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1
Introduction
In RAN1 #74, two contributions on link and system simulation results were submitted to compare the performance between SINR-based scheduling and power-based scheduling with inner loop power control (ILPC) based on Ecp/No estimation[1][2]. In RAN1 #74b, another contribution on link and system simulation results are submitted to compare the performance between SINR-based scheduling and power-based with ILPC based on Ecp/Nt estimation [3]. It is seen that performance of power-based scheduling with Ecp/N0 based ILPC is comparable to that of SINR-based scheduling while the performance of the power-based scheduling with Ecp/Nt for ILPC is much worse than the performance of both of them. To confirm this, a comparison of the three algorithms is addressed in this contribution.     

This contribution presents the link and system simulation results for power-based scheduling with Ecp/Nt for ILPC, power-based scheduling with Ecp/N0 for ILPC and 2-loop SINR-based scheduling. 
2
Simulation Results
The detailed simulation parameters are given in [4] for evaluating rate adaption schemes.

2.1 Link Simulation Results
The simulation results of power-based and SINR-based scheduling with a single user in a single sector scenario are depicted in Figure 1. It is seen that the performance of ILPC with Ecp/N0 is much better than that of EcpNt while it is comparable to that of SINR-based scheduling. 
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Figure 1: The performance comparison in case of a single user in a single sector  

2.2 System Simulation Results

The system simulation results for the power-based and SINR-based scheduling are provided for the channels of the Ped A with velocity of 3km/h. The performance comparison among the power-based scheduling with Ecp/N0 for ILPC, the power-based scheduling with Ecp/Nt for ILPC and SINR-based scheduling in terms of average throughput, relative throughput gain and RoT distribution for 6 dB and 15dB target RoT are depicted in Figure 2 to Figure 11. 
For target RoT of 6dB, the relative throughput gains of power-based scheduling with Ecp/N0 over EcpNt is in range of 2% to 7%. The relative throughput gains of SINR-based scheduling over power-based scheduling with EcpNt is in range of 2% to 6%. It is seen that the performance of power-based scheduling with Ecp/N0 is comparable to that of SINR-based scheduling.  

For target RoT of 15dB, the relative throughput gains of power-based scheduling with Ecp/N0 over EcpNt is from 20% to 38%. The relative throughput gains of SINR-based scheduling over power-based scheduling with EcpNt is also from 20% to 38%. It is seen that the performance of power-based scheduling with Ecp/N0 is comparable to that of SINR-based scheduling. In the simulation, soft-handover is applied for power-based scheduling with Ecp/Nt. This may degrade the performance of power-based scheduling with Ecp/Nt for the case of 10 users per sector. 
2.2.1 Target ROT of 6dB 
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Figure 2: The comparison of the average throughputs for 2, 4 and 10 users per sector
Table 1: The average UE throughputs and relative gains for 2, 4 and 10 user per sector

	UEs per sector
	2
	4
	10

	Average UE throughput (kbps)
	Ecp/Nt
	1171.2
	553.04
	202.12

	
	Ecp/N0
	1194.2
	585.6
	217.2

	
	SINR-based
	1197.8
	587.0
	214.5

	Average UE throughput relative gain(%) 
	Ecp/N0
	1.96%
	5.88%
	7.45%

	
	SINR-based
	2.27%
	6.13%
	6.13%
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Figure 3: The relative throughput gains for 2, 4 and 10 user per sector
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Figure 4: The comparison of the ROT distribution for 2 users per sector
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Figure 5: The comparison of the ROT distribution for 4 users per sector
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Figure 6: The comparison of the ROT distribution for 10 users per sector

2.2.2 Target ROT of 15dB
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Figure 7: The comparison of the average throughputs for 2, 4 and 10 users per sector
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Figure 8: The relative throughput gains for 2, 4 and 10 user per sector
Table 2: The average UE throughputs and relative gains for 2, 4 and 10 user per sector
	UEs per sector
	2
	4
	10

	Average UE throughput (kbps)
	Ecp/Nt
	3084.1
	1524.1
	536.04

	
	Ecp/N0
	3718.8
	1897.1
	744.9

	
	SINR-based
	3715.1
	1909.3
	743.7

	Average UE throughput relative gain(%) 
	Ecp/N0
	20.6%
	24.5%
	38.9%

	
	SINR-based
	20.5%
	25.3%
	38.7%
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Figure 9: The comparison of the ROT distribution for 2 users per sector
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Figure 10: The comparison of the ROT distribution for 4 users per sector
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Figure 11: The comparison of the ROT distribution for 10 users per sector
3
Conclusions

In this contribution, the link and system simulation results of power-based and SINR-based scheduling are provided for PA3 channel. The relative throughput gains of power-based scheduling with Ecp/N0 over Ecp/Nt are comparable to the gains of the SINR-based scheduling over power-based scheduling with Ecp/Nt. 
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