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1 Background 
During RAN#71, A SI to develop requirements and specifications for New Radio (NR) systems was approved [1]. In addition, TSG RAN has received an LS from ITU-R WP5D, requesting sharing parameters by February 2017 [1]  where [3] outlines a proposed work plan for ITU-R related work.
We have provided coexistence parameters to ITU-R in RAN4 NR adhoc in January 2017. The conclusions are listed in TR 38.803
=============From TR 38.803, Section 5.5==========

	Table 5.5-4: Average ACIR values for UL in the worst case across all scenarios
　
	30GHz
	45GHz
	70GHz

	ACIR value [dB]
	15.2
	14.7
	13.8


Table 5.5-5: UE ACLR

	　
	30GHz
	45GHz
	70GHz

	UE ACLR value [dB]
	17
	16
	15


Table 5.5-6: BS ACS

	　
	30GHz
	45GHz
	70GHz

	BS ACS value [dB]
	23.5
	22.5
	21.5


Table 5.5-10: UE ACS

	　
	30GHz
	45GHz
	70GHz

	UE ACS value [dB]
	22.5
	21.5
	20.5


Table 5.5-11: BS ACLR

	　
	30GHz
	45GHz
	70GHz

	BS ACLR value [dB]
	27.5
	25.5
	23.5


=============From TR 38.803, Section 5.5==========

In last RAN4 meeting, there were discussions related to some of the assumptions that were used for the ITU-R simulations for UMa scenario [8]. In this contribution, we present further coexistence simulations for UMa scenario by taking these above mentioned discussions in consideration. 
2 Deployment scenarios and assumptions 
A summary of some of the used parameters are listed below.

	Central Frequency
	30 GHz

	Scenario
	Urban Macro

	Bandwidth
	200 MHz

	BS power [W]
	20

	UE power [W]
	0.2

	BS NF [dB]
	10

	UE NF [dB]
	10

	BS Antenna gain [dBi]
	8 per element

	BS antenna arrangement
	16x8 dual-polarized antenna

	UE antenna arrangement
	16 Rx

	UE Antenna gain [dBi]
	6 per element (non isotropic)

	UE Distribution
	20% Indoor, 80% Outdoor

	ISD [m]
	200


Following scenarios were considered in this paper:
	Frequency (GHz)
	Scenario
	Victim Network
	Aggressor Network
	ISD

[m]
	Grid Shift [m]

	30
	UMa
	Macro
	Macro
	200
	0

	30
	UMa
	Macro
	Macro
	300
	0

	30
	UMa
	Macro
	Macro
	200
	100

	30
	UMa
	Macro
	Macro
	300
	100


For all the simulations, we studied following two traffic load cases:
· FTP traffic with same load in both Aggressor and Victim Networks (Low, Medium, and High)

· Full Buffer with same utilization of layers in both Aggressor and Victim networks
In addition to the above assumptions, we followed the suggestions as described in R4-1702869, for non-collacted deployment, 

· The correlation of shadowing fading between base stations is 0.5.
· LOS/NLOS is assigned to each link independently with respect to different base stations.
In this contribution, we present results for the FTP traffic with same load, and the full buffer case.

xx
3 Simulation results for collocated 30GHz¸UMa: Macro – Macro  
In this section we provide results related to same load seen at the aggressor and victim network. In this section, we present results for UMa deployment with ISDs 200m and 300m.  
3.1 Throughput Loss: 
3.1.1 ISD 200 m
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UL Average network throughput loss for ISD 200m, above left: FTP traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system, above right: full buffer traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system
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DL Average network throughput loss for ISD 200m, above left: FTP traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system, above right: full buffer traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system

3.1.2 ISD 300 m
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UL Average network throughput loss for ISD 300m, above left: FTP traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system, above right: full buffer traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system
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DL Average network throughput loss for ISD 300m, above left: FTP traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system, above right: full buffer traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system

3.2 5% Throughput Loss Probability: 
3.2.1 ISD 200 m
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UL 5% Throughput Loss Probability for ISD 200m, above left: FTP traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system (High), above right: full buffer traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system
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DL 5% Throughput Loss Probability for ISD 200m, above left: FTP traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system (High), above right: full buffer traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system

3.2.2 ISD 300 m
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UL 5% Throughput Loss Probability for ISD 300m, above left: FTP traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system (High), above right: full buffer traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system
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DL 5% Throughput Loss Probability for ISD 300m, above left: FTP traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system (High), above right: full buffer traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system

4 Simulation results for non-collocated 30GHz, UMa: Macro – Macro  
In this section we provide results related to same load seen at the aggressor and victim network. In this section, we present results for UMa deployment with ISDs 200m and 300m.  

4.1 Throughput Loss: 

4.1.1 ISD 200 m
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UL Average network throughput loss for ISD 200m, above left: FTP traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system, above right: full buffer traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system

[image: image19.png]Average Network Throughput Loss [%]

DL Average Victim Throughput Loss
3

—— Low Traffic Load - GShift 100%
30, —#— Medium Traffic Load - GShift 100%
—#— High Traffic Load - GShift 100%

5 10 15 2 25 3 3 40 45 50
ACIR [dB]



[image: image20.png]Average Network Throughput Loss [%]

2

15

10

DL Average Victim Throughput Loss - Full Buffer

—— GShift 100%

5 10

15

20

25
ACIR [dB]

30

3 40 45





DL Average network throughput loss for ISD 200m, above left: FTP traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system, above right: full buffer traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system

4.1.2 ISD 300 m
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UL Average network throughput loss for ISD 300m, above left: FTP traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system, above right: full buffer traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system
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DL Average network throughput loss for ISD 300m, above left: FTP traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system, above right: full buffer traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system

4.2 5% Throughput Loss Probability: 

4.2.1 ISD 200 m
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UL 5% Throughput Loss Probability for ISD 200m, above left: FTP traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system (High), above right: full buffer traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system
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DL 5% Throughput Loss Probability for ISD 200m, above left: FTP traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system (High), above right: full buffer traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system

4.2.2 ISD 300 m
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UL 5% Throughput Loss Probability for ISD 300m, above left: FTP traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system (High), above right: full buffer traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system
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DL 5% Throughput Loss Probability for ISD 300m, above left: FTP traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system (High), above right: full buffer traffic with same load at both victim and interferer system

5 Summary
In this contribution, we have presented our simulation results for 30GHz carrier frequency in the UMa scenario. The results are presented in terms of two metrics with respect to ACIR. We summarize the results in the table below: 
5.1 Collocated UMa 30 GHz
ACIR values for collocated UMa ISD 200m FB
	TL [%]
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	DL ACIR [dB]
	30
	25
	21.5
	19.5
	17.5

	UL ACIR [dB]
	18
	14
	11.5
	9.5
	8


ACIR values for collocated UMa ISD 200m FTP
	TL [%]
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	DL ACIR [dB]
	27
	23
	20
	18
	16.5

	UL ACIR [dB]
	13
	9.5
	6.5
	4
	2


ACIR values for collocated UMa ISD 300m FB
	TL [%]
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	DL ACIR [dB]
	28
	23.5
	20.5
	18
	16.5

	UL ACIR [dB]
	16.5
	12.5
	9.5
	8
	6


ACIR values for collocated UMa ISD 300m FTP
	TL [%]
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	DL ACIR [dB]
	27
	22
	19.5
	17.5
	16

	UL ACIR [dB]
	10.5
	6.5
	3.5
	1.5
	0


5.2 Non-collocated UMa 30 GHz

ACIR values for non-collocated UMa ISD 200m FB
	TL [%]
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	DL ACIR [dB]
	28
	23
	19.5
	17.5
	15.5

	UL ACIR [dB]
	21
	16
	12.5
	10.5
	9


ACIR values for non-collocated UMa ISD 200m FTP
	TL [%]
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	DL ACIR [dB]
	27
	23
	20.5
	18.5
	17

	UL ACIR [dB]
	18
	9
	6.5
	4.5
	2


ACIR values for non-collocated UMa ISD 300m FB
	TL [%]
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	DL ACIR [dB]
	28
	23
	20
	17.5
	15.5

	UL ACIR [dB]
	23
	18
	14.5
	12
	10


ACIR values for non-collocated UMa ISD 300m FTP
	TL [%]
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	DL ACIR [dB]
	25
	21
	18
	16.5
	14.5

	UL ACIR [dB]
	19
	13.5
	10.5
	7.5
	5


5.3 Conclusions 
By taking the worst-case across all the FB simulation results for 2% and 5% TL, we arrive at the following ACIR values.
ACIR values 
	TL [%]
	2
	5

	DL ACIR [dB]
	25
	17.5

	UL ACIR [dB]
	18
	10


These values are in accordance with our previous results that supported the conclusions reflected in ITU-R in RAN4 NR adhoc in January 2017 which are listed in TR 38.803.
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