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Discussion
1 
Introduction
This paper provides the link level simulation results for Scenario 1-1 (TM2), Scenario 1-2 (TM6), and Scenario 2 (TM9), based on the agreed simulation assumptions in [1]. We are providing performance results of a synchronized system with the agreed DIP profiles.

The considered typical DIP profiles are according to the agreed assumptions of [2] modeling two interfering eNBs:
· DIP1 = -1.73 dB, DIP2 = -8.66 dB @ G=-2.5dB geometry.
· DIP1 = -2.0561 dB, DIP2 = -8.2463 dB @ G= 0dB geometry.

2 
Link level performance for Scenario 1-1

The TM2 results for the agreed typical DIP profiles for the baseline SFBC receiver as well as the advanced MMSE-based SFBC receiver are given in Table 1:

Table 1. TxDiv and MMSE-TxDiv-IRC Throughput (Mbps) 
at G=-2.5 dB and G=0 dB geometries for TM2.
	
	
	
	Baseline SFBC Receiver
	MMSE-based SFBC Receiver

	
	
	Interferer
Modulation
	Throughput [Mbps]
	Throughput [Mbps]
	Gain over Baseline

	G = -2.5 dB
	MCS#7
	QPSK 
	2,3819
	2,8948
	21,53 %

	
	
	16-QAM 
	2,4806
	2,9256
	17,94 %

	
	MCS#8
	QPSK 
	2,4033
	2,9694
	23,56 %

	
	
	16-QAM 
	2,4466
	2,9743
	21,57 %

	G = 0 dB
	MCS#10
	QPSK 
	3,1668
	3,7058
	17,02 %

	
	
	16-QAM 
	3,1572
	3,7522
	18,85 %

	
	MCS#11
	QPSK 
	3,2071
	3,8876
	21,22 %

	
	
	16-QAM 
	3,3153
	3,8430
	15,92 %


Our baseline receiver is simply an SFBC receiver followed by MRC combiner, whereas our interference-suppressing receiver is an MMSE-based SFBC receiver. 
The simulation results of Table 1 show gains of 17.9 - 21.5% and 21.6 – 23.6% for MCS#7 and MCS#8 respectively for the advanced MMSE-based SFBC receiver in comparison to the baseline receiver at G=-2.5dB geometry. At G=0dB geometry, the respective gains are 17.0 – 18.9% and 15.9 – 21.2% for MCS#10 and MCS#11. 
3 
Link level performance for Scenario 1-2

The TM6 results for the agreed typical DIP profiles for two different MMSE receivers as well as the advanced MMSE-IRC receiver are given in Table 2:

Table 2. MMSE, MMSE-MRC, and MMSE-IRC Throughput (Mbps) 
at G=-2.5 dB and G=0 dB geometries for TM6.
	
	
	MMSE
	MMSE_MRC
	MMSE-IRC

	
	
	Interferer
Modulation
	Throughput [Mbps]
	Throughput [Mbps]
	Gain over MMSE
	Throughput [Mbps]
	Gain over MMSE

	G = -2.5 dB
	MCS#7
	QPSK 
	4,0333
	4,4692
	10,81 %
	5,3588
	32,87 %

	
	
	16-QAM 
	4,0112
	4,6031
	14,76 %
	5,3803
	34,13 %

	
	MCS#8
	QPSK
	3,9453
	4,5062
	14,21 %
	5,4767
	38,81 %

	
	
	16-QAM
	3,9658
	4,4725
	12,78 %
	5,3690
	35,38 %

	G = 0 dB
	MCS#10
	QPSK
	5,5253
	6,1321
	10,98 %
	6,9770
	26,27 %

	
	
	16-QAM
	5,6993
	6,1568
	8,03 %
	7,0072
	22,95 %

	
	MCS#11
	QPSK
	5,6644
	6,4508
	13,88 %
	7,2154
	27,38 %

	
	
	16-QAM
	5,6023
	6,4833
	15,73 %
	7,2689
	29,75 %


The different receivers used in this section for TM6 were previously described in our contribution [3]. 

The results of Table 2 reveal gains of 32.9% - 34.1% and 35.4% – 38.8% for MCS#7 and MCS#8 respectively for the MMSE-IRC receiver in comparison to the baseline receiver (MMSE) at G=-2.5dB geometry. At G=0dB geometry, the respective gains are 23.0% – 26.3% and 27.4% – 29.8% for MCS#10 and MCS#11.
4 
Link level performance for Scenario 2

The TM9 results for the agreed typical DIP profiles for two different MMSE receivers as well as the advanced MMSE-IRC receiver are given inTable 3:

Table 3. MMSE, MMSE-MRC, and MMSE-IRC Throughput (Mbps) 
at G=-2.5 dB and G=0 dB geometries for TM9.
	
	
	MMSE
	MMSE-MRC
	MMSE-IRC

	
	
	Interferer
Modulation
	Throughput [Mbps]
	Throughput [Mbps]
	Gain over MMSE
	Throughput [Mbps]
	Gain over MMSE

	G = -2.5 dB
	MCS#7
	QPSK 
	3,8711
	4,3700
	12,89 %
	5,0912
	31,52 %

	
	
	16-QAM 
	3,8657
	4,3439
	12,37 %
	5,0453
	30,51 %

	
	MCS#8
	QPSK 
	3,7314
	4,1453
	11,09 %
	4,8351
	29,58 %

	
	
	16-QAM 
	3,7797
	4,0545
	7,27 %
	4,8321
	27,84 %

	G = 0 dB
	MCS#10
	QPSK 
	5,9033
	6,4813
	9,79 %
	7,2118
	22,16 %

	
	
	16-QAM 
	5,8741
	6,4598
	9,97 %
	7,1608
	21,90 %

	
	MCS#11
	QPSK 
	5,6612
	6,2694
	10,74 %
	7,1060
	25,52 %

	
	
	16-QAM 
	5,6573
	6,1561
	8,82 %
	7,1991
	27,25 %


The descriptions of the different receivers can be found in [4].
The obtained results above show gains of 30.5% - 31.5% and 27.8% – 29.6% for MCS#7 and MCS#8, respectively, for the MMSE-IRC receiver in comparison to the baseline receiver (MMSE) at G=-2.5dB geometry. At G=0dB geometry, the respective gains are 21.9% – 22.2% and 25.5 %– 27.3% for MCS#10 and MCS#11.
5 
Conclusion
In this contribution, we have provided link level simulation results for the Scenarios 1-1 (TM2), 1-2 (TM6), and 2 (TM9) according to the agreed typical DIP profiles at G=-2.5dB and G=0dB geometry points modeling two interfering eNBs. Depending on the operation point and MCS, throughput gains of 15.9% – 23.6%, 23.0% – 38.8%, and 21.9% – 31.5% can be obtained with an advanced receiver in Scenarios 1-1, 1-2, and 2, respectively.     
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