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1. Introduction
In RAN1#84bis meeting, there were extensive discussions and the corresponding agreements on large scale modeling for channel modeling above 6GHz [1]. In this contribution, we discuss remaining issues on large scale modeling that needs to be further clarified.  
2. Remaining issues on large scale modeling 
As been already brought up in email discussion [84b-16, 84b-17], there are remaining issues regarding O-to-I penetration loss which should be clarified for both full calibration and system level evaluation of other future study/work items of new radio access technology. Here, we itemize the remaining issues as follows:
· High vs. low loss model
· d_in

· O-to-I penetration loss deviation

For the first issue, according to the current situation of email discussion, it seems already aligned among companies that whether to use high or low loss penetration loss model for O-to-I scenario is UE-specific. For a certain indoor UE, links from all outdoor BSs would suffer from quite similar propagation loss since the links would pass through the same building for the UE. In this sense, whether to use high or low loss model should be UE-specific. 
Proposal 1: Whether to use high or low loss model should be UE-specific.
For the second issue, it would be reasonable that d_in is the same for links from co-located sectors of an eNB since the same large-scale parameters are typically used for sectors of an eNB. On the other hand, d_in would be different per different eNB due to different propagation. Hence, d_in should be common for sectors of an eNB but differently generated for different (non-collocated) eNBs.
Proposal 2: The 2D indoor distance, d_in, should be common for sectors of an eNB but differently generated for different (non-collocated) eNBs.
For the third issue, in fact, there are two related issues to be resolved: one is whether O-to-I penetration loss deviation is UE or link-specific and the other one is whether O-to-I penetration loss deviation replaces shadow fading of path loss or not. It is quite important to clarify those issues since they will affect evaluation results as well as calibrations directly. Analogous to d_in, in our understanding, it seems reasonable that O-to-I penetration loss deviation is common for 3 sectors of an eNB but differently generated for different eNBs. 
If we want to replace shadow fading of path loss by O-to-I penetration loss deviation, then the standard deviation for the penetration loss will be the standard deviation of shadow fading. On the other hand, if we want to keep O-to-I penetration deviation separately from path loss, the standard deviation of shadow fading of path loss for UMa and UMi-Street canyon O-to-I scenarios should be newly defined since there is no definition for the standard deviation of shadow fading of path loss yet. In order to loosen the variation within and between buildings and to ensure consistency with channel model below 6 GHz [3], it is agreed that the standard deviation for the penetration loss is reused from TR 36.873 [4], which is the standard deviation of shadow fading. In this sense, we prefer to replace shadow fading of path loss by O-to-I penetration loss deviation without separate definition on the standard deviation of shadow fading of path loss.
Proposal 3: O-to-I penetration loss deviation should be common for 3 sectors of an eNB but different one for different eNB, and it should replace shadow fading of path loss.
Proposal 4: The clarifications on (1) high vs. low loss model, (2) d_in, and (3) O-to-I penetration loss deviation should be included into large scale modeling section of the TR rather than calibration assumption section.
3. Conclusion
In this contribution, we discussed remaining issues on large scale modeling that needs to be resolved. Based on above discussions, we suggest the following proposals: 
Proposal 1: Whether to use high or low loss model should be UE-specific.

Proposal 2: The 2D indoor distance, d_in, should be common for sectors of an eNB but differently generated for different (non-collocated) eNBs.
Proposal 3: O-to-I penetration loss deviation should be common for 3 sectors of an eNB but different one for different eNB, and it should replace shadow fading of path loss.
Proposal 4: The clarifications on (1) high vs. low loss model, (2) d_in, and (3) O-to-I penetration loss deviation should be included into large scale modeling section of the TR rather than calibration assumption section.
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