
[bookmark: _Hlk61177671]3GPP TSG-RAN WG4 Meeting #101-e	R4-2118158
Electronic meeting, November 1st – 12th, 2021
		
Source:		Ericsson
Title:			NTN: Coexistence simulations results – satellite scenarios
Agenda item:		8.13.2.1
Document for:		Discussion
Introduction
The NTN WI ([1]) has been approved in RAN#88e meeting to specify requirements for the support of NTN. It has been revised in last RAN#89-e meeting [2].
In last RAN4#100-e meeting, the assumptions for satellite coexistence simulations were finalized, This contribution is sharing our coexistence simulations results for satellite scenarios. Note that this contribution should be revised with more results.
Discussion 
DL – DL scenarios
TN Rural
Aggressor: TN Rural – Victim: NTN LEO600
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Figure 1: Throughput loss - Aggressor: TN Rural – Victim: NTN LEO600

	Required ACIR [dB]
	27
	29
	31
	33

	Throughput loss
	Mean
	1.5
	1.2
	0.9
	0.7

	
	5%-tile
	10.3
	3.2 
	3.2
	0.9



Aggressor: NTN LEO600 – Victim: TN Rural
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Figure 2: Throughput Loss - Aggressor: NTN LEO600 – Victim: TN Rural

	Required ACIR [dB]
	9
	13
	17
	21
	25

	Throughput loss
	Mean
	20.6
	11.4
	5.5
	2.4
	1.0

	
	5%-tile
	55.8
	32.8
	14.1
	6.8
	2.3



Aggressor: TN Rural – Victim: NTN LEO1200
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Figure 3: Throughput Loss - Aggressor: TN Rural – Victim: NTN LEO1200

	Required ACIR [dB]
	20
	22
	24
	26
	28

	Throughput loss
	Mean
	2.0
	1.6
	1.3
	1.0
	0.8

	
	5%-tile
	13.6
	12.8
	8.7
	0
	0



Aggressor: NTN LEO1200 – Victim: TN Rural	Comment by D. Everaere: 
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Figure 4: Throughput Loss - Aggressor: NTN LEO1200 – Victim: TN Rural

	Required ACIR [dB]
	13
	17
	21
	25
	29

	Throughput loss
	Mean
	13.6
	6.7
	3.0
	1.2
	0.5

	
	5%-tile
	41.6
	21.9
	9.2
	2.5
	0.8




Aggressor: TN Rural – Victim: NTN GEO
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Figure 5: Throughput Loss - Aggressor: TN Rural – Victim: NTN GEO

	Required ACIR [dB]
	20
	22
	24
	26
	28

	Throughput loss
	Mean
	4.0
	3.3
	2.7
	2.2
	1.8

	
	5%-tile
	14.5
	9.8
	6.9
	4.0
	1.0



Aggressor: NTN GEO – Victim: TN Rural
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Figure 6: Throughput Loss - Aggressor: NTN GEO – Victim: TN Rural

	Required ACIR [dB]
	5
	9
	13
	17
	21

	Throughput loss
	Mean
	10.4
	4.9
	2.1
	0.9
	0.4

	
	5%-tile
	30.5
	14.7
	6.7
	2.8
	0.9



TN Urban macro
Aggressor: TN Urban macro – Victim: NTN LEO600
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Figure 7: Throughput Loss - Aggressor: TN Urban macro – Victim: NTN LEO600

	Required ACIR [dB]
	36
	38
	40
	42
	44
	46

	Throughput loss
	Mean
	4.0
	3.1
	2.4
	1.9
	1.6
	1.3

	
	5%-tile
	11.2
	8.5
	8.5
	1.7
	1.6
	1.4



Aggressor: NTN LEO600 – Victim: TN Urban macro
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Figure 8: Throughput Loss - Aggressor: NTN LEO600 – Victim: TN Urban macro

	Required ACIR [dB]
	9
	13
	17
	21

	Throughput loss
	Mean
	1.2
	0.5
	0.2
	0.1

	
	5%-tile
	3.1
	1.0
	0.8
	0.4



Aggressor: TN Urban macro – Victim: NTN LEO1200	Comment by D. Everaere: 
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Figure 9: Throughput Loss - Aggressor: TN Urban macro – Victim: NTN LEO1200

	Required ACIR [dB]
	45
	47
	49
	51
	53
	55

	Throughput loss
	Mean
	3.4
	2.8
	2.3
	1.8
	1.4
	1.0

	
	5%-tile
	16.2
	13.3
	11.0
	11.0
	7.9
	0.1




Aggressor: NTN LEO1200 – Victim: TN Urban macro
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Figure 10: Throughput Loss - Aggressor: NTN LEO1200 – Victim: TN Urban macro

	Required ACIR [dB]
	9
	13
	17

	Throughput loss
	Mean
	1.2
	0.5
	0.2

	
	5%-tile
	0.1
	0.0
	0.0



Aggressor: TN Urban macro – Victim: NTN GEO
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Figure 11: Throughput Loss - Aggressor: TN Urban macro – Victim: NTN GEO

	Required ACIR [dB]
	40
	42
	44
	46
	48

	Throughput loss
	Mean
	6.0
	4.7
	3.6
	2.9
	2.2

	
	5%-tile
	9.1
	7.7
	3.8
	2.7
	2.7



Aggressor: NTN GEO – Victim: TN Urban macro
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Figure 12: Throughput Loss - Aggressor: NTN GEO – Victim: TN Urban macro

	Required ACIR [dB]
	9
	13
	17

	Throughput loss
	Mean
	0.2
	0.1
	0.0

	
	5%-tile
	0.3
	0.1
	0.0







NTN – NTN
<To be updated>
Aggressor: NTN LEO600 – Victim: NTN GEO
Aggressor: NTN GEO – Victim: NTN LEO600
Aggressor: NTN LEO1200 – Victim: NTN GEO
Aggressor: NTN GEO – Victim: NTN LEO1200

UL – UL scenarios
<To be updated>
TN Rural
Aggressor: TN Rural – Victim: NTN LEO600
Aggressor: NTN LEO600 – Victim: TN Rural
Aggressor: TN Rural – Victim: NTN LEO1200
Aggressor: NTN LEO1200 – Victim: TN Rural
Aggressor: TN Rural – Victim: NTN GEO
Aggressor: NTN GEO – Victim: TN Rural

TN Urban macro
Aggressor: TN Urban macro – Victim: NTN LEO600
Aggressor: NTN LEO600 – Victim: TN Urban macro
Aggressor: TN Urban macro – Victim: NTN LEO1200
Aggressor: NTN LEO1200 – Victim: TN Urban macro
Aggressor: TN Urban macro – Victim: NTN GEO
Aggressor: NTN GEO – Victim: TN Urban macro

NTN – NTN
Aggressor: NTN LEO600 – Victim: NTN GEO
Aggressor: NTN GEO – Victim: NTN LEO600
Aggressor: NTN LEO1200 – Victim: NTN GEO
Aggressor: NTN GEO – Victim: NTN LEO1200

DL – UL scenarios
<To be updated>


Conclusion
In this contribution, we provided our first simulations results for ACIR. 
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