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Introduction
In this contribution we summarize the observations and proposals related to evaluation results for NR-U operation based on the contributions [1-9] submitted for RAN1#94b.
Coexistence evaluations
Description
In previous RAN1 meetings three simulation scenarios were agreed for evaluation -namely indoor scenario, outdoor scenario 1 and outdoor scenari 2. The coexistence evaluations reuse the LTE-LAA coexistence evaluation framework. Specifically:
The coexistence cases evaluated include the following.
-	Wi-Fi-NR-U coexistence
-	NR-U - NR-U coexistence
In the Wi-Fi- NR-U coexistence case, the following evaluation methodology is followed.
-	For each UE and gNB/AP drop
-	Step 1: Performance metrics for two Wi-Fi networks coexisting in a given evaluation scenario are evaluated and recorded.
-	Step 2: Wi-Fi is replaced with NR-U for the group of gNBs and UEs served by one of the Wi-Fi operators. Performance metrics of the Wi-Fi network coexisting with the NR-U network are evaluated and recorded.
A comparison of the performance metrics between the two steps for the Wi-Fi network that was not replaced with NR-U can be used to evaluate coexistence between NR-U and Wi-Fi in an unlicensed band. 
In the NR-U - NR-U coexistence case, the following evaluation methodology is followed.
-	Performance metrics for two NR-U operators coexisting in a given evaluation scenario are evaluated and recorded.
A comparison of the performance metrics for the two NR-U operators can be used to evaluate coexistence between two LAA operators in an unlicensed band.

In the contributions submissions [1-9], most of the companies provided evaluation results for the Sub-7 GHz Indoor scenario, and some for the outdoor scenarios also. A summary of key simulation assumption and the observations made from from the evaluation results for each of the companies that provided coexistence simulation results in provided in the next subsection.

Company Observations Summary
	Company 
	Assumptions and Proposals

	ZTE[2]
	Results provided for agreed indoor scenario.
NRU: ED -72, up to 256QAM.  WiFi 11ac: ED -62, PD -82, preamble decoding enabled, RTS/CTS always enabled, STBC, up to [64QAM].
Observation 1: NR-U can coexist well with WiFi if LBT mechanism is adopted.
Observation2: The performances increase along with the increase of CCA threshold and the two operators can still coexist very well.
Proposal 1: The scheme of using higher CCA thresholds within NR-U system for increasing frequency reuse factor should be reused.

	Nokia[4]
	Results provided for agreed indoor scenario.
NRU: ED -72, up to 256QAM DL 2 spatial layers. UL single stream. 
WiFi 11ac: ED -62, PD -82, preamble decoding enabled, RTS-CTS off, up to 256QAM, DL 2 spatial layers. UL single stream.
Observation 1: NR-U outperforms Wi-Fi in all evaluated deployment scenarios.
Observation 2: In the Wi-Fi - NR-U co-existence scenario, the TPut of Wi-Fi Operator improves significantly compared to Wi-Fi only case.

	Huawei[5]
	Results provided for agreed indoor scenario
NRU: ED -72, max mod order 64QAM. WiFi 11ac: ED -62, PD -82, preamble decoding enabled, RTS/CTS off, beamforming with single stream.
Observation 1: In indoor scenario with symmetric DL+UL traffic at low, medium and high traffic loads in 20 MHz channel, evaluations of user perceived throughput show that NR-U ensures fair coexistence with 802.11ac when NR-U uses 15 kHz, 30 kHz or 60 kHz subcarrier spacing.
They also observe that 60 kHz SCS has better UL performance than 15 kHz and 30 kHz SCS due to shorter slot duration leading to more opportunities for UL transmission.

	Samsung[6]
	Evaluations done for agreed indoor scenario.
NRU and WiFi: ED -62
Observation 1: For NR-U/Wi-Fi coexistence, higher subcarrier spacing and/or flexible candidate starting position of NR-U is beneficial in improving throughput for both NR-U and Wi-Fi over LTE-LAA/Wi-Fi coexistence.

	[bookmark: _GoBack]Qualcomm[7]
	Results provided for all 3 agreed scenarios.
NRU: ED -72, WiFi 11ac: ED -62, PD -82, preamble decoding enabled, RTS/CTS enabled
Observation 1: With fast CSI feedback within a TxOP enabled, for all 3 scenarios (indoor, outdoor scenario 1, outdoor scenario 2) Wi-Fi performance in Wi-Fi+NR-U is better than Wi-Fi performance in Wi-Fi+Wi-Fi
Observation 2: With fast CSI feedback within a TxOP disabled :
•	For indoor scenario Wi-Fi performance in Wi-Fi+NR-U is better than Wi-Fi performance in Wi-Fi+Wi-Fi in all metrics
•	For outdoor scenario 1 Wi-Fi performance in Wi-Fi+NR-U is better than Wi-Fi performance in Wi-Fi+Wi-Fi in 44 of the 48 metrics
•	For outdoor scenario 2 Wi-Fi performance in Wi-Fi+NR-U is better than Wi-Fi performance in Wi-Fi+Wi-Fi in 47 of the 48 metrics
Observation 3: Coexistence performance is improved when we allow multiple switching points with no LBT for the purposes of control feedback 
Proposal 4: Fast link adaptation should be supported for NR-U

	Ericsson[8][11][12]
	Results provided for all 3 agreed scenarios.
NRU: ED -72, WiFi 11ac: ED -62, PD -82, preamble decoding enabled.
Observation 1: NR-U networks on the unlicensed band can coexist well with Wi-Fi networks in both indoor and outdoor scenarios.
Observation 2	: NR-U networks on the unlicensed band can coexist well with each other in both indoor and outdoor scenarios.
The impact of COT sharing according to ETSI BRAN regulations on the coexistence between NR-U and Wi-Fi is evaluated. In addition to the agreed indoor scenario settings, two VoIP UEs are modelled per operator for the non-replaced operator.
[bookmark: _Toc525937086]Observation 3: Enabling COT sharing as defined in EN 301 893 does not cause any coexistence issues with Wi-Fi.
The impact of transmitting DRS using 25us LBT on the NR-U Wi-Fi coexistence. The NR-U indoor scenario as agreed is used. The 1 ms long DRS is transmitted using 40ms periodicity and a DMTC window of 6 ms
[bookmark: _Toc525926945]Observation 4: Using 25us as a channel access rule for DRS within the DMTC does not cause any coexistence issues with Wi-Fi.
The impact of transmitting RACH using 25us LBT on the NR-U Wi-Fi coexistence. The indoor NR-U simulations were used. They assume that 20% of the UL transmissions are UL RACH transmissions with 25us LBT.
Observation 5: Using 25us as a channel access rule for RACH does not cause any coexistence issues with Wi-Fi.
They also provide results that show neutral channel access technology among different technology provides better coexistence as well as better overall performance than the current channel access mechanisms based on dual thresholds and technology non-neutrality. The study was done using NR-U indoor scenario. It can be observed that performance of both NR-U and Wi-Fi systems degraded, particularly at higher loads, when one system unilaterally operates at a higher ED threshold against other technologies.
[bookmark: _Toc525937093][bookmark: _Toc525937094]Observation 6: Having a common ED threshold among different technologies is a key aspect for a better coexistence. A technology may still use an intra-preamble detection at a threshold lower than the common ED threshold.  
The impact of using 802.11a preamble for NR-U is evaluated in different scenarios: 
· NR-U NR-U coexistence becomes worse if 802.11a preamble is used for NR-U in both indoor and outdoor NR-U scenarios. 
· NR-U Wi-Fi coexistence becomes worse if 802.11a preamble is used for NR-U in outdoor NR-U scenario
· In indoor scenario, small improvement in performance is observed when NR-U transmits a preamble compared to the case of NR-U using ED only at a threshold of -72 dBm. However, the gain occurs mainly at high load when the system is congested. More importantly, if NR-U does not transmit a preamble, but uses a lower ED threshold instead, the performance of NR-U improves even more than when a preamble is used.
[bookmark: _Toc526607115]Observation 7: Coexistence is better with scenario dependent parameter adjustments for NR-U as compared to addition of an 802.11a preamble.


	Broadcom[9]
	Evaluations done for agreed indoor scenario for high offer load.
NRU: ED -72 & -62, WiFi 11ac: ED -62, PD -82. Provide results with preamble decoding enabled at Wi-Fi operator only and for both Wi-Fi and NR-U operator. NRU PD when enabled, transmits and receives the 20us 802.11a preamble, with PD=-82, ED=-62. Results are also provided for different LBT types for switch between DL and UL.
Observations:
Observation 1:  The following three NR-U channel access schemes: ED = -72dBm and no LBT in DL-UL gap, ED = -62dBm and no-LBT in DL-UL gap and ED = -62dBm and fixed LBT with ED = -62dBm in the DL-UL gap are not fair to the mean DL UPT of co-channel Wi-Fi.
Observation 2:  The following four NR-U channel access schemes: ED = -72dBm and no-LBT in DL-UL gap, ED = -72dBm and fixed LBT with ED = -72dBm in DL-UL gap, ED = -62dBm and no-LBT in DL-UL gap and ED = -62dBm and fixed LBT with ED = -62dBm in DL-UL gap are not fair to the mean UL UPT of co-channel Wi-Fi.
Observation 3:  The following two NR-U channel access schemes: ED = -62dBm and PD = -82dBm and no-LBT in DL-UL gap, ED = -62dBm and PD -82dBm and fixed LBT with ED = -62dBm in DL-UL gap are fair to both mean DL and mean UL UPT of co-channel Wi-Fi.
Observation 4: The NR-U LBT scheme of ED = -62dBm and PD = -82dBm with fixed LBT at ED = -62dBm in the DL-UL gap achieves the best coexistence performance for Wi-Fi mean DL and UL UPT.
Observation 5: None of the evaluated NR-U channel access schemes coexist fairly with Wi-Fi voice.
Observation 6: NR-U mean DL and UL UPT are higher for the two channel access schemes where NR-U LBT consists of ED = -62dBm and PD = -82dBm with and without LBT in the 16us DL-UL gap, relative to the baseline LBT scheme of ED-only with ED =  -72dBm and fixed LBT with ED = -72dBm in the 16us DL-UL gap.
Observation 7: NR-U mean DL and UL UPT are lower for the three channel access schemes where NR-U LBT consists of ED = -62dBm with and without LBT in the 16us DL-UL gap and ED = -72dBm and without LBT in the 16us DL-UL gap, relative to the baseline LBT scheme of ED-only with ED = -72dBm and fixed LBT with ED = -72dBm in the 16us DL-UL gap.
Observation 8: The NR-U LBT scheme of ED = -62dBm and PD = -82dBm with fixed LBT at ED = -62dBm in the 16us DL-UL gap achieves the best performance for NR-U mean DL and UL UPT.
Observation 9: In the above evaluations Licensed Assisted NR-U is modelled i.e. most of the control messages are transmitted over the licensed spectrum, as in LAA. Also, DRS is modelled to be transmitted with CAT4 LBT with the access priority class of Voice. So, the coexistence performance of NR-U towards Wi-Fi is expected to be poorer, in Dual Connectivity and Standalone modes.



Proposals
Summary of observations : 
· For indoor scenario, 6 companies provided coexistence evaluation results. 5 of the 6 companies concluded that NR-U provides fair co-existence to Wi-Fi when NR-U nodes use ED based LBT with ED threshold of -72dBm. One company concluded that fair coexistence can only be achieved by enabling 802.11a preamble transmission and detection at NR-U node. It further noted that even preamble transmission and detection support at NR-U node does not achieve fair coexistence for voice traffic.
· For outdoor scenario 1 and 2, 2 companies provided coexistence evaluation results. Both concluded that NR-U provides fair co-existence to Wi-Fi when NR-U nodes use ED based LBT with ED threshold of -72dBm.

Proposals:

· For including in the TR, results should be provided using the following format:
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	Additional comments:




· Support of multiple switching points with no LBT for exchange of control information is beneficial for coexistence
· Supported by : Qualcomm
· Support of Wi-Fi preamble transmission and decoding by NR-U node is beneficial for coexistence
· Supported by : Broadcomm
· Use of higher CCA thresholds within an NR-U only system is beneficial for improving system performance
· Supported by : ZTE
· For NR-U/Wi-Fi coexistence, higher subcarrier spacing and/or flexible candidate starting position of NR-U is beneficial in improving throughput for both NR-U and Wi-Fi over LTE-LAA/Wi-Fi coexistence.
· Supported by : Samsung

Other 
Description
A few companies provided their views and observations on RSSI CDF, the different SCS/CP sizes that can be used for the different simulation scenarios based on the delay spread CDFs, and on use of directional antennas for coexistence evaluations.
Company positions
	Company 
	Proposals

	LG[1]
	Observation 1: For scenario 1 with A=1.0 and scenario 2 with A=1.5, the percentile of -72dBm point is about 6% and about 23% respectively. As expected, the percentage of UEs servicing cell links below -72dBm is larger for larger A values. 
Observation 2: For scenario 1, the maximum AP to AP received power is not dependent of parameter A, and the probability of AP to AP links below -72dBm is almost 0% for A=1.0. For scenario 2, it is observed that the percentile of maximum AP to AP links below -72dBm increases as the value of A increases and the probability of AP to AP links below -72dBm is about 13% for A=1.5.

	Media Tek[3]
	Observation 1: According to the RMS delay spread distributions, the CP lengths corresponding to 15 kHz, 30 kHz and 60 kHz numerologies would be sufficient for sub-7GHz NR-U operation in indoor and outdoor scenarios.

	Samsung[6]
	Proposal 1: Impacts of NR-U features such as scalable numerology, flexible starting positions, multi-beam operation, wideband operations, etc., can be evaluated for NR-U/Wi-Fi and NR-U/NR-U coexistence performance.
Observation 2: For NR-U/Wi-Fi coexistence, directional communications of NR-U is beneficial in improving spatial reuse and throughput for both NR-U and Wi-Fi over omnidirectional communications of NR-U. 
Proposal 2: Evaluate NR-U/NR-U coexistence performance with directional LBT for NR-U.



Proposals
· Use of other antenna configurations such as directional antennas instead of omnidirectional antennas for coexistence evaluations is not precluded.
· Supported by: Samsung

Proposed agreements
Conclusion:
· For evaluation purpose, the previous agreement on dropping 5 UEs per gNB is interpreted as exactly 5 UEs are associated with each cell.
Proposal:
· When submitting the evaluation result, the following has to be provided as well
· the TxOP assumptions of WiFi and NR-U 
· Is RTS/CTS enabled for WiFi
· PD/ED threshold assumptions
· Max modulation order supported in each technology
· MIMO scheme and number of MIMO layers used for both technologies
· WiFi MAC layer A-MPDU/A-MSDU aggregation level, MPDU size 
· NR-U SCS, 
· WiFi guard interval
· NR UE processing time capability (#1 or #2)
· NR PDSCH/PUSCH mapping type, PDCCH monitoring configuration
· Link adaptation assumptions
· NR assumption on self scheduling or using cross carrier scheduling



Proposal:
· For the coexistence evaluation of sub-7GHz bands other than 5GHz band, previously agreed to use technology neutral assumptions. Companies are encouraged to provide simulation results together with assumption on the technology neutral channel access mechanism.
Previous Agreements 
Agreements in RAN1 #92, Feb 2018
Agreement:
· 5GCM in 38.802 is used for NR-U simulation evaluation
· NR-unlicensed simulation evaluation considers the following scenarios
· Indoor sub-7GHz, 2 operators
· Outdoor Sub-7 GHz, 2 operators
· Indoor mmW, 2 Operators
· Outdoor mmW, 2 operators
· Stadium scenario for sub-7GHz, 2 operators, can be optionally considered by interested companies.
· Note: RAN1 prioritizes the simulation for sub-7 GHz band. It does not preclude evaluation for above 7 GHz.
· Deployment scenarios to simulate
· CA between NR licensed cell and NR unlicensed cell
· DC (with LTE and with NR)
· SA
· An NR cell with DL in unlicensed band and UL in licensed band
· Note: A single set of evaluations may be applicable to multiple scenarios
· Note: Only unlicensed cell(s) is simulated.
· Note: The licensed cell may not be explicitly modeled in the simulation. Necessary assumptions regarding the presence of the licensed carriers can be made and provided. 
· Coexistence with other networks (e.g. WiFi, LAA LTE, NR-U)
· When coexistence with WiFi is evaluated, only consider deployed WiFi systems (e.g. 11ac for 5 GHz)
· Fairness criterion for coexistence with 11ax can be further discussed at plenary level
· The coexistence evaluation applies to 5GHz band (11ac) and 60GHz (11ad)
· From SID: NR-based operation in unlicensed spectrum should not impact deployed Wi-Fi services (data, video and voice services) more than an additional Wi-Fi network on the same carrier
· For sub-7 GHz bands, coexistence simulations will be performed using technology neutral assumptions (eg. channel access mechanism) at an arbitrary carrier frequency in 5GHz band for application to bands other than 5GHz which may become available subject to regulations
· Note: The study assumes regulation will provide the framework concerning the protection for the technologies not using unlicensed access in those bands
Note (for the minutes): Some companies believe that a prioritization among the agreed simulation scenarios may be necessary.
Agreement:
The following network topologies are included in the evaluations:
· Indoor sub7GHz, choose one of the following options
· Option 1: Reuse 38.802 indoor hotspot topology and allocating half of the gNBs to each operator (6+6)
· Option 2: Reuse 38.802 indoor hotspot topology but further reduce gNB density (3+3)
· Option 3: Based on IEEE indoor enterprise model with modifications
· Outdoor sub7GHz
· NR dense urban scenario with two layers, but only consider the micro layer
· Randomly drop one micro layer per operator
· Indoor mmW
· Reuse indoor sub7GHz topology
· Parameter changes may be needed and submitted together with simulation results
· Outdoor mmW
· Reuse outdoor sub7GHz topology
· Parameter changes may be needed and submitted together with simulation results
Agremeents in RAN1 #92bis, April 2018
Agreement:
In the discussions in the NR-U study item, references to sub-7 GHz are intended to include unlicensed bands in the 6 GHz region that are being discussed in regulatory discussions which may have some region exceeding 7 GHz (e.g., 7.125 GHz)
Agreement:
· For sub7 indoor simulation evaluation:
· Scenario: Option 2 (3+3) with indoor mixed office model
· Target to reach 10%-15% serving links below -72dBm
· Further layout parameter fine tuning may be needed. An example procedure for fine tuning is the following sequence.
· Currently a-b-a=15-20-15
· If not reaching target, try a-b-a=15-30-15 and a-b-a=20-40-20
· If not reaching target, apply a scaling factor to the layout with a-b-a=20-40-20
· Other parameters: Default is NR parameters in 38.901 and 38.802 with the exception of the following

	Parameters
	Indoor Sub-7GHz

	Carrier Frequency
	5GHz

	Carrier Channel Bandwidth
	20MHz baseline , 80MHz optional

	Number of carriers
	1

	Number of users per operator
	5 per gNB per 20MHz

	SCS
	To be reported together simulation results

	Channel Model
	NR InH Mixed Office model

	BS/AP Tx Power
	23dBm (total across all TX antennas)

	UE/STA Tx Power
	18dBm (total across all TX antennas)

	BS/AP Antenna gain
	0dBi   

	UE/STA Antenna gain
	0 dBi

	BS/AP Noise Figure
	5dB

	UE/STA Receiver Noise Figure
	9dB

	Minimum received power from serving cell for UE dropping
	-82dBm

	UE receiver
	MMSE-IRC as the baseline receiver

	BS/AP antenna Array configuration
	(M, N, P, Mg, Ng)  = (1, 2, 2, 1, 1), dH = dV = 0.5 λ

	UE/STA antenna Array configuration
	Baseline Tx/Rx: (M, N, P, Mg, Ng) = (1, 1, 2, 1, 1), dH = dV = 0.5 λ
Optional Tx/Rx: (M, N, P, Mg, Ng) = (1, 2, 2, 1, 1), dH = dV = 0.5 λ

	Traffic model
	Use 36.889 Table A.1.1. 
Note: Results based on the mixed traffic models can be used to determine the design.

	UE/STA to UE/STA link pathloss model
	Directly use InH office pathloss model with proper d_3D with indoor mixed office LOS probability

	gNB to gNB link pathloss model
	Directly use InH office pathloss model with proper d_3D with indoor mixed office LOS probability



Email discussion on further layout parameter fine tuning until May 3, 2018 (Jing, Qualcomm)
Agreement: (outcome of email discussion)
· Adopt layout as in Figure 1 with a=20 meters, b=40 meters, c=20 meters, and d=40 meters for indoor sub7GHz NR-U evaluation.
[image: cid:image001.png@01D3E3E6.8A8631F0]
Figure 1. Indoor sub7 simulation office layout
Agreement:
· For sub7 outdoor simulation evaluation:
· Select one of the following for the Outdoor sub-7 GHz scenario
· Alt 1: Each operator randomly drop [1 or 2] micro-layer TRPs within each macro cell with minimum dibstance between gNBs as in NR
· Use NR dense Urban option 1 (gNB dropped at the center of the hot-spot)
· Independent dropping between two operators
· Use the NR current [57.9] meters intra-operator minimum distance
· Use [10] meters as the inter-operator minimum distance
· UE randomly dropped within [28.9] meters within the serving cell
· Alt 2: Drop [1 or 2 or 3] hot spots as in NR urban option 1
· Within each hot-spot, randomly drop one gNB from each operator within a circle of radius [10] meters centered at the center of the hot-spot 
· The minimum inter-gNB distance is [10] meters
· Within each hot-spot, drop UE within [28.9] meters from the hot-spot center
· Parameters: Use the indoor sub7 table as baseline, with further fine tunes possible

Agreement:
· For calibration for sub-7 GHz indoor and outdoor scenarios, companies should submit for the baseline scenario:
· Cdf of received signal power from serving cell
· Optional: Cdf of received signal power from each of the all non-serving cells (including the cells from the other operator)
Agreements in RAN1 #93, May 2018

Agreement:
· For sub7 GHz outdoor scenario, adopting the following
· Macro deployment with ISD=200×A meters
· Each operator randomly drops 1 micro-layer TRP within each macro cell sector with minimum distance between micro-layer TRPs equals 57.9×A meters
· Independent dropping between two operators
· Use 10 meters as the inter-operator micro-layer TRP minimum distance
· For the inter-operator micro-layer TRP maximum distance
· Outdoor scenario 1: 30
· Outdoor scenario 2: No limit as long as the TRP is within the macro cell
· UE randomly dropped within macro cell sector with a minimum serving cell RSSI of -82dBm
· All UEs dropped outdoor
· Try A>=1 and find the A that satisfies serving cell received power distribution satisfies (10+X)% to (15+X)%] UEs below -72dBm
· Other parameters follow the table below

	Parameters
	Outdoor Sub-7GHz

	Carrier Frequency
	5GHz

	Carrier Channel Bandwidth
	20MHz baseline , 80MHz optional

	Number of carriers
	1

	Number of users per operator
	5 per gNB per 20MHz

	SCS
	To be reported together simulation results

	Channel Model
	NR UMi street canyon

	BS/AP Tx Power
	23dBm (total across all TX antennas)

	UE/STA Tx Power
	18dBm (total across all TX antennas)

	BS/AP Antenna gain
	0 dBi   

	UE/STA Antenna gain
	0 dBi

	BS/AP Noise Figure
	5dB

	UE/STA Receiver Noise Figure
	9dB

	Minimum received power from serving cell for UE dropping
	-82dBm

	UE receiver
	MMSE-IRC as the baseline receiver

	BS/AP antenna Array configuration
	(M, N, P, Mg, Ng)  = (1, 2, 2, 1, 1), dH = dV = 0.5 λ

	UE/STA antenna Array configuration
	Baseline Tx/Rx: (M, N, P, Mg, Ng) = (1, 1, 2, 1, 1), dH = dV = 0.5 λ
Optional Tx/Rx: (M, N, P, Mg, Ng) = (1, 2, 2, 1, 1), dH = dV = 0.5 λ

	Traffic model
	Use 36.889 Table A.1.1. 
Note: Results based on the mixed traffic models can be used to determine the design.

	UE/STA to UE/STA link pathloss model
	Directly use UMi street canyon pathloss model with proper d_3D with UMi street canyon LOS probability

	gNB to gNB link pathloss model
	Directly use UMi street canyon pathloss model with proper d_3D with UMi street canyon LOS probability



Email discussion on calibration of parameters A and X targeting a single setting of parameters for both outdoor scenarios until August 2, 2018	Qualcomm (Jing)

Agreements in RAN1 #94, Aug 2018
Agreements:
· The base metrics for NR-U evaluation are the same as in LTE-LAA in TR 36.889.
· For coexistence evaluations below 7GHz, for parameters not covered by previous agreements, the evaluations assumptions specified for LTE (e)LAA coexistence evaluations apply.
· For example, the minimum distance between a small cell and a UE, and between two UEs is three meters.
Agreement:
· For coexistence evaluation, WiFi+WiFi, WiFi+NR-U and NR-U+NR-U evaluations are baseline with equal priority.
Agreement:
A=1.0 for scenario 1 and A=1.5 for scenario 2
Note: The agreed scenarios are the baseline for generation of results to be included in the TR. Contributions based on other scenarios are not precluded from being considered for discussion and decisions on NR-U design.
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