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Introduction
In RAN1#87, the following agreement was reached on feCoMP [1]:
Agreements:
· Endorse TP in R1-1613534 without Table 7.2-7 in R1-1613576
· If the FTP results for that table is not available, capture full buffer results with the following note in simulation assumptions “RAN1 will not draw any conclusions on the performance gains of full buffer traffic model results”

 In this contribution, we discuss the simulation assumptions for some of the CS/CB results and our observations.
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]Discussion
We note that for CS/CB Scenario B (urban macro), the results captured in the study item TR [2] are from only three companies.  While there could be some potential for CS/CB, the TR so far does not justify further CS/CB enhancements over the existing supported Comp schemes.  
There is only one company (source 2) showed mean UPT gain of more than 5%, with CS/CB in scenario B. It shows 134% mean UPT gain at high load. However, it assumes all TPs are coordinated, i.e. a single CoMP set for the whole network.   In addition, perfect channel knowledge was assumed to be available. This is clearly an ideal scenario, and while the results may be useful for understanding ideal case, they should not be used for drawing any conclusions gains in a practical network.
The results from two other sources showed negligible mean UPT gains and some moderate to large cell edge UPT gains with CS/CB at high loads (around 70%), but these numbers are a bit misleading as non-CoMP schemes were used as baseline. They do not reflect additional gains the enhancements can achieve on top of the existing CS/CB Comp schemes.  
For CS/CB scenario A (indoor), the result was from only one company.  The results were for existing CS/CB CoMP schemes with ideal channel knowledge. So they also correspond to the upper bound of the existing CS/CB schemes in an indoor scenario, not any enhancements.  
To help to draw more reasonable conclusion, those upper bound results should not be used to draw any conclusions for CS/CB. For that purpose, we suggest to remove those results from the TP.
[bookmark: _Toc474187455]Some of the results included in the agreed draft TR [2] are upper bounds assuming ideal channel knowledge from all TPs and/or coordination of all TPs.  Such assumptions are not according to the study item’s simulation assumption agreements, and as such should not be used to draw conclusions in the study.
[bookmark: _Toc474146036][bookmark: _Toc474146065][bookmark: _Toc474184979][bookmark: _Toc474185010]Remove Tables 7.2-1 and 7.2-4 from the draft TR, or at least do not use them in result summaries nor use them for conclusions on the benefit of CoMP schemes.
Conclusions
In this contribution we made the following observations:
Observation 1	Some of the results included in the agreed draft TR [2] are upper bounds assuming ideal channel knowledge from all TPs and/or coordination of all TPs.  Such assumptions are not according to the study item’s simulation assumption agreements, and as such should not be used to draw conclusions in the study.

Based on the discussion in this contribution we propose the following:
Proposal 1	Remove Tables 7.2-1 and 7.2-4 from the draft TR, or at least do not use them in result summaries nor use them for conclusions on the benefit of CoMP schemes.
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