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1 Simulation assumption
[bookmark: _Hlk133219405]Issue 1-2-1: principle for penetration loss for hotspot scenario
Agreements:
· For pairs of indoor UEs deployed in the same cluster area
· Option 1:Indoor-to-outdoor penetration losses are not calculated for pairs of indoor UEs deployed in the same cluster area
· Option 2: RAN1 approach in TR
Note: Option 1 is baseline. No comparison between options are expected.
· For indoor UEs in different clusters, a single penetration loss component is calculated. The indoor distance used for the calculation depends on the 2D distance between the pair of UEs.  

Discussion:
Note: Nokia, Ericsson, Qualcomm, CableLabs companies (4) have contributed simulation results in this meeting. Could companies confirm whether the above principle is used in the simulation?
Nokia and cablelabs prefer option 1.
Ericsson use option 2 in simulation
2. Simulation results
Agreement：
All following agreements are based on collected simulation results until RAN4#108. 
The deadline for collecting simulation results is RAN4#108bis.
The numbers and/or ranges of performance degradation will be captured in TR.
Blocking probability (receiver is being blocked) is not mandatory to be provided, and can be captured for information.
4.1 Scenario 1 FR1 Urban Macro -> Urban Macro (high priority)
Case 1: aggressor SBFD DU victim NR TDD DL (high priority)
Agreements:
· All the simulation results For 100% grid shift and baseline assumption, show SINR/throughput degradation is acceptable for both SBFD antenna configuration 1 and 2.
Case 2: aggressor SBFD DU victim NR TDD UL (low priority)
Agreements:
· For 100% grid shift and baseline assumption, interference is higher than 5% throughput loss is observed.
· The degradation is even worse for less grid shift.
Case 3: aggressor NR TDD DL victim SBFD DU (high priority)
Agreements:
· For aggressor NR TDD DL interfere SBFD UL:
· For 100% grid shift, interference is higher than 5% throughput loss is observed. 
· The degradation is even worse for less grid shift.
· For 100% grid shift , no 100% UL throughput loss is observed at SBFD receiver
· [Regarding blocking probability, only one company show the results e.g. 2% blocking from Ericsson] y inputs are welcome.
· For aggressor NR TDD DL interfere SBFD DL: TBD

Case 4: aggressor NR TDD UL victim SBFD DU  (low priority)
Agreements:
For 100% grid shift and baseline assumption, interference is acceptable for cell average, FFS for cell edge.
[bookmark: _Hlk143707459]4.2 Scenario 2 FR1 Urban Hotspot -> Urban Hotspot (2nd priority)
Draw conclusion on simulation results in next meeting.
4.3 Scenario 3 FR1 Indoor -> Indoor (2nd priority)
Agreements:
· For 100% grid shift and baseline assumption, Under baseline assumptions and 100% grid shift, the interference between legacy TDD and SBFD using adjacent channel is acceptable, i.e. less than 5% for both SBFD antenna configuration 1 and configuration 2. 
4.4 Scenario 4 FR1 UMa-to-UMi (high priority)
Case 1: aggressor SBFD DU victim NR TDD DL (high priority)
Agreements:
· Based on the collected simulation results for 100% grid shift till August RAN4 meeting and baseline assumption show SINR/throughput degradation is acceptable.
· For 100% grid shift and baseline assumption, SINR/throughput degradation is acceptable.
Case 2: aggressor SBFD DU victim NR TDD UL (low priority)
Agreements:
· For 100% grid shift and baseline assumption, interference is higher than 5% throughput loss is observed. 
· It’s observed that the degradation is even worse with 50% grid shift based on the results in R4-2313631 submitted in RAN4#108
[bookmark: _Hlk143707498]4.5 Scenario 5 FR1 UMi -> FR1 UMi (2nd priority)
Case 1: aggressor SBFD DU victim NR TDD DL (high priority)
Agreements:
· At cell-average, all the simulation results for 100% grid shift, show SINR/throughput degradation is acceptable whether with the gNB Tx power is 46dBm/100M or 38dBm/100MHz.
· Furthder discuss the cell edge impact
Case 2: aggressor SBFD DU victim NR TDD UL (low priority)
Agreements:
· For 100% grid shift, simulation results are much sensitive to gNB Tx power. For lower power, i.e. 38dBm/100MHz, interference is acceptable whereas for high power, i.e. 46dBm/100MHz interference is higher than 5% throughput loss is observed.
Case 3: aggressor NR TDD DL victim SBFD DU (high priority)
Agreements:
· For aggressor NR TDD DL interfere SBFD UL:
· For 100% grid shift, simulation results are much sensitive to gNB Tx power. For lower power, i.e. 38dBm/100MHz, interference is acceptable with current or enhanced ACIR whereas for high power, i.e. 46dBm/100MHz interference is higher than 5% throughput loss is observed.
· For aggressor NR TDD DL interfere SBFD DL: interference is acceptable 
Case 4: aggressor NR TDD UL victim SBFD DU  (low priority)
Agreements:
· For 100% grid shift and baseline assumption, interference is acceptable.
4.6 Scenario 6 FR2 Urban Macro -> Urban Macro (high priority)
Case 1: aggressor SBFD DU victim NR TDD DL (high priority)
Agreements:
· All the simulation results For 100% grid shift, show SINR/throughput degradation is acceptable with current or enhanced ACIR.
Case 2: aggressor SBFD DU victim NR TDD UL (low priority)
Agreements:
· For 100% grid shift and baseline assumption, all the simulation results for 100% grid shift show SINR/throughput degradation is acceptable with current or enhanced ACIR
· Some companies show simulation results is extremely sensitive to parameters like the GS and the BS transmission power.
Case 3: aggressor NR TDD DL victim SBFD DU (high priority)
Agreements:
· For aggressor NR TDD DL interfere SBFD UL:
· For 100% grid shift, interference is acceptable with current or increased ACIR
· For less than 100% grid shift or BS power is increased, interference maybe larger than 5% loss and one company show 4% blocking probability at cell edge
· For aggressor NR TDD DL interfere SBFD DL: interference is acceptable for 100% grid shift.
Case 4: aggressor NR TDD UL victim SBFD DU  (low priority)
Agreements:
· For 100% grid shift and baseline assumption, interference is acceptable for the case when NR TDD UL interfere SBFD UL and DL
4.7 Scenario 7 FR2 Urban Hotspot -> Urban Hotspot (down-select)
Agreements:
o	Down-select this scenario 7 from the study given the FR2
[bookmark: _Hlk143707525]4.8 Scenario 8 FR2 Urban Micro -> Urban Micro (2nd priority)
Draw conclusion on simulation results in next meeting.
4.9 Scenario 9 FR2 Indoor -> Indoor (2nd priority)
Draw conclusion on simulation results in next meeting.

