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1 Introduction

In RAN4#57 meeting most of simulation assumptions for RN co-existence study were agreed and captured in [1]. In this contribution some downlink simulation results and analysis are presented for outdoor relay, including the cases A1, C1, A3 and C3. 
2 Scenario and Assumptions

The scenario of cases A1, C1, A3 and C3 studied in this contribution are listed in Table 1. Detailed simulation and traffic assumptions are followed the TR for RN [1] agreed in RAN4#57 meeting and [2] respectively. In case A1 and C1, RN with 50% transmission probability is simulated, and the RN reception probability in case A3 and C3 are 100%. The average throughput loss and 5% CDF loss were evaluated.
Table 1 Coexistence simulation cases 

	Case
	Aggressors
	Victim Link
	Relay Deployment
	RN antenna configuration
	Propagaion Model
	RN Max Power
	Power control

	A1
	eNB and RN access side
	eNB -> UE
	6.2.1

Case 1
DR=1.5R


	6.4b
Outdoor relay
GBH = 15 dBi


	Case 1

with site planning
NLOS
	PAC,max=30 dBm

PBH.max=30 dBm

	N/A



	A3
	eNB
	eNB -> RN

eNB -> UE
	
	
	
	
	N/A


	C1
	eNB and RN access side
	eNB -> UE
	6.2.1

Case 3
DR=1.5R


	
	Case 3

with site planning
NLOS
	
	N/A



	C3
	eNB
	eNB -> RN

eNB -> UE
	
	
	
	
	N/A



3 Simulation Results
Table 1  Case A1  ACIR VS throughput loss
	ACIR
	15dB
	20 dB
	25 dB
	30 dB
	35 dB
	40 dB
	45dB

	5% Throughput Loss (%)
	9.94
	6.16
	4.45
	3.56
	3.35
	3.21
	3.10

	Average Throughput Loss (%)
	4.96
	3.36
	2.36
	1.76
	1.44
	1.26
	1.19
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Fig 1 case A1

Table 2  Case C1  ACIR VS throughput loss
	ACIR
	15dB
	20 dB
	25 dB
	30 dB
	35 dB
	40 dB
	45dB

	5% Throughput Loss (%)
	13.32
	9.39
	7.40
	6.41
	5.86
	5.61
	5.38

	Average Throughput Loss (%)
	6.46
	5.19
	4.15
	3.60
	3.18
	2.93
	2.87
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Fig 2 case C1

Table 3  Case A3  ACIR VS throughput loss
	ACIR
	15dB
	20 dB
	25 dB
	30 dB
	35 dB
	40 dB
	45dB

	5% Throughput Loss (%)
	67.16
	41.22
	19.71
	7.61
	2.61
	0.85
	0.26

	Average Throughput Loss (%)
	12.09
	6.27
	2.90
	1.16
	0.41
	0.14
	0.04
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Fig 3 case A3

Table 4  Case C3  ACIR VS throughput loss
	ACIR
	15dB
	20 dB
	25 dB
	30 dB
	35 dB
	40 dB
	45dB

	5% Throughput Loss (%)
	67.33
	40.96
	18.72
	7.34
	2.46
	0.76
	0.25

	Average Throughput Loss (%)
	12.28
	6.29
	3.02
	1.33
	0.49
	0.18
	0.06
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Fig 4 case C3

4 Conclusion
In this contribution, downlink simulation results for outdoor RN access and backhaul are provided, including the cases A1, C1, A3 and C3. The assumptions suggested in [1] and [2] for coexistence studies are used.
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