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Introduction
In the document R4-2201124, we proposed the collected NR-NTN co-ex results for case 1~6. And in this document, we suggest the draft text proposal to the Chapter 6.4 and 6.5 of TR 38.863.
Discussions
Between the RAN4 101-e and 101-bis-e meeting, the offline discussion has collected the NR-NTN co-ex study results from many companies and discussed over the results. For each agreed Case (Case 1~6), there’re about 10~20 options studied, while most of them should be discussed, analysed and dropped. Considering the space and time of TR drafting, we would like to propose to include only the agreed worst-case option for each Case in the Chapter 6.4, and to attach all the results of all options at the end of the TR as Annex.
Proposal 1: It is proposed to consider to include only the agreed worst-case option for each Case in the Chapter 6.4, and to attach all the results of all options at the end of the TR as Annex. Such structure is proposed in the Section 5 of this document as the draft TP to TR 38.863.

Given that some companies did not finish the calibration process by this meeting, and also we observed that there’re some results of some options cannot match very well, we would like to propose the meeting to adopt the following principles when discussing the required ACIR for the worst case option.
Proposal 2: It is proposed to consider the following principles when discussing the required ACIR for the worst case option:
1. If the required ACIR results, from the contributor who did not participate or their results is still not well-aligned in calibration table, has a difference of >10 dB with most others, this result can be not considered in the discussion.
2. If the required ACIR results, from one contributor, has a difference of >10 dB with most others, this result can be not considered in the discussion.

For example, the results from company A, B, D, E, G and H are within the range 0~6 dB, while the result from company C, which has not accomplished the calibration stage, suggested 12~14 dB and company F suggested 18 dB. By following the above principles, we suggest to consider the averaged required ACIR from the major companies while not-consider company C and F’s results.
	Required ACIR [dB]
	Company
	0
	2
	4
	6
	8
	10
	12
	14
	16
	18
	20
	22
	24
	26
	28
	30
	32
	34
	36
	38
	40

	Throughput Loss
	Average
	A
	2.66
	2.00
	1.34
	0.88
	0.62
	0.35
	0.26
	0.16
	0.10
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	B
	4.07
	2.81
	1.90
	1.26
	0.83
	0.54
	0.34
	0.22
	0.14
	0.09
	0.06
	0.04
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	
	
	C
	13.19%
	9.97%
	7.36%
	5.30%
	3.72%
	2.55%
	1.71%
	1.12%
	0.73%
	0.47%
	0.30%
	0.19%
	0.12%
	0.08%
	0.05%
	0.03%
	0.02%
	0.01%
	0.01%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	
	
	D
	1.51
	1.01
	0.66
	0.43
	0.28
	0.18
	0.11
	0.07
	0.05
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	
	
	E
	 
	5.0
	3.6
	2.5
	1.7
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	F
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.11
	0.04
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	G
	0.7
	0.5
	0.4
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	H
	4.73
	3.30
	2.25
	1.51
	1.00
	0.65
	0.42
	0.27
	0.17
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	5%-tile
	A
	3.98
	2.90
	1.81
	1.08
	0.71
	0.33
	0.24
	0.14
	0.08
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	B
	2.62
	1.61
	1.00
	0.63
	0.39
	0.25
	0.16
	0.10
	0.06
	0.04
	0.03
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	
	
	C
	38.95%
	31.71%
	25.01%
	19.06%
	14.01%
	9.95%
	6.86%
	4.61%
	3.03%
	1.97%
	1.27%
	0.81%
	0.51%
	0.33%
	0.21%
	0.13%
	0.08%
	0.05%
	0.03%
	0.02%
	0.01%

	
	
	D
	0.98
	0.63
	0.37
	0.15
	0.10
	0.08
	0.07
	0.04
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	
	
	E
	 
	5.9
	4.4
	2.1
	0.7
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	F
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.45
	0.14
	0.02
	0.00
	0.00
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	G
	1.08
	0.89
	0.67
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	H
	13.83
	10.13
	7.19
	4.95
	3.34
	2.21
	1.43
	0.92
	0.59
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 



By adopting the principles and methodologies above, we suggest the meeting to consider to focus to discuss the following worst case option for each Case (Case 1~6).
	Case #
	NTN station
	Worst option (options with >1 contributions)
	ACIR ranges
	Target

	1
	GEO
	*NTN type (GEO) *TN BS type (AAS) *Deployment scenario (Urban - Option 1 no isolation) 
	40~48+
	NTN UE ACS

	
	
	*NTN type (GEO) *TN BS type (AAS) *Deployment scenario (Urban - Option 2 1.5 km isolation)
	24~30
	

	
	LEO 1200
	*NTN type (LEO1200) *TN BS type (AAS) *Deployment scenario (Urban - Option 1 no isolation)
	30~38
	

	
	
	*NTN type (LEO1200) *TN BS type (AAS) *Deployment scenario (Urban - Option 2  1.5 km isolation)
	12~20
	

	
	LEO 600
	*NTN type (LEO600) *TN BS type (AAS) *Deployment scenario (Urban - Option 1 no isolation)
	30~40+
	

	
	
	*NTN type (LEO600) *TN BS type (AAS) *Deployment scenario (Urban - Option 2  1.5km isolation)
	10~18
	

	2
	GEO
	*NTN type (GEO) *TN BS type (AAS) *Deployment scenario (Urban)
	24~30
	NTN BS ACS

	
	LEO 1200
	*NTN type (LEO1200) *TN BS type (AAS) *Deployment scenario (Urban)
	18~30
	

	
	LEO 600
	*NTN type (LEO600) *TN BS type (AAS) *Deployment scenario (Urban)
	22~30
	

	3
	GEO
	*NTN type (GEO) *TN BS type (AAS) *Deployment scenario (Rural)
	8~16
	NTN BS ACLR

	
	LEO 1200
	*NTN type (LEO1200) *TN BS type (AAS) *Deployment scenario (Rural)
	18~26
	

	
	LEO 600
	*NTN type (LEO600) *TN BS type (AAS) *Deployment scenario (Rural)
	18~26
	

	4
	GEO
	*NTN type (GEO) *TN BS type (AAS) *Deployment scenario (Urban)
	24~34
	NTN UE ACLR

	
	LEO 1200
	*NTN type (LEO1200) *TN BS type (AAS) *Deployment scenario (Urban)
	22~34
	

	
	LEO 600
	*NTN type (LEO600) *TN BS type (AAS) *Deployment scenario (Urban)
	22~34
	

	5
	GEO
	*NTN type (GEO) *TN BS type (AAS) *Deployment scenario (Rural)
	24~26
	NTN UE ACLR

	
	LEO 1200
	*NTN type (LEO1200) *TN BS type (AAS) *Deployment scenario (Rural)
	24~26
	

	
	LEO 600
	*NTN type (LEO600) *TN BS type (AAS) *Deployment scenario (Rural)
	24~26
	

	6
	GEO
	*NTN type (GEO @ EL = 45 deg) *TN BS type (AAS) *Deployment scenario (Urban)
	48~50
22~24
	NTN BS ACS

	
	LEO 1200
	*NTN type (LEO1200) *TN BS type (AAS) *Deployment scenario (Rural)
	TBD
	

	
	LEO 600
	*NTN type (LEO600) *TN BS type (AAS) *Deployment scenario (Rural)
	TBD
	



Proposal 3: It is proposed to focus discussion and results alignment on the following option for each Case. 
	For case 1, focus on TN (AAS) interfering NTN (GEO) in Urban case;
	For case 2, focus on TN (AAS) interfering NTN (LEO600) in Urban case;
	For case 3, focus on NTN (LEO600) interfering TN (AAS) in Rural case;
	For case 4, focus on NTN (GEO) interfering TN (AAS) in Urban case.

We had another observation that the collected results from Case 5 and 6 is still varies, and also the contributors for case 5 and 6 is limited compared to other cases. At the same time, we found out that the Case 5 and Case 4 are targeting the same RF requirements, which is the ACLR for NTN UE. Considering the worst case of Case 5 is still smaller than Case 4, we propose the meeting to agree to discuss Case 4 results to determine the NTN UE ACLR other than Case 5.

Proposal 4: It is proposed to agree to discuss Case 4 results to determine the NTN UE ACLR other than Case 5.

Conclusion
We shared some observations over the collected NR-NTN co-ex results, and by analysis, we proposed the following proposals for the meeting to consider:
Proposal 1: It is proposed to consider to include only the agreed worst-case option for each Case in the Chapter 6.4, and to attach all the results of all options at the end of the TR as Annex. Such structure is proposed in the Section 5 of this document as the draft TP to TR 38.863.

Proposal 2: It is proposed to consider the following principles when discussing the required ACIR for the worst case option:
1. If the required ACIR results, from the contributor who did not participate or their results is still not well-aligned in calibration table, has a difference of >10 dB with most others, this result can be not considered in the discussion.
2. If the required ACIR results, from one contributor, has a difference of >10 dB with most others, this result can be not considered in the discussion.

Proposal 3: It is proposed to focus discussion and results alignment on the following option for each Case. 
	For case 1, focus on TN (AAS) interfering NTN (GEO) in Urban case;
	For case 2, focus on TN (AAS) interfering NTN (LEO600) in Urban case;
	For case 3, focus on NTN (LEO600) interfering TN (AAS) in Rural case;
	For case 4, focus on NTN (GEO) interfering TN (AAS) in Urban case.

Proposal 4: It is proposed to agree to discuss Case 4 results to determine the NTN UE ACLR other than Case 5.
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Text proposal for TR38.863 Chapter 6.4 and 6.5
------------------------------------------------<Start of change>-----------------------------------------------
· [bookmark: _Toc87889265][bookmark: _Toc87952002]6.4	Co-existence simulation results
[To be updated]This sub-clause captures the worst-case co-existence simulation results for case 1 to 6 which are identified in Table 6.1-2. It is noted that all other rest options, as listed in Table 6.1-1 and the corner cases described in section 6.2, are studied and analysed, and they can be found in the annex [X].
6.4.1	Case 1: TN DL interfering NTN DL
[To be inserted with agreed worst-case option in Case 1]
[Place holder: Simulation results table]
[Place holder: Simulation results figure]
6.4.2	Case 2: TN UL interfering NTN UL
[To be inserted with agreed worst-case option in Case 2]
[Place holder: Simulation results table]
[Place holder: Simulation results figure]
6.4.3	Case 3: NTN DL interfering TN DL
[To be inserted with agreed worst-case option in Case 3]
[Place holder: Simulation results table]
[Place holder: Simulation results figure]
6.4.4	Case 4: NTN UL interfering TN UL
[To be inserted with agreed worst-case option in Case 4]
[Place holder: Simulation results table]
[Place holder: Simulation results figure]
6.4.5	Case 5: NTN UL interfering TN DL
[To be inserted with agreed worst-case option in Case 5]
[Place holder: Simulation results table]
[Place holder: Simulation results figure]
6.4.6	Case 6: NTN DL interfering TN UL
[To be inserted with agreed worst-case option in Case 6]
[Place holder: Simulation results table]
[Place holder: Simulation results figure]

· [bookmark: _Toc87889266][bookmark: _Toc87952003]6.5	Summary of co-existence study
[To be updated]This sub-clause captures the summary of the co-existence studies. Based on the simulation results captured in sub-clause 6.4, several observations are made below.
[To be inserted with agreed observations and required ACIR analysis]

--------------------------------------<No change until end of TR>-------------------------------------
[bookmark: _GoBack][To be inserted with collected NR-NTN co-ex results, as annex if appropriate.]
---------------------------------------------<End of Change>---------------------------------------------

3GPP

