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1. Introduction
The number of parameters to be exchanged over the backhaul, as proposed by now by different companies covers almost all the relevant parameters defined in LTE. In very rare cases there is a justification of the performance improvement enabled by the use of the proposed parameters; while it is possible to find some “more popular parameters”, in most of the cases are not analysed the implications of using such parameters in conjunction with the non-ideal backhaul and with the selected evaluation metric, namely “User Perceived Throughput”.
However the SID in ‎[1] gives clear indications with respect to the selection of the parameters:
“The throughput gains potentially achievable from the studied techniques should be evaluated, while also taking into account estimation errors, downlink overhead, complexity, feedback overhead, backward compatibility and practical UE implementations.
2. Evaluation of proposals

Based on the proposals in Guangzhou meeting, we have seen many proposals regarding the X2 IEs(Information Elements) which have indicated a number of coordination parameters without properly clarifying their use and without demonstrating the actual gain. 
As examples:

· It was proposed to exchange the CSI in both coordinated and distributed approaches. While CSI usage in centralized approaches is well understood, it is not clear what useful information can give the CSI in distributed approaches, without associating the CSI to the “interference cost”, as proposed in RAN3 study on CB-ICIC.

· While ABS usage is suitable for macro deployment, not clear what gain will provide the “muting” as the delays in queues will be increased and the UPT will be reduced. In general reducing the interference by few dB may not significantly increase the data rates at medium and high MCSs, while muting a subframe will result in a certain 10% increase of the time in queues for every muted subframe, and therefore a certain UTP reduction by 10% for each muted subframe.

· While the intended power limitation per resource, transmitted as RNTP ‎[4], is useful for macro eNBs, having a high aggregated traffic, in the situation of highly fluctuant traffic of small cells the power reservation has to be used in addition to the scheduling information, because no traffic may actually take place.

· The centralized approach may have additional problems, as shown in ‎[5].
Based on the WID in ‎[1] and Proposal 1 in ‎[2] (RAN1 should first evaluate candidate CoMP schemes and select the best scheme for further investigation), we propose that each proponent will fill-in the following table, pertinent to understanding of proposed solutions, their performance and the implied traffic over backhaul. 
Table 1 CoMP-NIB evaluation table
	Name of solution
	Solution 1
	Solution 2
	Solution 3

	Type (Centralized/

Distributed)
	
	
	

	Description and performance evaluation (contribution number) 
	
	
	

	Dependence of backhaul latency (Y/N)
	
	
	

	Information to be transmitted by an eNB to another eNB or to a Central Coordinator (Note 1)
	
	
	

	Use of each information field by receiving eNBs
	
	
	

	Frequency of transmissions per information field (once per packet, semi-static, every 10ms, etc.)
	
	
	

	Information to be received by eNB (Note 1) from a central coordinator
	
	
	

	Frequency of reception of information fields
	
	
	

	Total number of packets/sec in UL over X2
	
	
	

	Total number of packets/sec in DL over X2
	
	
	


Note 1: Only Group 1 information: information which is considered valid for a period longer than the backhaul delay, which may therefore be provided from a different node(s) from the serving node; based on ALU Proposal in ‎[4]: “X2 signalling enhancements to support CoMP should focus on information which is typically sufficiently static to be useful under non-ideal backhaul conditions.”
Note 2: Information fields will be translated by RAN3 in Information Elements.

3. Conclusions
A high number of information elements has been proposed for being transmitted over X2. Some of proposal did not show the benefit of these proposals.
Proposal: Use the above Table for being filled by the proponents of the solutions for X2 enhancement
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