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Introduction
We present our views on deployment scenarios and evaluation methodology for NR duplex operation based on the following assumptions in SID [1].
· Duplex enhancement at the gNB side
· Half duplex operation at the UE side
· No restriction on frequency ranges
Deployment scenarios
In our view, self-interference mitigation at gNB is one of the key factors to be discussed in the study. Therefore, we provide our views on the self-interference mitigation at gNB before discussing deployment scenarios.
1.1. Self-interference mitigation at gNB
Several candidate techniques are available for self-interference mitigation at gNB. Candidate techniques could be as follows:
1) RF/baseband processing for self-interference mitigation
2) Frequency separation for DL and UL
3) Beam separation for DL and UL
4) Antenna isolation for DL and UL
Further, Table 1 shows Pros/Cons for the above.
Table 1: Pros/Cons for self-interference mitigation candidates
	
	Pros
	Cons

	(1) RF/baseband processing for self-interference mitigation
	Applicable to all scenarios

	Implementation cost increases at gNB

	(2) Frequency separation
	Existing out-of-band emission can be reused
Applicable to all scenarios
	Frequency resource waste increases

	(3) Beam separation
	Device cost increase is not expected for mid/high-band
	Not applicable to existing macro-cell

	(4) Antenna isolation
	No frequency/spatial resource waste
	Not applicable to existing macro-cell



Each candidate technique corresponds to a deployment scenario. For example, Candidate (1) and (2), and combination of Candidate (1) and (2) are suitable to macro-cell scenario. Here, Candidate (1) requires no frequency resource waste but implementation cost increases. Candidate (2) can reuse existing out-of-band emission technique but frequency resource waste increases. On the other hand, Candidate (3) and (4) combined with Candidate (1) and/or (2), if any, is suitable to small-cell scenario. Those are not applicable to the existing macro-cells where antenna design reconsideration is difficult.  
Therefore, at this stage, we are in favour of not excluding any of macro-cell scenario and small-cell scenario.
Proposal 1: RAN1 further studies duplex evolutions at least with the following scenarios
· Macro-cell scenario
· Small-cell scenario
1.2. Self-interference free scenario
As an extension of antenna isolation, we can consider scenarios where one TRP serves DL resource and another TRP serves UL resource at a time, which can be seen as self-interference free scenario. With this scenario, the gNB can improve the UL coverage and latency by dynamically adapting communication links between TRPs by traffic status. For example, the gNB may schedule communication with TRP#1 (with DL-heavy TDD configuration) when high speed DL traffic comes, and the gNB may schedule communication with TRP#2 (with UL-heavy TDD configuration) when more time resources are required for UL traffic.
Therefore, we propose to consider scenarios where one TRP serves DL resource and another TRP serves UL resource for duplex evolution.
Proposal 2: RAN1 further studies scenarios where one TRP serves DL resource and another TRP serves UL resource for duplex evolution.
Conclusion
In this contribution, we have the following proposals:
Proposal 1: RAN1 further studies duplex evolutions at least with the following scenarios
· Macro-cell scenario
· Small-cell scenario
Proposal 2: RAN1 further studies scenarios where one TRP serves DL resource and another TRP serves UL resource for duplex evolution.
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