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Introduction
In last #108 meeting, the SBFD co-ex study received results from up-to 9 technical contributing sources on all 9 scenarios. And several tentative agreements were reached in the discussion. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]In this paper, we continue discussing how to capture the existing results and agreements to the TR, and a draft TP was separately provided in R4-2316499.
Results capture format
In #108 meeting, the discussion suggested to capture some data into the main content of the TR other than only attach the whole excel file to the TR. And the agreements were reached in R4-2313871 [1] that to capture the performance degradation in ranges.
Based on previous agreed WF, there are mandatory metrics, like throughput, and there’re also voluntarily metrics, like blocking of receiver, and degradation between legacy. Besides, the assumptions are different from results to results, there is baseline assumption, and there are also optional assumptions. 
	R4-2313871
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.



Observation1: The results received in the meeting contains different metrics, some are mandatory and some are for information. And the results are based on different assumptions, e.g. baseline assumption or optional assumptions. It requires a structure to capture results based on their assumptions at least.
Considering the previous agreements in [1] and the facts that the results cannot be merged all together, we proposed RAN4 to adopt the following way to capture all results into the TR.
Proposal 1: All results will be captured into the main content (Chapter 11) of TR, and it is proposed to capture them in the following format:
[For throughput degradation]
For the studies with {certain assumptions}, the results from X technical source(s) show:
· With legacy ACIR: the {metric} observed in the range of {low ~ high}; while X1 source(s) observed {n/a} [if any]
· With ACIR enhanced with additional {2,4,6,8} dB: the {metric} observed in the range of {low ~ high}, {low ~ high}, {low ~ high}, {low ~ high} respectively.

[For informational metrics]
For information: for the studies with {certain assumptions}, the results from Y source(s) show:
· Observed {metric} in the range of {low ~ high};

Where, 
· The {positive number} means the co-ex study shows throughput loss;
· The {negative number} means the co-ex study shows throughput gain;
· The {n/a} means the co-ex study finds the performance basis have no throughput, thus throughput degradation percentage cannot be mathematically calculated from such basis.

Observations derivation discussion
In the way forward of #108, R4-2313872[2] had several tentative agreements under each case and each scenario. While we are trying to complete the TR by have more common observations from RAN4 based on the available results received for more cases and scenarios, we have concern on the way we discuss new observations. 
A question need to be answered: When we approaching the end of the whole study item, for any new observations or re-open any existing observations from the results, should it be based on a minimum number of technical sources?
Moreover, the results capturing format would completely the results from 1 and 2 sources, as the ranges will contain a low end and a  high end. It means the results derived from 
Observation 2: The results from 1 and 2 technical sources will be captured completely and clearly in the main content by having a range of both two high and low as agreed in [1] and [2].
Proposal 2: To discuss and establish a minimum number, at least greater than 1, of available results for deriving RAN4 common observations by fully respect the existing agreements.

Discussions on results for Case 3 and Case 4 of Scenario 4
The assumptions of Scenario 4 was described in #106bis meeting in approved document R4-2305922[3], in which it limited the scenario as following:
	R4-2305922
1. UMa with SBFD as aggressor and UMi with legacy TDD as victim with 100% grid shift.
2. Down-select one BS antenna configuration for SBFD: antenna configuration 1 with conducted PSD of 48 dBm/80MHz.
3. Down-select one antenna configuration for UMi BS, see table 1.
4. Study the SINR and throughput degradation in both DL [and UL].
5. Only considering DU configuration for SBFD.
6. UMa and UMi use the same channel bandwidth: 100MHz.



	Definitions of Case 1~4:
	Case
	Aggressor
	Victim
	Slot allocation
Aggressor                                        Victim

	1
	SBFD
	TDD DL
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	2
	SBFD
	TDD UL
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	3
	TDD DL
	SBFD
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	4
	TDD UL
	SBFD
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The above first bullet in [3] defines the Scenario 4 would focus on the Uma with SBFD as aggressor and UMi with legacy TDD as victim. Then it clearly limited the studies to the Case 1 and Case 2 based on previous agreed definition of cases.
Observation 3: The scenario 4 based on R4-2305922 only defines assumptions and studies for Case 1 and Case 2.
But in the #108 meeting, there is 1 technical source providing the study results for Case 3 and Case 4. To us, there’s no clear definition of what Case 3 and Case 4 under this Scenario 4 is about. It is not discussed nor agreed on any specific assumptions for those two cases.
Does Case 3 and Case 4 means the Uma with legacy TDD as aggressor, or Umi with legacy TDD as aggressor? And what is the victim in these cases? 
These questions are not even discussed, and they’re never clarified in any of the previous agreements or way forward.
Observation 4: There is 1 source provided results for Case 3 and Case 4 under Scenario 4, where these Case 3 and 4 were not previously discussed nor defined clearly.
Thus, we’d like to clarify the understanding of the Case 3 and Case 4 under Scenario 4.
Proposal 3: To clarify the understanding of Case 3 and Case 4 under Scenario 4, as it contradicts with agreed WF R4-2305922. Further discuss whether or not, or how, to capture the results submitted to Case 3 and Case 4 under Scenario 4.

Discussions on results for Scenario 7
In #108 meeting, the agreed WF [2] is agreed to down select the Scenario 7 from current study work. After having this down-selecting, the issues remain in how to capture this in the TR, more specifically how to adopt this change in Chapter 11 and Annex E which related to co-existence study.
Proposal 4: In the TR, to clearly note the Scenario 7 was down-selected in both Chapter 11 and Annex E, and to not capture any results and observations for Scenario 7 in Chapter 11.

Conclusion
Observation1: The results received in the meeting contains different metrics, some are mandatory and some are for information. And the results are based on different assumptions, e.g. baseline assumption or optional assumptions. It requires a structure to capture results based on their assumptions at least.
Proposal 1: All results will be captured into the main content (Chapter 11) of TR, and it is proposed to capture them in the following format:
	[For throughput degradation]
For the studies with {certain assumptions}, the results from X technical source(s) show:
· With legacy ACIR: the {metric} observed in the range of {low ~ high}; while X1 source(s) observed {n/a} [if any]
· With ACIR enhanced with additional {2,4,6,8} dB: the {metric} observed in the range of {low ~ high}, {low ~ high}, {low ~ high}, {low ~ high} respectively.

[For informational metrics]
For information: for the studies with {certain assumptions}, the results from Y source(s) show:
· Observed {metric} in the range of {low ~ high};

Where, 
· The {positive number} means the co-ex study shows throughput loss;
· The {negative number} means the co-ex study shows throughput gain;
· The {n/a} means the co-ex study finds the performance basis have no throughput, thus throughput degradation percentage cannot be mathematically calculated from such basis.



Observation 2: The results from 1 and 2 technical sources will be captured completely and clearly in the main content by having a range of both two high and low as agreed in [1] and [2].
Proposal 2: To discuss and establish a minimum number, at least greater than 1, of available results for deriving RAN4 common observations by fully respect the existing agreements.

Observation 3: The scenario 4 based on R4-2305922 only defines assumptions and studies for Case 1 and Case 2.
Observation 4: There is 1 source provided results for Case 3 and Case 4 under Scenario 4, where these Case 3 and 4 were not previously discussed nor defined clearly.
Proposal 3: To clarify the understanding of Case 3 and Case 4 under Scenario 4, as it contradicts with agreed WF R4-2305922. Further discuss whether or not, or how, to capture the results submitted to Case 3 and Case 4 under Scenario 4.

Proposal 4: In the TR, to clearly note the Scenario 7 was down-selected in both Chapter 11 and Annex E, and to not capture any results and observations for Scenario 7 in Chapter 11.
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