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1
Introduction
A concise document [1] indicating prioritisation for evaluation of HetNet interference scenarios and solutions was agreed by RAN3#73. In this paper we propose some clarifications which we submit for RAN3's discussion and approval.
2
Discussion
The RAN3#73 agreed prioritisation table for evaluation of HetNet interference scenarios and solutions is reproduced in Table 1, based on [1] and including corrections (in green) captured in the chairman's notes as well as some editorial clarification (red).
	
	Solutions

	Scenarios
	A: operational carriers selection
	B: Per UE carrier selection for CA
Applies when PCell/Scell selection is used for ICIC purposes

	#1: Macro -pico 
	FFS for pico

NO for macro
	YES for pico

YES for macro

	#2: Macro – SC HeNB (coordinated)
	FFS for HeNB

NO for macro
	N/A for HeNB

NO for macro

	#3: Macro – MC HeNB (coordinated)
	FFS for HeNB

NO for macro
	FFS for HeNB

NO for macro

	#4: Macro – SC HeNB (uncoordinated)
	FFS for HeNB

NO for macro
	N/A for HeNB

NO for macro

	#5: Macro – MC HeNB (uncoordinated)
	FFS for HeNB

NO for macro
	FFS for HeNB

NO for macro


Note: ‘SC’ stands for ‘single carrier’; ‘MC’ stands for multiple carrier.

Table 1 – RAN3#73 agreed prioritisation table for evaluation of HetNet interference scenarios and solutions. Text in green corresponds to agreed corrections of [1], text in red is editorial clarifications.
Proposal 1: Table 1 to be considered as a suitable base for the present discussion.

The work item description [2] indicates focus to be made on solutions for Rel-8/9 UEs on  one side, and on Rel-10/11 UEs on the other side:

"Focus on solutions with no physical layer impact that would work for both legacy Rel-8/9 UEs, as well as benefit from optimizations available for Rel-10/11 UEs supporting carrier aggregation. "

From the table the highest priority was given to a solution for scenario #1 (macro-pico) addressing CA capable UEs only. We understand that this is an indication that the whole macro-pico scenario should be prioritised, so that solutions also for Rel-8/9 UEs can be included in the work item.

Proposal 2: The whole macro-pico scenario (scenario #1) to be prioritised, including solutions for Rel-8/9 UEs (column "A" - operational carriers selection).

While the title of column "A" seems to refer to a well-defined solution (operational carrier selection), it is not clear in our view which solution is meant to be addressed in column B, or if more than one solution can be considered in the scope of this column.
Our understanding is that the most appropriate candidate solution for column "B" would be Cross Carrier Scheduling. This solution consists in protection of the PDCCH by the coordination of Pcell selection between cells as illustrated in Fig. 1. However for this solution the wording "per UE carrier selection" may be somewhat misleading because all UEs in the same cell will typically use the same carrier for PCell.

[image: image1]
Fig. 1: PDCCH interference protection using Cross Carrier Scheduling in HetNet scenario.
Proposal 3: Column "B" refers to Cross Carrier Scheduling. RAN3 to clarify whether other solutions shall be considered (extra columns will be needed). 
If RAN3 can confirm that the column "B" exclusively refers to PDCCH interference protection using Cross Carrier Scheduling, we would like to suggest an update of the prioritisation table (Table 2). If other techniques for CA capable UEs are to be considered, they would need to be identified in this evaluation phase.
	
	Solutions

	Scenarios
	A: Signalling support for operational carriers selection. (Solution applicable for UEs of all releases).
	B: Signalling support for PDCCH interference protection based on Cross Carrier Scheduling. (Solution applicable for Rel-10/11 UEs supporting Carrier Aggregation). 

	#1: Macro -pico 
	YES for pico

NO for macro
	YES for pico

YES for macro

	#2: Macro – SC HeNB (coordinated)
	FFS for HeNB

NO for macro
	N/A for HeNB

NO for macro

	#3: Macro – MC HeNB (coordinated)
	FFS for HeNB

NO for macro
	FFS for HeNB

NO for macro

	#4: Macro – SC HeNB (uncoordinated)
	FFS for HeNB

NO for macro
	N/A for HeNB

NO for macro

	#5: Macro – MC HeNB (uncoordinated)
	FFS for HeNB

NO for macro
	FFS for HeNB

NO for macro


Note: ‘SC’ stands for ‘single carrier’; ‘MC’ stands for multiple carrier.

Table 2: Updated prioritisation table depending on the outcome of our proposals.
3
Conclusion
We have provided 3 proposals for clarification on the way forward in the present evaluation phase.
Proposal 1: Table 1 to be considered as a suitable base for the present discussion.

Proposal 2: The whole macro-pico scenario (scenario #1) to be prioritised, including solutions for Rel-8/9 UEs (column "A" - operational carriers selection).

Proposal 3: Column "B" refers to Cross Carrier Scheduling. RAN3 to clarify whether other solutions shall be considered (extra columns will be needed). 
We have also proposed an updated version of the prioritisation table.
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