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1 Introduction

In the RAN#62 meeting, a new inter-eNB CoMP Work Item is set up [1] and it is agreed that RAN3 to specify signalling of information to be identified by RAN1, for example:

· One or more sets of CSI reports (RI, PMI, CQI) of individual UEs

· One or more measurement reports (RSRP) of individual UEs 

· SRS received power of individual UEs

· User perceived throughput of individual UEs (see TR 36.814 as a reference)

· Resource utilization per cell 
· PF metric of individual UEs

· Enhanced RNTP-type information in frequency/time/power/spatial domain

· Enhanced ABS information in power and spatial domain

· QCI

· Indication of resource coordination result or resource coordination request

· Resource allocation in frequency/time/power/spatial domain

· Used configurations of reference signals, CSI processes and CSI-IM configurations
· Indication of coordination result or coordination request for reference signal configurations, CSI processes and CSI-IM configurations
In this contribution, the feasibility of potentially required information for inter-eNB CoMP is discussed. 

2 Discussion on performance of CoMP-NIB  
In the evaluation campaign during CoMP-NIB Study Item, several CoMP-NIB schemes were evaluated. It is observed the CoMP-NIB schemes yield relatively better performance in high RU case than in low RU case. However, as shown in Table 1 of CoMP-NIB [2], only small or moderate UPT gains are observed for heterogeneous networks, and negative gains for homogeneous networks. 
Table 1 Concluded performance gains of CoMP-NIB schemes in CoMP-NIB Study Item

	Concluded performance gains of CoMP-NIB schemes
	5ms Backhaul Latency and High RU
	50ms Backhaul Latency and High RU

	Scenarios
	sub-cases for one scenario
	Median value of Mean UPT gain
	Median value of 5% UPT gain
	Median value of Mean UPT gain
	Median value of 5% UPT gain

	CoMP scenario 2
	with coordination size of 9
	-4.7%
	-3.2%
	-16.3%
	-11.4%

	
	with coordination size of 21
	-5.2%
	0.5%
	-13.1%
	-2.9%

	SCE scenario 1
	4 small cells within one macro area
	6.1%
	11.4%
	-0.5%
	2.9%

	
	10 small cells within one macro area
	1.4%
	16.4%
	-0.1%
	-1.6%

	SCE scenario 2a
	4 small cells within one macro area
	5.1%
	6.8%
	-8.2%
	-2.2%

	
	10 small cells within one macro area
	22.9%
	11.7%
	-0.9%
	2.0%


Proposal 1: UPT gains of CoMP schemes evaluated in CoMP-NIB study phase with agreed assumptions cannot justify specification change, at least any big specification change. 
On the other hand, an interesting question on user plane latency penalty was firstly raised during RAN1#75 meeting and it was concluded “For CoMP scenario 2 with coordination size of 21 one company submitted results and observed in case of 5ms backhaul delay (with negative impact on data packet waiting time prior to transmission)”. On top of high spectrum efficiency or UPT, short user plane latency is also an important selling point of LTE system and longer user plane latency introduced by some particular CoMP-NIB algorithms should degrade user experience especially for small packet transmissions.  
Observation 1: User plane latency penalty is not fully investigated in CoMP-NIB study item phase. 

Another aspect is identification of CoMP NIB algorithms prior to identification of inter-eNB signaling. Unfortunately, there was no consensus till the end of CoMP-NIB study phase on which CoMP NIB algorithms to be supported.
Proposal 2: Down-selection of CoMP-NIB algorithms are needed in CoMP-NIB WI phase before identification of inter-eNB signaling.
3 Discussion on necessity of specification of inter-eNB signaling    
Evaluations in CoMP-NIB study phase assume the details of scheduling algorithms of all the eNBs involved in CoMP coordination are open to each other.  Actually this exactly implies intra-vender case. Regarding inter-vendor case, proprietary scheduling details of inter-vendor eNBs cannot be taken for granted and exchange of scheduling details through quantization is very difficult.  
Proposal 3: Leave CoMP-NIB to the implementation is preferred over standardization of inter-eNB signaling. 
Given the scheduling details of eNBs from different vendors are impossible to be acquired (consider how many possible types of PF schedulers/MU MIMO pairing algorithm/interference handling mechanisms/DMRS based proprietary precoding and so on), the “command” or “request” type of signaling/decisions without full knowledge could be disasters to the whole network.
Proposal 4: Signaling of “Resource coordination result or resource coordination request” should not be specified. 
4 Conclusion

In this contribution, the feasibility of potentially required information for inter-eNB CoMP is discussed. There are the following observation and proposals:
Observation 1: User plane latency penalty is not fully investigated in CoMP-NIB study item phase. 
Proposal 1: UPT gains of CoMP-NIB schemes cannot justify specification change, at least any big specification change.
Proposal 2: Down-selection of CoMP-NIB algorithms are needed in CoMP-NIB WI phase before identification of inter-eNB signaling.

Proposal 3: Leave CoMP-NIB to the implementation is preferred over standardization of inter-eNB signaling.
Proposal 4: Signaling of “Resource coordination result or resource coordination request” should not be specified.
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