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1. Introduction
In last meeting, a WF on simulation assumption for adjacent co-existence study has been approved [1]. There are still some open issues. In this meeting, we focus on the remaining issues discussion for adjacent channel co-existence and providing our calibration results.
2. Discussion
2.1	Umi scenario simulation parameters
For Uma scenario, we use almost all the same simulation parameters as in 38.803/38.828. this same principle is also applicable for Umi scenario. In last meeting, the motivation for legacy Umi simulation parameter is to consider regulatory requirements of coexistence between n77/n78(UMa SBFD) and CBRS (Umi legacy TDD). But usually 3GPP co-existence will not consider regulatory requirements. it’s suggested to reuse the same simulation parameters as in 38.803 for FR1 SBFD and FR1 legacy TDD network.
Proposal 1: for UMI scenario, the same simulation parameter as in 38.803 is suggested. 
2.2	gNB antenna configuration
	Agreement in RAN4 #106 meeting is as below for information:
For FR1:
For FR1 urban macro, update previous agreement and reuse the same antenna configuration of Urban macro as in TR 38.921 for non-sub array antenna configuration.
For FR2:
Option 1: For FR2, reuse the same as in 38.828 Section 5.2.2.5 for FR2
Option 2: Using following parameter values: (90, 90) degree beamwidths, element separation (0.5, 0.5) and element peak gain of 5.5 dBi to minimize gain error



For FR1, current agreement is to reuse all the parameters as in 38.921 as approved in last meeting WF. but during the offline discussion, Ericsson propose that the original intention for alignment with 38.921 is only to align part of parameters to minimize directivity normalization error. Such aligned parameters doesn’t include antenna element number. To make final antenna parameters much similar as real implementation, it’s OK for us to reopen the discussion for antenna configuration. But considering this is the last meeting for calibrations, such possible update of antenna configuration will not be used in calibration and calibration will reuse the same antenna configuration as in 38.803 as approved in RAN4#105 meeting. 
We can categorize the antenna configuration into two categories for discussion. The first set of antenna related parameters are the parameters that are used to minimize directivity normalization error, i.e. 3dB beamwidth in azimuth domain or in elevation domain, GE,max, dH, and dV. The impact for final simulation results is small, so it’s OK for us to reuse them as in 38.921 to make it much similar as real implementation. Besides, commercial antenna configuration will assume larger dV compared with dH, so, compared with urban scenario the parameter in sub-urban scenario could be much similar as commercial network.
Proposal 2: it’s suggested to reuse the following parameters as in 38.921 for FR1 antenna.
	Parameter
	Macro
Sub-urban

	Am (dB)
	30

	SLAv (dB)
	30

	j3dB (deg.)
	90 

	q3dB (deg.)
	65

	GE,max (dBi)
	6.4

	LE  (dB)
	2.0

	(M, N)
	(16, 8)

	Number of supported polarizations, P
	2

	dh (m)
	0.5l

	dv (m)
	0.7l

	Horizontal coverage range (deg.)
	+/- 60

	Vertical coverage range (deg.)
	90 to 100



The other set of antenna related parameters are the antenna element number (M, N) which may lead to different CL and SINR. Larger antenna element number will lead to larger antenna gain, e.g. 3dB compared 16*8 with 8*8. Besides, larger antenna element in vertical domain will lead to better isolation between SBFD Tx and Rx part but meanwhile will increase self-interference complexity in the order of antenna element number or in the order of square of antenna element number. According to our simulation results, 8*8 antenna configuration will lead to ~6dB SINR difference compared with 4*8 configuration. It’s better to take care of the antenna configuration parameter. One candidate option is to align antenna number with feasibility study but now we don’t collect antenna configurations during feasibility study. We may need another one meeting to wait for alignment of simulation parameter.
Observation 1: the impact of antenna number to final simulation result is large, e.g. about 6dB SINR difference. it’s reasonable to align antenna number configuration in simulation with feasibility study.
If time is limited and we can’t be aligned with feasibility study, 16*8 is more preferred compared with 8*8 antenna configuration.
Proposal 3: for FR1 SBFD configuration, 16*8 for antenna configuration 1 and 8*8 for antenna configuration 2 is suggested.
2.3	throughput calculation
In last meeting, it is approved to simulate NF modeling, in which when total input power is larger than -25dBm (point B) in modeling, the receiver is assumed as blocked. For such case, the throughput is assumed as 0 rather than skip such simulation point. in final simulation results, it’s suggested to collect the probability of such blocked case to show more information about whether SBFD will introduce blocking or the probability of such blocking case.
Proposal 4: it’s suggested to report the probability of the blocking case i.e. the probability when total input power is larger than -25dBm at gNB side for WA according to NF modelling.
2.4	deadline for low priority scenarios
In previous meeting, there are several low priority scenarios, e.g. ubran hotspot, Umi for FR1. but until this meeting, there is no calibration results provided for these cases. To not delay the close of this SI, we should make some deadline or principle for the low priority scenarios. our suggestions are listed as below:
Proposal 5: SBFD SI will not be delayed by low priority scenarios. even when there is still no conclusion of low priority scenarios at target Dec.12 meeting, this SBFD SI could be closed.
Considering we have to use last two meetings to finish all conclusion and draft TR, some deadline and suggestions are listed for low priority.
Proposal 6: the deadline for low priority scenarios.
· The deadline for FR1 and FR2 urban hotspot-to-urban hotspot scenario is at August meeting (RAN4 #108). i.e. if there is still no any input of urban hotspot simulation results, we will down-select this scenario in this SI.
· The deadline for FR1 urban micro scenario is at August meeting (RAN4 #108).  i.e. if there is still no any input of Umi/indoor simulation results, the legacy conclusion in TR 38.828 will be referred or we will we will down-select this scenario in this SI.
· The deadline for FR1 and FR2 indoor-to-indoor scenario is at August meeting (RAN4 #108).  i.e. if there is still no any input of Umi/indoor simulation results, the legacy conclusion in TR 38.828 will be referred or we will we will down-select this scenario in this SI.
· 
Besides, in future meeting, the companies that doesn’t show calibration results until this meeting could also provide final simulation but have to with calibration results to confirm their simulation results are aligned with other companies.
Proposal 7: the companies that doesn’t show calibration results until this meeting could also provide final simulation in future meeting but have to company with calibration results to confirm their simulation results are aligned with other companies.
3. Conclusions
In this contribution, adjacent channel co-existence simulation assumption is assumed with following observations and proposals:
Proposal 1: for UMI scenario, the same simulation parameter as in 38.803 is suggested. 
Proposal 2: it’s suggested to reuse the following parameters as in 38.921 for FR1 antenna.
	Parameter
	Macro
Sub-urban

	Am (dB)
	30

	SLAv (dB)
	30

	j3dB (deg.)
	90 

	q3dB (deg.)
	65

	GE,max (dBi)
	6.4

	LE  (dB)
	2.0

	(M, N)
	(16, 8)

	Number of supported polarizations, P
	2

	dh (m)
	0.5l

	dv (m)
	0.7l

	Horizontal coverage range (deg.)
	+/- 60

	Vertical coverage range (deg.)
	90 to 100


Observation 1: the impact of antenna number to final simulation result is large, e.g. about 6dB SINR difference. it’s reasonable to align antenna number configuration in simulation with feasibility study.
Proposal 3: for FR1 SBFD configuration, 16*8 for antenna configuration 1 and 8*8 for antenna configuration 2 is suggested.
Proposal 4: it’s suggested to report the probability of the blocking case i.e. the probability when total input power is larger than -25dBm at gNB side for WA according to NF modelling.
Proposal 5: SBFD SI will not be delayed by low priority scenarios. even when there is still no conclusion of low priority scenarios at target Dec.12 meeting, this SBFD SI could be closed.
Proposal 6: the deadline for low priority scenarios.
· The deadline for FR1 and FR2 urban hotspot-to-urban hotspot scenario is at August meeting (RAN4 #108). i.e. if there is still no any input of urban hotspot simulation results, we will down-select this scenario in this SI.
· The deadline for FR1 urban micro scenario is at August meeting (RAN4 #108).  i.e. if there is still no any input of Umi/indoor simulation results, the legacy conclusion in TR 38.828 will be referred or we will we will down-select this scenario in this SI.
· The deadline for FR1 and FR2 indoor-to-indoor scenario is at August meeting (RAN4 #108).  i.e. if there is still no any input of Umi/indoor simulation results, the legacy conclusion in TR 38.828 will be referred or we will we will down-select this scenario in this SI.
Proposal 7: the companies that doesn’t show calibration results until this meeting could also provide final simulation in future meeting but have to company with calibration results to confirm their simulation results are aligned with other companies.
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