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1.    Introduction
Significant progress has been made in RAN1#74bis [1] towards finalizing the simulation assumptions for the second phase calibration of the channel models. Performance metrics based on the statistics of the large scale and the small scale parameters of the channel were agreed. Two antenna configurations for the calibration exercise were suggested. 

In this contribution, we discuss our views on remaining issues concerning the baseline simulation assumptions for assessing the transmission schemes using the 3D channel model. 

2. Assumptions for Phase 2 Baseline Simulations
In this section, we present our views on the evaluation assumptions that should be considered for phase 2 baseline simulations. We then discuss the metrics that should be used to assess the 3D channel model. 
2.1 Evaluation Assumptions for Phase 2 Baseline Simulation
Table 1 summarizes the simulator parameters that can be considered for phase 2 baseline simulations. 
Table 1: System Simulator Parameters

	Parameter
	Value

	Duplex Mode
	FDD

	Network synchronization
	Synchronized

	System bandwidth 
	10 MHz

	# of UE per sector
	10

	Transmission scheme
	TM 10 with SU-MIMO

	# of receive antennas
	2

	Handover margin
	1 dB

	Downlink scheduler
	PF Scheduler with full bandwidth allocation

	Traffic model
	Full buffer

	Downlink link adaptation
	Wideband CQI/PMI on PUCCH (mode 1-1) 5ms periodicity, 6 ms feedback delay 

	Downlink HARQ
	Maximum 4  retransmissions

	Downlink receive type
	MMSE

	Channel estimation
	Ideal, both demodulation and CSI

	Control channel overhead
	3 OFDM symbols for DL CCHs, no EPDCCH


The simulation assumptions for baseline performance can be chosen from the simulation assumptions of the best Rel. 11 scheme. The assumptions should also, however, be simplified enough to limit potential mismatches in the performance among companies. 

Choosing a full buffer transmission, ideal channel estimation and wideband feedback is thus preferred to simplify the calibration exercise. SU-MIMO with TM10 can also be used. TM10 is preferred over TM9 as it can better measure interference and for antenna port virtualization and 3D channel models, proper estimation of interference is crucial.  

At the same time, a maximum of 4 HARQ transmissions and a PF scheduler should be used for the baseline performance evaluation. These assumptions are chosen so that the throughput results in the baseline performance are relevant for comparison of the 3D model with the Rel. 11 scheme with a 2D channel model. 
Proposal 1: Evaluation assumptions for baseline performance are chosen from the simulation assumptions of the best Rel. 11 scheme with simplifications.

Furthermore, the baseline performance evaluation is based on the explicit antenna modelling and virtualization using the DFT-based weighting vector, agreed in the 3D channel model SI. Since the baseline performance will be compared to the Rel. 11 scheme using the conventional implicit antenna modelling, the number of antennas and the weighting vectors for the 3D model should be chosen such that the response is comparable to the conventional antenna response used in the Rel. 11 scheme. 

As the Rel. 11 SU-MIMO scheme allows for 2, 4 or 8 antenna ports, the 3D baseline performance can be similarly done for 2, 4, or 8 antenna ports. For simplicity, only one configuration, corresponding to for example 4 antenna ports, can be chosen. For this purpose, cross polarized antennas can be grouped into the four ports depending on the conventional system. 
Proposal 2: Explicit antenna modelling for baseline performance should be chosen such that it is comparable to the conventional 2D antenna response.

2.2 Performance Metrics for the Baseline Evaluation

The newly introduced explicit antenna modelling and 3D channel model should provide a more realistic performance evaluation of the system. 3GPP has been so far using simplified assumptions in the conventional systems to analyse the real system performance. The channel is in reality a 3D channel, and the users are in fact, not all placed on the ground plane. 
The first question that thus needs to be answered after this evaluation exercise is whether the 3D channel model should now be used for all further evaluations in all agenda items. The observations here will capture the difference in the results obtained using the new 3D channel and explicit antenna models.
To capture the importance of the new 3D modelling, throughput results should capture the location and height of the users. The cell edge and cell average throughput should not only be presented for all the users in the system, but also should be divided into users on the ground, and users on the higher floors. 
The comparison of the throughput of the users on the ground is important for the comparison with the conventional system which only considered users on the ground floor.

The comparison of the throughput for the users on the higher floors is also crucial to show the importance of introducing the new explicit antenna modelling and antenna configurations to better serve these users. 

Proposal 3: Throughput results should be presented for users on the ground floor, and users on the higher floors separately.
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Conclusion
In this contribution, we proposed the following

Proposal 1: System level simulations assumptions are chosen to be simple and at the same time realistic to draw conclusions on the system performance.

Proposal 2: Explicit antenna modelling for baseline performance should be chosen such that it is comparable to the conventional 2D antenna response.

Proposal 3: Throughput results should be presented for users on the ground floor, and users on the higher floors separately.
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