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Introduction
In the previous RAN4#88bis meeting, Way Forward for TDD simulation assumptions was agreed [1]. It was agreed to use UL/DL configuration #4 and special subframe configuration#4 for NPDCCH and NPDSCH TDD demodulation tests to ensure a test duration comparable to FDD. In this paper, we present the TDD simulation results based on the updated simulation assumptions.
Simulation Results
2.1 NPDCCH
Figure 1 shows the PDCCH performance for TDD and FDD with configuration as in Test 1 of 8.12.2.1.1 [2]. 
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Figure 1 NPDCCH BLER stand-alone/guard-band anchor, with R=128, EPA5 and 1Tx

Figure 2 shows the PDCCH performance for TDD and FDD with configuration as in Test 2 of 8.12.2.1.1 [2]. 
[image: ]
Figure 2 NPDCCH BLER stand-alone/guard-band with R=1024, ETU1 and 1Tx
Figure 3 shows the PDCCH performance for TDD and FDD with configuration as in Test 1 of 8.12.2.1.2 [2]. 
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Figure 3 NPDCCH BLER inband with R=64, EPA5 and 2Tx
Figure 4 shows the PDCCH performance for TDD and FDD with configuration as in Test 2 of 8.12.2.1.2 [2]. 
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Figure 4 NPDCCH BLER inband with R=512, ETU1 and 2Tx
Observation 1. The 1% pm-dsg point for TDD version of NPDCCH tests as compared to 1% pm-dsg point of their FDD companion tests are:
· 0.15 dB worse in Test 1 of 8.12.2.1.1
· 0.5 dB worse in Test 2 of 8.12.2.1.1
· 0.3 dB worse in Test 1 of 8.12.2.1.2
· 0.5 dB better in Test 2 of 8.12.2.1.2
	
2.2 NPDSCH
Figure 5 shows the NPDSCH throughput for TDD and FDD with configuration Test 1 in 8.12.1.1 [1]. 
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Figure 5 NPDSCH performance for inband, anchor, 2Tx, EPA5 with R=1

Figure 6 shows the NPDSCH throughput for TDD and FDD with configuration Test 2 in 8.12.1.1 [1]. 
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Figure 6 NPDSCH performance for inband, anchor, 2Tx, EPA5 with R=32

Figure 7 shows the NPDSCH throughput for TDD and FDD with configuration Test 3 in 8.12.1.1 [1]. 
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Figure 7 NPDSCH performance for inband, non-anchor, 2Tx, ETU1 with R=256

Figure 8 shows the NPDSCH throughput for TDD and FDD with configuration Test 1 in 8.12.1.2 [1]. 
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Figure 8 NPDSCH performance for stand-alone/guard-band anchor, 1Tx, EPA5 with R=32

Figure 9 shows the NPDSCH throughput for TDD and FDD with configuration Test 2 in 8.12.1.2 [1]. 
[image: ]
Figure 9 NPDSCH performance for stand-alone/guard-band non-anchor, 1Tx, ETU1 with R=256

Figure 10 shows the NPDSCH throughput for TDD and FDD with configuration Test 1 in 8.12.1.3 [1]. In this case, the FDD throughput is scaled by 0.8 to have a comparable scheduling rate with TDD. 
[image: ]
Figure 10 NPDSCH performance for stand-alone/guard-band non-anchor, 1Tx, EPA5 with R=1

Observation 2. The SNR points for TDD at 70% of max throughput as compared to the SNR points for companion FDD test at 70% max throughput are:
· 0.5 dB worse for Test 1 of 8.12.1.1
· 0.5 dB worse for Test 2 of 8.12.1.1
· 1.0 dB worse for Test 3 of 8.12.1.1
· 0.5 dB worse for Test 1 of 8.12.1.2
· 0.75 dB worse for Test 2 of 8.12.1.2
· 0.1 dB worse for Test 1 of 8.12.1.3

Proposal 1. NPDCCH/NPDSCH demodulation requirements in TDD to be relaxed by 1 dB compared to FDD.
Conclusions
Observation 1. The 1% pm-dsg point for TDD version of NPDCCH tests as compared to 1% pm-dsg point of their FDD companion tests are:
· 0.15 dB worse in Test 1 of 8.12.2.1.1
· 0.5 dB worse in Test 2 of 8.12.2.1.1
· 0.3 dB worse in Test 1 of 8.12.2.1.2
· 0.5 dB better in Test 2 of 8.12.2.1.2

Observation 2. For NPDSCH tests, the SNR points for TDD at 70% of max throughput as compared to the SNR points for companion FDD test at 70% max throughput are:
· 0.5 dB worse for Test 1 of 8.12.1.1
· 0.5 dB worse for Test 2 of 8.12.1.1
· 1.0 dB worse for Test 3 of 8.12.1.1
· 0.5 dB worse for Test 1 of 8.12.1.2
· 0.75 dB worse for Test 2 of 8.12.1.2
· 0.1 dB worse for Test 1 of 8.12.1.3

Proposal 1. NPDCCH/NPDSCH demodulation requirements in TDD to be relaxed by 1 dB compared to FDD.
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