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1. Introduction
During the RAN4#74, the way forward [1] was agreed to investigate the adjacent channel coexistence for LAA and WiFi, and the static simulation is preferred in RAN4#74bis. 
In this contribution, initial coexistence simulation results of outdoor scenario only. Static simulator is used. 
2. Initial simulation results of outdoor scenario    
Simulation assumptions: 

· Use all the relevant assumptions in TR 36.889 [3], and 
· ACLR and ACS values for LAA and WiFi in [2].
Simulation results are given in Table 1, Table 2, Figure 1and Figure 2. 

Table 1: LAA DL/WiFi DL and WiFi DL/ WiFi DL simulation results - outdoor case
	Aggressor
	Victim
	Active Ratio of victim system without ACI
	Active Ratio of victim system with ACI
	Total Throughput loss

	WiFi DL
	WiFi DL (baseline)
	0.2877
	0.2526
	0.1247

	LAA DL
	WiFi DL
	0.2965
	0.2456
	0.2229

	WiFi DL
	LAA DL
	0.5044
	0.4974
	0.0411


Table 2: LAA DL/WiFi UL and WiFi UL/LAA DL simulation results - outdoor case
	Aggressor
	Victim
	Active Ratio of victim system without ACI
	Active Ratio of victim system with ACI
	Total Throughput loss

	WiFi DL
	WiFi UL (baseline)
	0.7588
	0.7456
	0.0932

	LAA DL
	WiFi UL
	0.7596
	0.7368
	0.1333

	WiFi UL
	LAA DL
	0.4807
	0.4702
	0.0126 
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Figure 1: ACI CDF curve in LAA DL/WiFi DL and WiFi DL/ WiFi DL coexistence scenario-outdoor case
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Figure 2: ACI CDF curve in LAA DL/WiFi UL and WiFi UL/LAA DL coexistence scenario-outdoor case

Observations/Analysis:

The received ACI of AP in LAA DL interfering AP DL scenario is strongest which means LAA DL has more serve impact on WIFL DL. The received ACI of LAA is weakest which means WIFL DL has little impact on LAA DL. As shown in Table 1, WiFi DL have little impact on the performance of LAA DL as ACS of LAA node is 46dB and ACS of LAA UE is 27dB in [2] which is much higher than that of AP/STA. However LAA DL may potential have more severe impact on WiFi DL compared with WiFi DL interfering WiFi DL scenario. In fact, the main reason is that active number of LAA node is almost double of active AP node when LAA nodes and AP nodes are working individually without adjacent channel interference. For example 19 sites with 57 sectors and 228 AP nodes deployed in frequency 1 and 228 LAA nodes deployed in frequency 2. After AP nodes and LAA nodes conducting the CCA procedure separately without considering adjacent channel interference, the maximum number of active AP nodes is about 68 and maximum number of active LAA nodes is about 114. Therefore, compared with WiFi DL interfering WiFi DL scenario, the number of LAA node in adjacent channel has almost doubled in LAA DL interfering WiFi DL scenario, which may cause higher adjacent channel interference, for example 3dB higher than that of WiFi DL from network scale statistically. However as stated before, ACLR of LAA could be 45dB much lower than that of legacy AP, which means the ACI generated by a single LAA node will be less. In fact, ACIR of LAA and AP/STA is 21.97 dB when ACLR of LAA is 45dB and ACIR of AP and AP/STA is 20.81 dB, which indicates ACLR of LAA only helps to reduce the ACIR about 1dB. This maybe the reason why LAA DL may potential have more severe impacts on WiFi DL. 
Received ACI of LAA/WiFi DL interfering WiFi UL are shown in the Figure 2. The received ACI of STA in LAA DL interfering STA UL is still larger than that in AP DL interfering STA UL. However received ACI of LAA in STA UL interfering LAA DL has increased due to increasing number of active STA in the adjacent channel.
As shown in Table 2, WiFi UL have small impact on the performance of LAA DL. But LAA DL may have more impact on WiFi UL compared with WiFi DL interfering WiFi UL. Here active ratio of LAA DL is still about 0.48. 
However active ratio of WiFi UL can be about 0.75 as illustrated in Figure 3, this may be caused by the path loss and UE dropping radius. 
Note: The propagation pathloss between UE and pico and the propagation pathloss between UEs should be calibrated or outcome of CCA procedure among LAA nodes and WiFi nodes should be calibrated.
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Figure 3: Illustration of active STA 
3. Conclusion
In this contribution, initial coexistence simulation results of outdoor scenario by static simulation are provided.
Note: The propagation pathloss between UE and pico and the propagation pathloss between UEs should be calibrated or outcome of CCA procedure among LAA nodes and WiFi nodes should be calibrated.
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