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1. Background
Some preliminary co-existence simulation assumptions were agreed in last meeting [1]. This contribution provides our further consideration of remaining open items.
2. Discussion
2.1 Scenarios
For the scenarios, the following scenarios are copied from [1].
Table 1: Scenarios for SBFD co-ex study (copied from [1])
	Victim
	Aggressor
	Aggressor baseline
	Priority

	NR TDD DL
	SBFD
	NR TDD DL
	High priority

	NR TDD UL
	SBFD
	NR TDD UL
	Low priority

	SBFD
	NR TDD DL
	FFS
	High priority

	
	NR TDD UL
	
	Low priority

	
	SBFD
	
	Low priority



There’re some details which need further discussion and decisions. First is the DU configuration for SBFD. According to the WF [2], DUD and DU can be the configuration. Cases for the simulation are summarized in Table 2. We also listed the priority we proposed. We proposed case 3 as low priority although it’s SBFD co-existence with TDD DL because the interference for the U SB adjacent with TDD DL should be severe, it should be avoided.
Table 2: Scenarios for NR TDD – SBFD co-existence
	Victim
	Aggressor
	Figures
	Aggressor baseline
	Priority

	NR TDD DL
	SBFD (DUD)
	

Case 1
	NR TDD DL
	High

	
	SBFD (DU)
	

Case 2
	NR TDD DL
	High

	
	
	

Case 3
	NR TDD DL
	Low

	NR TDD UL
	SBFD(DUD)
	

Case 4
	NR TDD UL
	Low

	
	SBFD(DU)
	

Case 5
	NR TDD UL
	Low

	
	
	

Case 6
	NR TDD UL
	Low

	SBFD (DUD)
	NR TDD DL
	

Case 1
	No system in adjacent channel
	High

	SBFD (DU)
	NR TDD DL
	

Case 2
	
	High

	
	
	

Case 3
	
	Low

	SBFD(DUD)
	NR TDD UL
	

Case 4
	
	Low

	SBFD(DU)
	NR TDD UL
	

Case 5
	
	Low

	
	
	

Case 6
	
	Low



Proposal 1: Case 1 and case 2 in Table 2 for SBFD     TDD DL are in high priority for the adjacent channel co-exist simulation.
2.2 Other simulation assumptions
For the remaining simulation assumptions, the following
Table 3: Remaining simulation assumptions
	Parameters
	Assumption
	Comments

	SBFD sub-band configurations
	DUD: [40MHz, 20MHz, 40MHz]
DU: [80MHz, 20MHz]
	Whether the ratio of U impacts the results may need some discussion.

	Grid shift
	Option 1: 100%
	

	Indoor/Outdoor UE ratio
	Option 1-2: For Macro-to-Macro cases of both FR1 and FR2, assume 80% indoor and 20% outdoor ratio.
	

	UE distribution mechanism
	Option 2-1: Evenly random dropping in service area;
	

	BS antenna configurations
	Option 1-2: Utilize an extra panel for subband UL operation. In this case, the TRP and element number for DL and UL in SBFD BS will be the same as TDD BS configuration.
	If only half of the TRP is used, the compare with the baseline may not be correct.

	BS Tx power
	Option 2, the same with legacy TDD
	

	UE antenna and Tx power for FR2
	Option 1: Re-use TR 38.828 assumptions. i.e. FR2 max Tx 13.4dBm (peak eirp 22.4dBm), min Tx -40dBm, with antenna configuration in the table of annex 2
	

	BS mechanical down-tilt angle
	Option 1: Use 6 degrees for Macro BS for FR1 and FR2 as provided in TR 38.803, and 90-deg (point to ground) for indoor.
	

	Traffic model
	Reuse 38.828 assumption
	

	UE-UE interference model
	Tx: UE in-band emission
Rx: Rx ICS (image)
	


2.4 Timing issue
In [4], we provide detail analysis on the timing issue. Figure 1 is copied from [4].


Figure 1: Different timing for BS side and UEs’ side
The analysis shows that the FFT calculation brings extra interference when the timing for aggressor UE and victim UE may not be aligned for inter-subband and adjacent channel. Whether co-existence study should take the timing impact into account should be discussed and decided.
Proposal 2: Whether co-existence study should take the timing impact into account should be discussed and decided.
3. Summary
[bookmark: _GoBack]This contribution provides our view on the adjacent channel co-existence simulation assumption. We have the following proposals.
Proposal 1: Case 1 and case 2 in Table 2 for SBFD     TDD DL are in high priority for the adjacent channel co-exist simulation.
Proposal 2: Whether co-existence study should take the timing impact into account should be discussed and decided.
The views for the remaining detail assumptions are provided in Table 3.
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