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1. Introduction

In RAN4 2010-3# ad hoc Meeting, We provided the simulation results for CPE to E-UTRA BS coexistence. 
The simulation assumptions for CPE to E-UTRA BS coexistence studies were agreed in principle during RAN4 Ad-hoc #3 meeting [1]. 
In this proposal, we provide the updated simulation results according the R4-103252, we proposal to update the CPE section in TR36.807.
 -
The power control algorithm parameters for desktop and wall-mounted CPE are updated to include the CPE antenna gain in the calculation of the path loss. [2]

2. Simulation assumption 
2.1 Simulation scenarios

The simulation scenario is described as follows:
Uplink: 10MHz LTE-A (CPE , aggressor system) to 10MHz LTE-A (victim system)

There is an interference case to be considered:

Here we assumed the worst case shift between sites for uncoordinated network. That is aggressor network’s sites are located at the victim network’s cell edge. 
As it shows below:
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Figure 1 simulation network scenario
The new simulation assumption adjust the power control Px-ile consider the antenna gain 

The simulation scenarios as follows:

1.
Desktop, 27 dBm, 5 km, PCS1 no consider antenna gain 
1.a  Desktop, 27 dBm, 5 km, PCS1 consider antenna gain 3dBi
2.
Desktop, 27 dBm, 5 km, PCS2 no consider antenna gain
2.a  Desktop, 27 dBm, 5 km, PCS2 consider antenna gain 3dBi
3.
Desktop, 27 dBm, 2 km, PCS1 no consider antenna gain 
3a  Desktop, 27 dBm, 2 km, PCS1 consider antenna gain 3dBi
4.
Desktop, 27 dBm, 2 km, PCS2 no consider antenna gain
4.a  Desktop, 27 dBm, 2 km, PCS2 consider antenna gain 3dBi
5.
Desktop, 23 dBm, 5 km, PCS1 no consider antenna gain
5.a
Desktop, 23 dBm, 5 km, PCS1 consider antenna gain 3dBi
6.
Desktop, 23 dBm, 5 km, PCS2 no consider antenna gain
6.a  Desktop, 23 dBm, 5 km, PCS2 consider antenna gain 3dBi
7.
Desktop, 23 dBm, 2 km, PCS1 no consider antenna gain
7.a  Desktop, 23 dBm, 2 km, PCS1 consider antenna gain 3dBi
8.
Desktop, 23 dBm, 2 km, PCS2 no consider antenna gain
8.a  Desktop, 23 dBm, 2 km, PCS2 consider antenna gain 3dBi
9.
Wall-mount, 23 dBm, 5 km, PCS1 consider antenna gain

10.
Wall-mount, 23 dBm, 5 km, PCS2 consider antenna gain

11.
Wall-mount, 23 dBm, 2 km, PCS1 consider antenna gain

12.
Wall-mount, 23 dBm, 2 km, PCS2 consider antenna gain

3. Simulation results
Table 1 shows the average throughput reduction in percentages between the affected case with CPE uplink interference to adjacent LTE uplink. 
The following scenario’s simulation results are display in the table 
1.
Desktop, 27 dBm, 5 km, PCS1, no consider antenna gain 

1.a  Desktop, 27 dBm, 5 km, PCS1, consider antenna gain 3dBi

2.
Desktop, 27 dBm, 5 km, PCS2, no consider antenna gain

2.a  Desktop, 27 dBm, 5 km, PCS2, consider antenna gain 3dBi

3.
Desktop, 27 dBm, 2 km, PCS1, no consider antenna gain 

3a  Desktop, 27 dBm, 2 km, PCS1, consider antenna gain 3dBi

4.
Desktop, 27 dBm, 2 km, PCS2, no consider antenna gain

4.a  Desktop, 27 dBm, 2 km, PCS2, consider antenna gain 3dBi

Table 1 consider the ACIR is 32+x, 43+x 

Table 1 27dBm desktop CPE effects the throughput loss of the different ACIR ( 32+x，43+x)
	ACIR
	scenario 1
	Scenario1a
	scenario 2
	scenario 2a
	scenario 3
	scenario 3a
	scenario 4
	scenario 4a

	
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf

	-15
	8
	19.4
	14.2
	23.7
	5.9
	11.2
	15.9
	19.2
	6.8
	14.2
	15.7
	19.2
	5.9
	5.7
	13.7
	15.5

	-10
	4.4
	4.9
	9.1
	17.3
	1.5
	6.3
	5.6
	8.4
	2.4
	5.2
	6.2
	7.4
	2.1
	1.9
	5.1
	6.2

	-5
	1.6
	1.2
	3.8
	4.8
	0.8
	2.0
	1.9
	3.2
	0.8
	1.2
	2.1
	3.1
	0.7
	0.9
	1.6
	1.9

	0
	0.5
	0.5
	1.3
	1.3
	0.3
	0.7
	0.6
	1.0
	0.3
	0.7
	0.7
	1.2
	0.2
	0.2
	0.5
	0.8

	5
	0.2
	0.6
	0.5
	0.2
	0
	0.2
	0.2
	.01
	0
	0.2
	0.3
	1.0
	0
	0.1
	0.2
	0.3

	10
	0
	0
	0.1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.1
	0
	0.5
	0
	0
	0
	0.1

	15
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Table 2 consider the ACIR is 30+x, 43+x 
Table2  27dBm desktop CPE effects the throughput loss of the different ACIR ( 30+x，43+x)

	ACIR
	scenario 1
	Scenario1a
	scenario 2
	scenario 2a
	scenario 3
	scenario 3a
	scenario 4
	scenario 4a

	
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf

	-15
	13.4
	21.2
	18.3
	29.0
	7.0
	12
	15.3
	19.6
	7.1
	11.3
	14.2
	17.6
	7.0
	6.5
	11.7
	12.8

	-10
	5.0
	7.3
	10.9
	14.4
	3.0
	8.4
	6.4
	9.5
	2.8
	5.1
	7.0
	8.4
	2.6
	3.0
	5.1
	6.2

	-5
	1.8
	1.5
	4.3
	7.1
	1.0
	1.6
	2.3
	3.1
	1.0
	2.0
	2.5
	2.9
	0.8
	1.0
	1.6
	1.8

	0
	0.6
	0.6
	1.5
	1.4
	0.3
	0.2
	0.7
	1.2
	0.3
	0.2
	0.8
	1.0
	0.3
	0.1
	0.5
	1.0

	5
	0.2
	0
	0.5
	0.4
	0
	0.1
	0.2
	0.2
	0.1
	0
	0.3
	0.2
	0
	0
	0.2
	0.3

	10
	0
	0
	0.2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	15
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Table3 shows the average throughput reduction in percentages between the affected cases with 23dBm CPE uplink interference to adjacent LTE uplink. 

The following scenario’s simulation results are display in the table 

5.
Desktop, 23 dBm, 5 km, PCS1, no consider antenna gain

5.a
Desktop, 23 dBm, 5 km, PCS1, consider antenna gain 3dBi

6.
Desktop, 23 dBm, 5 km, PCS2, no consider antenna gain
6.a  Desktop, 23 dBm, 5 km, PCS2, consider antenna gain 3dBi
7.
Desktop, 23 dBm, 2 km, PCS1, no consider antenna gain

7.a  Desktop, 23 dBm, 2 km, PCS1, consider antenna gain 3dBi

8.
Desktop, 23 dBm, 2 km, PCS2, no consider antenna gain

8.a  Desktop, 23 dBm, 2 km, PCS2, consider antenna gain 3dBi
Table 3 consider the ACIR is 32+x, 43+x

Table 3 23dBm desktop CPE effect the throughput loss of the different ACIR ( 32+x，43+x) 
	ACIR
	scenario 5
	scenario 5a
	scenario 6
	scenario 6a
	scenario 7
	scenario 7a
	scenario 8
	scenario 8a

	
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf

	-15
	5.6
	7.9
	12.53
	24.0
	2.4
	5.2
	7.2
	8.9
	2.9
	2.2
	7.3
	8.6
	2.7
	2.4
	6.1
	8.4

	-10
	1.8
	1.7
	4.6
	5.5
	1.1
	2.1
	2.4
	4.6
	1.1
	1.0
	2.6
	3.5
	0.9
	0.8
	2.1
	3.2

	-5
	0.7
	0.5
	1.6
	0.9
	0.3
	0.8
	0.8
	2.1
	0.3
	0.4
	0.9
	1.0
	0.3
	0.2
	0.7
	1.0

	0
	0.2
	0.2
	0.5
	0.6
	0.1
	0.1
	0.3
	0.4
	0
	0.2
	0.3
	0.4
	0
	0.1
	0.2
	0.6

	5
	0
	0
	0.2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.2
	0
	0.1
	0.1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.3

	10
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	15
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Tables 4 consider the ACIR is 30+x, 43+x.

Table 4 23dBm desktop CPE effect the throughput loss of the different ACIR ( 30+x，43+x) 
	ACIR
	scenario 5
	scenario 5a
	scenario 6
	scenario 6a
	scenario 7
	scenario 7a
	scenario 8
	scenario 8a

	
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf

	-15
	6.3
	13.1
	13.4
	26.9
	2.9
	3.9
	8.1
	10.2
	3.4
	2.8
	8.3
	10.1
	3.2
	3.0
	7.0
	8.2

	-10
	2.1
	2.1
	5.1
	9.8
	1.3
	1.6
	2.8
	3.1
	1.2
	0.9
	3.0
	4.2
	1.1
	0.9
	2.5
	3.2

	-5
	0.8
	0.6
	2.0
	1.7
	0.4
	0.3
	0.9
	1.2
	0.4
	0.6
	1.0
	2.0
	0.3
	0.5
	0.8
	0.7

	0
	0.3
	0.3
	0.6
	0.6
	0.2
	0.2
	0.3
	0.6
	0.1
	0.3
	0.4
	0.8
	0.1
	0.2
	0.3
	0.1

	5
	0
	0
	0.2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.3
	0
	0.1
	0.1
	0.4
	0
	0.1
	0
	0

	10
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.1
	0
	0
	0
	0.1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	15
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Table5 shows the average throughput reduction in percentages between the affected case with wall mounted 23dBm CPE uplink interference to adjacent LTE uplink. 
The following scenario’s simulation results are display in the table 

9.
Wall-mount, 23 dBm, 5 km, PCS1, consider antenna gain

10.
Wall-mount, 23 dBm, 5 km, PCS2, consider antenna gain

11.
Wall-mount, 23 dBm, 2 km, PCS1, consider antenna gain

12.
Wall-mount, 23 dBm, 2 km, PCS2, consider antenna gain

Tables 5 consider the ACIR is 32+x, 43+x.

Table 5 32+x, 43+x, wall-mounted CPE interfere the Uplink UE throughput loss

	ACIR
	scenario 9
	scenario 10
	Scenario11
	Scenario12

	
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf

	-15
	94.9
	58.5
	100
	25.9
	99
	46.1
	100
	94.9

	-10
	37.7
	34.8
	71.4
	10.8
	45.1
	23.1
	89.2
	37.7

	-5
	11.3
	17.2
	33.6
	3.8
	15.2
	9.3
	39.7
	11.3

	0
	3.9
	7.2
	9.7
	1.3
	6.2
	3.3
	11.2
	3.9

	5
	0.9
	2.7
	2.4
	0.4
	1.0
	1.1
	3.7
	0.9

	10
	0.3
	0.9
	0.6
	0.1
	0.5
	0.4
	1
	0.3

	15
	0.2
	0.3
	0.2
	0
	0
	0.1
	0
	0.2


Tables 6 consider the ACIR is 30+x, 43+x.

Table 6  30+x, 43+x, wall-mounted CPE interfere the Uplink UE throughput loss
	ACIR
	scenario 9
	scenario 10
	Scenario11
	Scenario12

	
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf
	Average
	5%cdf

	-15
	97.9
	59.4
	100
	27.7
	99.1
	47.5
	100
	97.9

	-10
	53.8
	35.9
	80.2
	12.1
	49.3
	24.5
	87.1
	53.8

	-5
	13.5
	18.1
	39.5
	4.5
	17.5
	10.4
	37.9
	13.5

	0
	4.6
	7.8
	14.1
	1.5
	6.1
	3.8
	13.2
	4.6

	5
	1.0
	3.0
	3.4
	0.5
	1.0
	1.3
	3.6
	1.0

	10
	0.4
	1.1
	0.7
	0.2
	0.5
	0.4
	1.3
	0.4

	15
	0.2
	0.3
	0.3
	0
	0
	0.1
	0
	0.2


4. Conclusions
The specific results listed in the attachment. We can see that in case of desktop CPE, the throughput losses at ACIR offset 0 are much smaller than 5%; while in case of wall-mounted CPE, the throughput losses at ACIR offset 0 are significantly higher than 5%. 
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