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1 Introduction
In RAN1 #82bis Section 7.2.7.2 Link-level evaluation, agreement is,

· Capture the 3 slides from R1-156233 [1] into the TR, putting the “assumptions” section on slide 2 in square brackets to be checked by each company from whose results the observations are drawn. 
In this contribution, we compare our link-level simulation assumptions and observations with R1-156233, then summarize our link-level observations.
2 Assumption and Observation of Link-Level Simulation
In R1-154220 [2] and R1-154221 [3] submitted at RAN1 #82, we studied the Block Error Rate (BLER) and Bit Rate results in a simple MUST environment that assumed SISO, to evaluate and compare the performances of MUST Categories (1, 2, 3) and candidate receivers (CWIC, ML).  Table 1 is comparison of the simulation assumptions in listed in R1-156233 and those for used for the simulations reported in our previous submissions.
Table 1 – Link-Level Simulation Assumption
	R1-156233 [1] Slide 2
	R1-154220 and R1-154221 [2, 3]

	2 x 2 Antenna Configuration
	No (Configuration is 1 x 1)

	Same Transmission Mode of either TM4 or TM9
	Yes (but TM1 because of SISO)

	Same RI / PMI
	Yes

	Same Resource Allocation for MUST users
	Yes

	Same PDSCH RE Mapping for MUST users
	Yes

	The following assistance information is assumed known

· Transmission power or bit rate ratio of co-scheduled users

· Modulation order of co-scheduled users

· DMRS information if TM9 is applied

· Existence of MUST interference
	Yes


From Table 1, “Antenna Configuration” is different with R1-156233 assumption. To confirm our observation’s suitability, we compare with observations of R1-156233 slide 3 and 4 in Table 2.
Table 2 – Compare with observations in R1-156233
	User
	Observation of R1-156233 [1] Slide 3 and 4
	R1-154220 & R1-154221 [2, 3]

	Near UE
	In MUST category 1, R-ML/ML receiver can achieve similar link-level performance as CWIC receiver when the MUST-far user uses QPSK and holds high transmission power ratio
	Same observation

	
	In MUST category 2, R-ML/ML receiver can achieve similar link-level performance as CWIC receiver when MUST-far user uses QPSK
	Same observation

	
	In MUST category 3, R-ML/ML receiver can achieve similar link-level performance as CWIC receiver when MUST-far user uses significant bit(s) in the label bits of a modulation symbol
	Same observation

(T-Doc didn’t show the category 3 + CWIC result, but we also evaluated this case)

	
	For other cases, there may be noticeable performance degradation of R-ML/ML receiver, compared to CWIC receiver
	Same observation

	Far UE
	In MUST category 1, MMSE-IRC receiver can achieve similar link-level performance as R-ML/ML receiver when the MUST-far user uses QPSK
	MMSE-IRC receiver not evaluated.

	
	In MUST category 2, MMSE-IRC receiver can achieve similar link-level performance as R-ML/ML receiver
	MMSE-IRC receiver not evaluated.

	
	In MUST category 3, MMSE-IRC receiver can achieve similar link-level performance as R-ML/ML receiver
	MMSE-IRC receiver not evaluated.

	
	For other cases, there may be noticeable performance degradation of MMSE-IRC receiver, compared to R-ML/ML receiver
	MMSE-IRC receiver not evaluated.


From Table 2, our observations of Near UE are same as R1-156233. Although antenna configuration is 1x1, we think there is no impact to each receiver comparison. We summarize our observations related to Table 2 again.

Observation
1: In MUST category 1, R-ML/ML receiver can achieve similar link-level performance as CWIC receiver when the MUST-far user uses QPSK and holds high transmission power ratio. .
Observation
2: In MUST category 2, R-ML/ML receiver can achieve similar link-level performance as CWIC receiver when MUST-far user uses QPSK
Observation
3: In MUST category 3, R-ML/ML receiver can achieve similar link-level performance as CWIC receiver when MUST-far user uses significant bit(s) in the label bits of a modulation symbol. 
Observation
4: For other cases, there may be noticeable performance degradation of R-ML/ML receiver, compared to CWIC receiver. 
3 Conclusions
In this contribution, we presented observations of Link-level simulation for MUST. We compared our simulation assumptions with the way forward assumptions and show that observations of Near UE are same as those of other submitters. We made the following observations on link level performance:
Observation
1: In MUST category 1, R-ML/ML receiver can achieve similar link-level performance as CWIC receiver when the MUST-far user uses QPSK and holds high transmission power ratio. .
Observation
2: In MUST category 2, R-ML/ML receiver can achieve similar link-level performance as CWIC receiver when MUST-far user uses QPSK
Observation
3: In MUST category 3, R-ML/ML receiver can achieve similar link-level performance as CWIC receiver when MUST-far user uses significant bit(s) in the label bits of a modulation symbol. 
Observation
4: For other cases, there may be noticeable performance degradation of R-ML/ML receiver, compared to CWIC receiver. 
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