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[bookmark: _Ref124589705][bookmark: _Ref129681862]Introduction
In RAN1#78bis, Indoor and outdoor simulation scenarios for LAA were agreed, and some primary evaluation assumptions also reached consensus [1]. There are still some remaining issues on detailed evaluation methodologies for both scenarios. In this contribution, we analyze the remaining open issues and provide our views.
Detailed evaluation methodologies
Traffic model
According to the coexistence evaluation scenarios agreed in last meeting, the node and UE positions should be kept the same for different simulation cases. For FTP traffic model 3, the UEs are dropped at the beginning and will not change until the end of the drop. While for FTP traffic model 1, a UE is associated with a packet, so the number and positions of UEs will be related to the random packet arrival. Considering that FTP traffic model 3 can easily keep UE positions the same for different simulation cases, we slightly prefer FTP traffic model 3 as baseline.
For FTP traffic model 3, the arrival rate is per UE rather than per macro geographical area. If the arrival rate is 0.2, then the number of UEs per cell ranges from 2 to 14 corresponding to the RU from 10% to 50%. In the SCE evaluation assumptions, the number of UEs is always 60 in a macro geographical area regardless of the node density. To reuse SCE evaluation methodologies as much as possible, we slightly prefer 10 UEs per node, and the arrival rate may be changed to simulate different RU values. 
Proposal 1: FTP traffic model 3 is used as baseline. 
Proposal 2: 10 UEs per node are used regardless of the node density and different arrival rates are used to simulate different RUs.
UE dropping and cell selection
The traffic load fairness between both operators is important for coexistence study. According to the agreements in last meeting, the performance of UEs covered only by the macro cell will not be calculated, so dropping UEs only within the cluster coverage area is an easy way to provide enough statistics. With the same transmit power and carrier frequency for different nodes, the coverage of both operators with the same number of random located low power nodes are almost the same, which can guarantee the similar traffic load for both operators with RSRP based cell selection. 
Proposal 3: Drop UEs only within the cluster coverage area.
Proposal 4: Set the same transmit power and carrier frequency for all low power nodes to provide a fair traffic load between two operators. 
Performance metrics
So far the UPT and latency have been agreed to be the performance metrics for coexistence study. The UPT is defined as the finished packet size divided by the time duration between the packet arrival and the packet finish, however, it cannot reflect the dropped/unfinished packets ratio and the number of successful finished packets. If the packet size and the arrival rate are set the same for different operators, and the dropped packets and unfinished packets until the end of simulation time are reflected in the calculation of UPT, a fair comparison between different operators can be fulfilled. 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK9][bookmark: OLE_LINK10]Proposal 5: Dropped packets and unfinished packets are considered in the UPT statistics.
Others
There are also some other evaluation assumptions listed on the table. As to the total BS and UE Tx power, it is suitable to set it to 18dbm to satisfy the global regulation and other values are optional. As to the carrier number, two alternatives with X=2, Y=1 and X=Y=4 are enough for coexistence study, where X is the nodes per operator, and Y is number of 20MHz bandwidth channels.
As to the UE bandwidth, there may be different schemes for LAA, it is better to be proprietary. As to DL/UL multiplexing, we prefer DL as the baseline for both LAA and WiFi, and the case with both DL and UL is optional. 
As to MAC coordination for WiFi, we think DCF is enough for simulation. As to frame aggregation for WiFi, we prefer A-MPDU as optional.
Conclusions
In this contribution, we analyzed the remaining evaluation methodologies of LAA, and our proposals are as following:
Proposal 1: FTP traffic model 3 is used as baseline. 
Proposal 2: 10 UEs per node are used for simulation regardless of the node density and different arrival rates are used to simulate different RUs.
Proposal 3: Drop UEs only within the cluster coverage area.
Proposal 4: Set the same transmit power and carrier frequency for all low power nodes to provide a fair traffic load between two operators.
Proposal 5: Dropped packets and unfinished packets are considered in the UPT statistics.
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