
San Francisco, US, 11-15 November, 2013
Source: 
NTT DOCOMO

Title: 
Phase-2 Evaluation Results of SLIC Receiver
Agenda Item: 
10.4.4.3 

Document for: 
Discussion 
1. Introduction

At the last RAN4 #68bis meeting, the following assumptions for Phase-2 link-level simulation were agreed [1]. 
· FIFO FTP packet scheduler should be used for the studies
· If the newly arriving packet arrive earlier before the old packet transmission is finished, it will be queued in the buffer until the old packet transmission is finished.
· Adopt the follow CQI, PMI and RI feedback approach in the study
· Companies are encouraged to specify the approach to compute CSI (CQI, RI, PMI) used for link-level studies (e.g. LMMSE-IRC based)
· OLLA is used for MCS adaptation
· Performance metrics
· Baseline: Throughput gain vs. the baseline LMMSE-IRC receiver
· Optional: User perceived packet throughput
· For serving cell, every 0.5 Mbytes is treated as a FTP packet. 
· UPT is calculated for each FTP packet and defined as packet size (0.5Mbytes) divided by the corresponding consumed packet transmission time. 
· Notes: 
· Companies are recommended to indicate the SNR points used to measure the baseline and optional performance metrics
Regarding the MCS/RI distributions, the followings were also agreed [1].

· MCS/RI are randomly assigned for each interference cell FTP packet in accordance to the agreed probability distributions 
· The packet level MCS/RI statistics is used for RAN4 studies
· Same MCS levels are used for both codewords in case of RI = 2
· Different MCS/RI distributions may be used for Scenario 1 and Scenario 2a/b studies
· Different MCS/RI distributions may be used for 40% and 60% RUs
· Same MCS/RI distributions are used for studies of different SINR regions, I1/Noc percentile points and TMs 
· Working assumptions on MCS/RI Distributions for Scenario #1, 40% RU
· RI=1/2 is randomly chosen according to [55%]/ [45%] probability 
· RI=1: MCS 7  ([17%]), MCS 15  ([22%]), MCS 22  ([16%])
· RI=2: MCS 7 ([11%]), MCS 14 ([16%]), MCS 22 ([18%])
· Average packet duration D is [289] ms (based on Slide 7 equation with ReTx = 1)
· Packet arrival rate λ= [1.384]
· Note: Different RI/MCS distributions are observed by different companies due to different simulation assumptions. 
· Companies are encouraged to provide additional Phase 2 link-level simulation results under other MCS/RI distributions to fully investigate Phase 2 performance in RAN4 #69 meeting.
In this contribution, we propose the SNR points to measure the performance of the baseline and NAICS receivers, and provide Phase-2 evaluation results of SLIC receiver.
2. SNR Points for Comparison of Baseline and NAICS Receivers
The current interference profiles, i.e., I1/Noc() and I2/Noc(), are derived from the geometry (SINR) distribution under the full buffer assumption, where  is defined as the resource utilization (RU) factor. Note that the interference profiles are grouped corresponding to the geometry ranges, i.e., 5-25%-CDF, 40-60%-CDF, and 75-95%-CDF geometries. Therefore, we consider that the link-level evaluation should be performed within these geometry ranges corresponding to each interference profiles.

However, in the link-level simulation, the actual SINR points under the full buffer assumption cannot be derived from the given parameters, i.e., I1/Noc(), I2/Noc(), Noc(), and Es. In other words, SINR derived from that given parameters depends on  as follows.
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Based on the above equation, the input SINR() for the link-level simulation cannot be translated into the geometry under the full buffer assumption. 

To associate the geometry and the SINR or SNR points for comparison of the baseline and NAICS receivers, we consider that Es/Noc() corresponding to the geometry ranges should be used as is the case with the derivation of the interference profiles, which was also described in [2]. More specifically, the Es/Noc() sets which fall in the I1/Noc() ranges, i.e., 15-25%-CDF, 45-55%-CDF, and 75-85%-CDF I1/Noc() ranges corresponding to each geometry ranges can be obtained from the system-level evaluation results. As a reference, our results are summarized in Table 1.
Table 1 – Es/Noc() sets corresponding to I1/Noc() and geometry ranges

	Scenario
	Geometry range
	I1/Noc() range
	Min Es/Noc() (dB)
	Max Es/Noc() (dB)
	Avg. Es/Noc() (dB)

	Scenario 1

RU = 40%
	5-25%
	15-25%
	1.64
	10.2
	6.87

	
	
	45-55%
	4.94
	13.6
	9.27

	
	
	75-85%
	9.36
	20.6
	13.7

	
	40-60%
	15-25%
	8.76
	16.2
	13.0

	
	
	45-55%
	11.3
	18.9
	15.0

	
	
	75-85%
	15.8
	26.9
	20.0

	
	75-95%
	15-25%
	16.6
	26.7
	22.1

	
	
	45-55%
	20.0
	31.0
	25.2

	
	
	75-85%
	28.4
	42.7
	36.1

	Scenario 1

RU = 60%
	5-25%
	15-25%
	0.75
	8.74
	5.50

	
	
	45-55%
	3.80
	12.1
	7.76

	
	
	75-85%
	7.77
	18.9
	12.0

	
	40-60%
	15-25%
	7.73
	14.6
	11.6

	
	
	45-55%
	10.0
	17.3
	13.4

	
	
	75-85%
	14.1
	25.4
	18.4

	
	75-95%
	15-25%
	15.6
	25.2
	20.6

	
	
	45-55%
	18.5
	29.4
	23.6

	
	
	75-85%
	26.8
	41.1
	34.6

	Scenario 2

RU = 40%
	5-25%
	15-25%
	4.22
	12.4
	8.77

	
	
	45-55%
	8.50
	17.9
	12.9

	
	
	75-85%
	14.6
	24.9
	18.8

	
	40-60%
	15-25%
	12.0
	19.9
	16.2

	
	
	45-55%
	16.4
	24.5
	20.0

	
	
	75-85%
	21.2
	30.4
	24.6

	
	75-95%
	15-25%
	19.1
	31.5
	25.5

	
	
	45-55%
	22.3
	34.5
	27.7

	
	
	75-85%
	26.3
	40.1
	31.7

	Scenario 2

RU = 60%
	5-25%
	15-25%
	2.66
	10.7
	7.06

	
	
	45-55%
	6.81
	16.2
	11.2

	
	
	75-85%
	12.9
	23.3
	17.1

	
	40-60%
	15-25%
	11.0
	18.2
	14.5

	
	
	45-55%
	14.8
	22.7
	18.3

	
	
	75-85%
	19.5
	28.6
	22.9

	
	75-95%
	15-25%
	18.4
	29.8
	23.7

	
	
	45-55%
	20.9
	32.8
	26.0

	
	
	75-85%
	24.7
	38.4
	30.0


Using the above Es/Noc() for each scenarios and RU factors, the performance for each geometry ranges can be evaluated. As the evaluation points for comparison of the baseline and NAICS receivers, we propose that the average Es/Noc() should be used in Phase-2 evaluation.

Proposal: Average Es/Noc() corresponding to I1/Noc() and geometry ranges should be used as the evaluation points for comparison of the baseline and NAICS receivers.

3. Phase-2 Evaluation Results

3.1. Simulation Assumptions 

The interference profiles that are assumed in the evaluation are summarized in Table 2. Note that the interference profiles for Scenario 2a/2b are captured from the summary of email discussion [3].

Table 2 – Interference profiles
	Profile
	Scenario
	Geometry range
	I1/Noc() percentile
	I1/Noc() (dB)
	I2/Noc() (dB)
	Eval. Es/Noc() point (dB)

	#1
	Scenario 1

RU = 40%
	5-25%
	20%
	3.28
	0.74
	6.87

	#2
	
	
	50%
	7.77
	2.29
	9.27

	#3
	
	
	80%
	13.91
	3.34
	13.7

	#4
	
	40-60%
	20%
	2.26
	0.15
	13.0

	#5
	
	
	50%
	6.24
	1.54
	15.0

	#6
	
	
	80%
	12.95
	3.47
	20.0

	#7
	
	75-95%
	20%
	1.42
	0.69
	22.1

	#8
	
	
	50%
	6.73
	5.09
	25.2

	#9
	
	
	80%
	17.49
	16.19
	36.1

	#10
	Scenario 1

RU = 60%
	5-25%
	50%
	6.33
	0.76
	7.76

	#11
	
	40-60%
	50%
	4.75
	-0.11
	13.4

	#12
	
	75-95%
	50%
	5.18
	3.63
	23.6

	#13
	Scenario 2

RU = 40%
	5-25%
	50%
	11.39
	5.45
	12.9

	#14
	
	40-60%
	50%
	11.31
	4.83
	20.0

	#15
	
	75-95%
	50%
	8.89
	3.92
	27.7

	#16
	Scenario 2

RU = 60%
	5-25%
	20%
	9.67
	3.71
	11.2

	#17
	
	40-60%
	50%
	9.57
	3.08
	18.3

	#18
	
	75-95%
	80%
	7.18
	2.15
	26.0


Regarding the MCS/RI distributions for interfering cells, we employed both the working assumption in [1] and the results on the email discussion [4]. These are summarized in Table 3 and Table 4.
Table 3 – RI/MCS distributions from working assumption [1]

	Scenario
	RI
	MCS index (Probability)
	Packet arrival rate ()

	
	
	Packet duration (ms)
	

	Scenario 1

RU = 40%
	1
	MCS 7 (17%)
	MCS 15 (22%)
	MCS 22 (16%)
	1.384

	
	
	677
	297
	183
	

	
	2
	MCS 7 (11%)
	MCS 14 (16%)
	MCS 22 (18%)
	

	
	
	338
	162
	91
	


Table 4 – RI/MCS distributions from email discussion [4]

	Scenario
	RI
	MCS index (Probability)
	Packet arrival rate ()

	
	
	Packet duration (ms)
	

	Scenario 1

RU = 40%
	1
	MCS 6 (6.5%)
	MCS 13 (17.6%)
	MCS 20 (22.4%)
	1.45

	
	
	923
	416
	240
	

	
	2
	MCS 6 (4.8%)
	MCS 13 (15.7%)
	MCS 22 (32.9%)
	

	
	
	462
	208
	104
	

	Scenario 1

RU = 60%
	1
	MCS 6 (7.9%)
	MCS 13 (20.9%)
	MCS 20 (25.8%)
	1.97

	
	
	926
	417
	241
	

	
	2
	MCS 6 (5.0%)
	MCS 13 (14.2%)
	MCS 21 (26.2%)
	

	
	
	463
	209
	112
	

	Scenario 2

RU = 40%
	1
	MCS 6 (3.4%)
	MCS 14 (11.1%)
	MCS 21 (16.1%)
	1.87

	
	
	914
	364
	220
	

	
	2
	MCS 6 (4.9%)
	MCS 13 (17.5%)
	MCS 22 (47.0%)
	

	
	
	457
	206
	103
	

	Scenario 2

RU = 60%
	1
	MCS 6 (5.0%)
	MCS 13 (12.9%)
	MCS 20 (17.4%)
	2.44

	
	
	912
	411
	237
	

	
	2
	MCS 6 (5.2%)
	MCS 13 (17.7%)
	MCS 21 (41.9%)
	

	
	
	456
	206
	110
	


Regarding the OLLA algorithm, we assume the follows.

· Target BLER for 1st transmission: 10%

· Step size for NACK, NACK: 0.225 dB

· Step size for ACK, ACK: 0.025 dB

· Range for accumulated SNR-offset value, [offsetmin, offsetmax]: [-5 dB, 10 dB]
· Rank-2 transmission case:

· 
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We also assume the followings for the SLIC receiver evaluation.

· Interference parameters knowledge
· Genie knowledge of interference parameters
· Number of processed interference cells
· Up to 1 cell IC only for rank-1 transmission case for the serving cell
· RS canceller

· Up to 1-cell CRS-IC (TM3 evaluation)

· Up to 1-cell CRS-IC/CSIRS-IC/DMRS-IC (TM9 evaluation)

· CQI/PMI/RI feedback

· Rel-11 MMSE-IRC receiver based CSI calculation is assumed

The other simulation parameters are summarized in Annex A.

3.2. Simulation Results 

· RI/MCS distributions from working assumption [1]
The results of the average throughput vs. Es/Noc() when assuming 50%-ile I1/Noc() are shown in Fig. 1 to Fig. 3, which are corresponding to the geometry ranges. The MCS/RI distributions in Table 3 are employed. The results for other interference profiles are shown in Annex B.
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(a) TM3, Interference profile #2                             (b) TM9, Interference profile #2 

Figure 1 – Average throughput performance for interference profile #2 (Low geometry)
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(a) TM3, Interference profile #5                             (b) TM9, Interference profile #5

 Figure 2 – Average throughput performance for interference profile #5 (Middle geometry)
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(a) TM3, Interference profile #8                             (b) TM3, Interference profile #8

 Figure 3 – Average throughput performance for interference profile #7/#8/#9 (High geometry)
Relative throughput gains for average Es/Noc() points in Table 1 are summarized in Table 5. Note that the actual RU results for the link-level simulation are also captured in Table 1.
Table 5 – Relative throughput gains for average Es/Noc() points in Table 1
	Transmission mode
	Profile
	Scenario
	Actual RU for {I1,I2}
	Average throughput (Mbps)
	Relative gain

	
	
	
	
	Baseline
	SLIC
	

	TM3
	#1
	Scenario 1

RU = 40%


	{37%,36%}

	7.81
	7.83
	0.27%

	
	#2
	
	
	8.32
	8.67
	4.13%

	
	#3
	
	
	9.29
	10.1
	9.17%

	
	#4
	
	
	15.3
	15.2
	-0.37%

	
	#5
	
	
	15.4
	15.4
	-0.01%

	
	#6
	
	
	16.1
	16.2
	0.19%

	
	#7
	
	
	31.2
	30.9
	-0.93%

	
	#8
	
	
	30.5
	30.1
	-1.22%

	
	#9
	
	
	32.2
	31.9
	-0.74%

	TM9
	#10
	
	
	10.4
	10.6
	1.49%

	
	#11
	
	
	11.4
	11.6
	1.78%

	
	#12
	
	
	14.0
	14.2
	1.17%

	
	#13
	
	
	18.7
	18.7
	0.23%

	
	#14
	
	
	19.8
	19.7
	-0.10%

	
	#15
	
	
	23.5
	22.6
	-3.71%

	
	#16
	
	
	38.7
	38.5
	-0.50%

	
	#17
	
	
	38.3
	37.7
	-1.63%

	
	#18
	
	
	40.6
	39.8
	-2.06%


The results of CDF of user perceived packet throughput for average Es/Noc() points in Table 1 are shown in Fig. 4 to Fig. 6. In these figures, 50%-ile I1/Noc() is assumed. The results for other interference profiles are shown in Annex B.
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(a) TM3, Interference profile #2                             (b) TM9, Interference profile #2
 Figure 4 – CDF of user perceived packet throughput for interference profile #2 (Low geometry)
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 (a) TM3, Interference profile #5                             (b) TM9, Interference profile #5
 Figure 5 – CDF of user perceived packet throughput for interference profile #5 (Middle geometry)
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 (a) TM3, Interference profile #8                             (b) TM9, Interference profile #8
 Figure 6 – CDF of user perceived packet throughput for interference profile #8 (High geometry)

Based on the CDF results, relative throughput gains corresponding to 5%/50%/95%-CDF are summarized in Table 6.

Table 6 – Relative throughput gains for 5%/50%/95%-CDF
	Transmission mode
	Profile
	Scenario
	Relative gain

	
	
	
	5%-CDF
	50%-CDF
	95%-CDF

	TM3
	#1
	Scenario 1

RU = 40%


	2.13%
	0.37%
	-0.14%

	
	#2
	
	7.85%
	4.19%
	-0.15%

	
	#3
	
	20.3%
	4.79%
	4.33%

	
	#4
	
	0.09%
	0.27%
	-1.97%

	
	#5
	
	3.73%
	-1.62%
	-1.32%

	
	#6
	
	0.92%
	-1.26%
	-0.15%

	
	#7
	
	-2.17%
	-0.24%%
	0.67%

	
	#8
	
	-3.04%
	0.12%
	1.72%

	
	#9
	
	-1.04%
	-0.39%
	2.55%

	TM9
	#1
	
	3.69%
	1.75%
	-1.95%

	
	#2
	
	5.68%
	0.93%
	-0.35%

	
	#3
	
	6.11%
	1.13%
	-1.28%

	
	#4
	
	3.28%
	0.10%
	-1.26%

	
	#5
	
	0.38%
	-1.16%
	0.37%

	
	#6
	
	1.39%
	-7.45%
	0.00%

	
	#7
	
	-5.23%
	0.63%
	-0.04%

	
	#8
	
	-5.32%
	0.26%
	0.59%

	
	#9
	
	-8.40%
	-0.91%
	0.72%


· RI/MCS distributions from email discussion [4]
The results of the average throughput vs. Es/Noc() are shown in Fig. C1 to Fig. C4 in Annex C, which are corresponding to the geometry ranges, interference profiles, RU, and NAICS scenarios. The MCS/RI distributions in Table 4 are employed. Relative throughput gains for average Es/Noc() points in Table 1 are summarized in Table 7.

Table 7 – Relative throughput gains for average Es/Noc() points in Table 1 ( TBD
	Transmission mode
	Profile
	Scenario
	Actual RU for {I1,I2}
	Average throughput (Mbps)
	Relative gain

	
	
	
	
	Baseline
	SLIC
	

	TM3
	#2
	Scenario 1

RU = 40%


	
	
	
	

	
	#5
	
	
	
	
	

	
	#8
	
	
	
	
	

	
	#10
	Scenario 1

RU = 60%
	
	
	
	

	
	#11
	
	
	
	
	

	
	#12
	
	
	
	
	

	
	#13
	Scenario 2

RU = 40%
	
	
	
	

	
	#14
	
	
	
	
	

	
	#15
	
	
	
	
	

	
	#16
	Scenario 2

RU = 60%
	
	
	
	

	
	#17
	
	
	
	
	

	
	#18
	
	
	
	
	

	TM9
	#2
	Scenario 1

RU = 40%
	
	
	
	

	
	#5
	
	
	
	
	

	
	#8
	
	
	
	
	

	
	#10
	Scenario 1

RU = 60%
	
	
	
	

	
	#11
	
	
	
	
	

	
	#12
	
	
	
	
	

	
	#13
	Scenario 2

RU = 40%
	
	
	
	

	
	#14
	
	
	
	
	

	
	#15
	
	
	
	
	

	
	#16
	Scenario 2

RU = 60%
	
	
	
	

	
	#17
	
	
	
	
	

	
	#18
	
	
	
	
	


The results of CDF of user perceived packet throughput for average Es/Noc() points in Table 1 are shown in Fig. C5 to Fig. C8 in Annex C. Based on the CDF results, relative throughput gains corresponding to 5%/50%/95%-CDF are summarized in Table 8.

Table 8 – Relative throughput gains for 5%/50%/95%-CDF ( TBD
	Transmission mode
	Profile
	Scenario
	Relative gain

	
	
	
	5%-CDF
	50%-CDF
	95%-CDF

	TM3
	#2
	Scenario 1

RU = 40%
	
	
	

	
	#5
	
	
	
	

	
	#8
	
	
	
	

	
	#10
	Scenario 1

RU = 60%
	
	
	

	
	#11
	
	
	
	

	
	#12
	
	
	
	

	
	#13
	Scenario 2

RU = 40%
	
	
	

	
	#14
	
	
	
	

	
	#15
	
	
	
	

	
	#16
	Scenario 2

RU = 60%
	
	
	

	
	#17
	
	
	
	

	
	#18
	
	
	
	

	TM9
	#2
	Scenario 1

RU = 40%
	
	
	

	
	#5
	
	
	
	

	
	#8
	
	
	
	

	
	#10
	Scenario 1

RU = 60%
	
	
	

	
	#11
	
	
	
	

	
	#12
	
	
	
	

	
	#13
	Scenario 2

RU = 40%
	
	
	

	
	#14
	
	
	
	

	
	#15
	
	
	
	

	
	#16
	Scenario 2

RU = 60%
	
	
	

	
	#17
	
	
	
	

	
	#18
	
	
	
	


From Phase-2 evaluation results, we make the following observations.
Observation 1: Relative throughput gain for SLIC receivers compared to the baseline receiver is basically obtained especially for low geometry and low Es/Noc().
· However, it is happened that the user perceived packet throughput for SLIC receiver degrades compared to that for the baseline receiver even when assuming the low geometry case.
Observation 2: Both average throughput and user perceived packet throughput for SLIC receiver tend to degrade compared to that for the base line receiver for middle to high geometry.
· The adaptive control of SLIC On/Off may be required corresponding to the interference conditions.
4. Conclusion
In this contribution, we proposed the SNR points to measure the performance of the baseline and NAICS receivers as follows.

Proposal: Average Es/Noc() corresponding to I1/Noc() and geometry ranges should be used as the evaluation points for comparison of the baseline and NAICS receivers.

Furthermore, we provided Phase-2 evaluation results of SLIC receiver. From the results, we made the following observations.
Observation 1: Relative throughput gain for SLIC receivers compared to the baseline receiver is basically obtained especially for low geometry and low Es/Noc().

· However, it is happened that the user perceived packet throughput for SLIC receiver degrades compared to that for the baseline receiver even when assuming the low geometry case.

Observation 2: Both average throughput and user perceived packet throughput for SLIC receiver tend to degrade compared to that for the base line receiver for middle to high geometry.

· The adaptive control of SLIC On/Off may be required corresponding to the interference conditions.
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Annex-A  Simulation Parameters
Table A1 – Simulation parameters

	Parameter
	Serving
	Interferer 1
	Interferer 2

	Carrier frequency
	2 GHz

	System bandwidth
	10 MHz (50 PRBs)

	Transmission mode
	TM3, TM9

	Channel model
	EPA5

	Antenna configuration
	2x2, low correlation for TM3

4x2, low correlation for TM9

	Cell ID
	0
	6
	1

	CRS configuration
	2-port CRS

	Transmission MCS
	Link adaptation with OLLA
	See Table 3 and Table 4

	Transmission rank
	Rank adaptation
	See Table 3 and Table 4

	Precoding
	Follows wideband PMI
	Varies randomly from subframe to subframe

	CQI/PMI feedback periodicity
	10 ms
	N/A

	RI feedback periodicity
	100 ms
	N/A

	HARQ
	8 HARQ processes and max 4 transmissions
	N/A

	PCFICH
	CFI = 2

	Cyclic prefix
	Normal

	Channel estimation
	Practical

	Number of trials
	150,000 subframes


Annex-B  Results Using RI/MCS Distributions from Working Assumption
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(a) TM3, Interference profile #1                             (b) TM9, Interference profile #1
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(c) TM3, Interference profile #3                             (d) TM9, Interference profile #3
 Figure B1 – Average throughput performance for interference profile #1/#3 (Low geometry)
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(a) TM3, Interference profile #4                             (b) TM9, Interference profile #4
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(c) TM3, Interference profile #6                             (d) TM9, Interference profile #6
Figure B2 – Average throughput performance for interference profile #4/#6 (Middle geometry)
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(a) TM3, Interference profile #7                             (b) TM9, Interference profile #7
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(c) TM3, Interference profile #9                             (d) TM9, Interference profile #9
Figure B3 – Average throughput performance for interference profile #7/#9 (High geometry)
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(a) TM3, Interference profile #1                             (b) TM9, Interference profile #1
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(c) TM3, Interference profile #3                             (d) TM9, Interference profile #3
Figure B4 – CDF of user perceived packet throughput for interference profile #1/#3 (Low geometry)
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(a) TM3, Interference profile #4                             (b) TM9, Interference profile #4
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(c) TM3, Interference profile #6                             (d) TM9, Interference profile #6
Figure B5 – CDF of user perceived packet throughput for interference profile #4/#6 (Middle geometry)
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(a) TM3, Interference profile #7                             (b) TM9, Interference profile #7
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(c) TM3, Interference profile #9                             (d) TM9, Interference profile #9
Figure B6 – CDF of user perceived packet throughput for interference profile #7/#9 (High geometry)

Annex-C  Results Using RI/MCS Distributions from Email Discussion
TBD
Figure C1 – Average throughput performance for interference profile #2/#5/#8 (Scenario 1, 40%-RU)

TBD
Figure C2 – Average throughput performance for interference profile #10/#11/#12 (Scenario 1, 60%-RU)

TBD
Figure C3 – Average throughput performance for interference profile #13/#14/#15 (Scenario 2, 40%-RU)

TBD
Figure C4 – Average throughput performance for interference profile #16/#17/#18 (Scenario 2, 60%-RU)

TBD
Figure C5 – CDF of user perceived packet throughput for interference profile #2/#5/#8 (Scenario 1, 40%-RU)

TBD
Figure C6 – CDF of user perceived packet throughput for interference profile #10/#11/#12 (Scenario 1, 60%-RU)

TBD
Figure C7 – CDF of user perceived packet throughput for interference profile #13/#14/#15 (Scenario 2, 40%-RU)

TBD
Figure C8 – CDF of user perceived packet throughput for interference profile #16/#17/#18 (Scenario 2, 60%-RU)
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