes under non-ideal backhaul assumption. Well aligned simulation assumptions are critical in the performance evaluation phase to enable comparison between companies’ results. In this paper, we propose our views for eCoMP simulation assumptions. 
2 
General view on eCoMP simulation assumptions
In the SID, CoMP scenario.2 and Small cell Scenario 1 and 2a has been listed as the study target, it’s straight forward to reuse the parameters defined correspondingly. As small cell scenarios are mainly for small cell SI, in case some parameters are missing, we propose to follow the definitions of corresponding CoMP scenarios in 36.819. Another important assumption is the backhaul latency. Fortunately, there has been a lot of discussion on this in SCE SI and there is no reason to duplicate the discussion in eCoMP SI. It’s straight forward to reuse the discussion outcome on backhaul latency from 36.932 with some further down selection of latency values to reduce simulation load. Meanwhile, as has been discussed by many other papers, full-buffer type of traffic is too idealistic as it assumes static resource utilization. We propose to use bursty traffic for eCoMP SI since the objective of the SI is about interference management which depends on the load of the network.
Proposal1: In order to avoid diverse results and extensive simulation effort, realistic backhaul assumption should use one selected value from table 6.1-1 from 36.932
Proposal2: Use non-full buffer traffic model as baseline
Another important factor to achieve a fair performance gain analysis is to select a proper baseline for comparison. The typical 3GPP way is to compare with the best available scheme doable by existing releases. In eCoMP context, it should be the best scheme for LTE Rel.8-11, e.g. eICIC should be assumed in case of HetNet scenarios and TM4 should be assumed for 2x2 scenarios.
Proposal3: Baseline reference for comparison should be the best of Rel.8-11 e.g. eICIC for HetNet scenarios, TM4 for 2x2 scenario, etc.
In Rel.11, CoMP with ideal backhaul has been studied and specified. Although the eCoMP SI is about evaluating CoMP performance with non-ideal backhaul, Rel.11 intra-site CoMP should be assumed as baseline since intra-site CoMP doesn’t require any backhaul as such (in another word, intra-site CoMP works even if it’s non-ideal backhaul between sites, thus it should be considered as doable scheme by existing releases). If one uses non-CoMP system as baseline, gain is not just from the coordination between eNBs but also coordination within an eNB. Also pls note that using Rel.11 intra-site CoMP as reference is also aligned with the proposal above as the Rel.11 intra-site CoMP is the best scheme available in pre-releases.
Proposal4: Rel.11 intra-site CoMP (which doesn’t require any backhaul) should be the baseline reference in eCoMP evaluation. 

As discussed above, CoMP is mainly about interference management and coordination between cells. The performance is highly dependent on the channel state information reported by the UE. It will result in over optimistic results if we only consider ideal channel estimation at UE side. Here channel estimation includes not just CSI, but also RSRP/RSRQ measurement. 
Another issue to be considered is the CRS interference modelling; it has been proven that CRS interference has some impact on the PDSCH decoding performance which motivated the RAN4 studies on the CRS IC. As eCoMP is about interference mitigation, it will be too idealistic to simply ignore the CRS interference impact. Therefore, CRS interference should be explicitly modelled in the eCoMP simulations. 
Proposal5: Realistic UE measurements and reporting should be considered.
Proposal6: CRS interference should be explicitly modelled in the evaluations.
3
Proposals on particular CoMP Scenarios
In this section, we provide our preferences on the detailed scenario definitions for the studies in the eCoMP SI. 
· Homogeneous macro network scenario (CoMP scenario.2)
Given that the key of eCoMP SI is to evaluate the CoMP performance under non-ideal backhaul, the focus of Homogeneous network investigation should be based on CoMP scenario.2 defined in 36.819, with all high power RRHs being replaced by eNBs. As described in section 2, the related baseline reference system should be CoMP scenario.1 of 36.819 where 3 co-sited sectors can coordinate without backhaul requirements. 

· Heterogeneous networks with co-channel deployment (SCE Scenario-1) , see [2]
SCE scenario-1 is a typical het-net scenario where macro cell and small cell uses the same carrier frequency and have coverage overlap. A reasonable baseline like in the previous section should also be set for the HetNet scenario.  As such, coordination between 3 co-site sectors + independent small cell should be considered as baseline to evaluate the performance of “coordination between 3 sectors + coordination between macro and it’s small cells”. 
· Heterogeneous network with separate carrier deployment (SCE Scenario-2a) , see [2]
Some may consider SCE scenario-2a similar to homogeneous network as there is no interference between two carriers. However, considering the mutual impact between two layers, it is still a type of heterogeneous network. e.g. the load balancing between layers can impact the UE/traffic distribution of each layer. With such consideration, the intra-site macro coordination should still be used as baseline reference (without coordination with small cells). For example, with intra-site CoMP (between 3 sectors), the macro layer capacity is much larger than without coordination. That means macro layer can afford more traffic load thus small cell layer can serve users more selectively (the overall performance will be much better). In this scenario, eCoMP means Macro layer and small cell layer separately do CoMP, and it should be compared to only macro intra-site CoMP. 
Proposal7: eCoMP gain in both homogeneous and heterogeneous scenarios should use intra-site coordination between Macro sectors as baseline reference to estimate the performance gain.  
4
Conclusions

In this section, we give overview of our proposals for eCoMP simulation assumption.

Proposal1: In order to avoid diverse results and extensive simulation effort, realistic backhaul assumption should use one selected value from table 6.1-1 from 36.932
Proposal2: Use non-full buffer traffic model as baseline
Proposal3: Baseline reference for comparison should be the best of Rel.8-11 e.g. eICIC for HetNet scenarios, TM4 for 2x2 scenario, etc.
Proposal5: Realistic UE measurements and reporting should be considered.
Proposal6: CRS interference should be explicitly modelled in the evaluations.
Proposal7: eCoMP gain in both homogeneous and heterogeneous scenarios should use intra-site coordination between Macro sectors as baseline reference to estimate the performance gain.  
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