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[bookmark: _Ref463014664]Introduction 
In RAN#82, a revised WID on Cross Link Interference (CLI) handling and Remote Interference Management (RIM) for NR was approved in [1]. Among the objectives of the work item, RAN4 is tasked to perform coexistence study to identify conditions of coexistence among different operators in adjacent channels targeting no or very minimal impact on RF requirement.
In the last RAN4#90bis meeting in Xi’An, two documents were approved in [2] and [3]. In [2] it is possible to find a summary of simulation results and scenarios for FR1 and FR2. Contribution [3] outlines the format for the results section in the TR.
In this contribution we present results for UE-to-UE CLI following the format agreed in [3]. Details of simulation results can be found in our previous contribution [4].
Summary of simulation results in FR2
Urban Macro to Urban Macro
A summary of simulation results for the Urban Macro to Urban Macro scenario can be found in Table 1. In the considered scenario the victim network is operating DL whilst the aggressor network operates UL.
Results in Table 1 are valid under the assumptions agreed in [2]. Conclusions may be different in case different assumptions are considered, e.g. multiple UEs served per cell, static UEs close-by, etc.
[bookmark: _Ref7615404]Table 1. SINR and throughput degradation
	Source
	 Observation Point
	Victim DL

	
	
	SINR degradation (dB)
	Throughput degradation (%)

	
	
	50DL/50UL
	UL
	50DL/50UL
	UL

	Qualcomm
	5%
	N.A.
	-0.3798
	N.A.
	-1.9532

	
	50%
	N.A.
	-0.2176
	N.A.
	0

	
	95%
	N.A.
	-0.3163
	N.A.
	0
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Figure 1. Comparison of SINR and throughput performance with ACI in UMa-to-UMa scenario


Urban Micro to Urban Micro
A summary of simulation results for the Urban Micro to Urban Micro scenario can be found in Table 2. In the considered scenario the victim network is operating DL whilst the aggressor network operates UL.
Results in Table 2 are valid under the assumptions agreed in [2]. Conclusions may be different in case different assumptions are considered, e.g. multiple UEs served per cell, static UEs close-by, etc.


[bookmark: _Ref7619767]Table 2. SINR and throughput degradation
	Source
	 Observation Point
	Victim DL

	
	
	SINR degradation (dB)
	Throughput degradation (%)

	
	
	50DL/50UL
	UL
	50DL/50UL
	UL

	Qualcomm
	5%
	N.A.
	0.0648
	N.A.
	0.3304

	
	50%
	N.A.
	-0.4427
	N.A.
	0

	
	95%
	N.A.
	-0.3701
	N.A.
	0
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Figure 2. Comparison of SINR and throughput performance with ACI in UMi-to-UMi scenario


Indoor to Indoor
A summary of simulation results for the Indoor to Indoor scenario can be found in Table 3. In the considered scenario the victim network is operating DL whilst the aggressor network operates UL.
Results in Table 3 are valid under the assumptions agreed in [2]. Conclusions may be different in case different assumptions are considered, e.g. multiple UEs served per cell, static UEs close-by, etc.

[bookmark: _Ref7619759]Table 3. SINR and throughput degradation
	Source
	 Observation Point
	Victim DL

	
	
	SINR degradation (dB)
	Throughput degradation (%)

	
	
	50DL/50UL
	UL
	50DL/50UL
	UL

	Qualcomm
	5%
	N.A.
	0.0108
	N.A.
	0.0762

	
	50%
	N.A.
	-0.0630
	N.A.
	-0.2124

	
	95%
	N.A.
	0.1037
	N.A.
	0


.
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[bookmark: _Ref5034617]Figure 3. Comparison of SINR and throughput performance with ACI in InH-to-InH scenario
[bookmark: _Ref521514866]
Summary of simulation results in FR1 
Urban Macro to Urban Macro
A summary of simulation results for the Urban Macro to Urban Macro scenario can be found in Table 4. In the considered scenario the victim network is operating DL whilst the aggressor network operates UL.
Results in Table 4 are valid under the assumptions agreed in [2]. Conclusions may be different in case different assumptions are considered, e.g. multiple UEs served per cell, static UEs close-by, etc.

[bookmark: _Ref7619749]Table 4. SINR and throughput degradation
	Source
	 Observation Point
	Victim DL

	
	
	SINR degradation (dB)
	Throughput degradation (%)

	
	
	50DL/50UL
	UL
	50DL/50UL
	UL

	Qualcomm
	5%
	N.A.
	-0.6970
	N.A.
	-8.4450

	
	50%
	N.A.
	-0.3771
	N.A.
	-1.7830

	
	95%
	N.A.
	-0.2723
	N.A.
	0
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Figure 4. Comparison of SINR and throughput performance with ACI in UMa-to-UMa scenario

Indoor to Indoor
A summary of simulation results for the Indoor to Indoor scenario can be found in Table 5. In the considered scenario the victim network is operating DL whilst the aggressor network operates UL.
Results in Table 5 are valid under the assumptions agreed in [2]. These results slightly differ from the previously presented results for FR1 Indoor-to-Indoor. In place of 6 co-located indoor BSs per operator as in [4], here only 3 indoor non-collocated BSs per operator were assumed in alignment with [2]. Further, the BS transmit power was changed to 24dBm to reflect the last changes in simulation assumptions.
Conclusions may be different in case different assumptions are considered, e.g. multiple UEs served per cell, static UEs close-by, etc.

[bookmark: _Ref7638002]Table 5. SINR and throughput degradation
	Source
	 Observation Point
	Victim DL

	
	
	SINR degradation (dB)
	Throughput degradation (%)

	
	
	50DL/50UL
	UL
	50DL/50UL
	UL

	Qualcomm
	5%
	N.A.
	-0.0093
	N.A.
	-0.1703

	
	50%
	N.A.
	-0.0736
	N.A.
	-0.7071

	
	95%
	N.A.
	1.1474
	N.A.
	0.2628
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Figure 5. Comparison of SINR and throughput performance with ACI in InH-to-InH scenario


Urban Macro to Indoor
A summary of simulation results for the Urban Macro to Indoor scenario can be found in Table 6. In the considered scenario the victim Indoor network is operating DL whilst the aggressor Macro network operates UL.
Results in Table 6 are valid under the assumptions agreed in [2]. These results slightly differ from the previously presented results for FR1 UMa-to-Indoor. In place of 6 co-located indoor BSs per operator as in [4], here only 3 indoor non-collocated BSs per operator were assumed in alignment with [2]. Further, the BS transmit power was changed to 24dBm to reflect the last changes in simulation assumptions.
Conclusions may be different in case different assumptions are considered, e.g. multiple UEs served per cell, static UEs close-by, etc.

[bookmark: _Ref7638368]Table 6. SINR and throughput degradation
	Source
	 Observation Point
	Victim DL

	
	
	SINR degradation (dB)
	Throughput degradation (%)

	
	
	50DL/50UL
	UL
	50DL/50UL
	UL

	Qualcomm
	5%
	N.A.
	0
	N.A.
	0.0023

	
	50%
	N.A.
	0.0745
	N.A.
	0.7641

	
	95%
	N.A.
	1.0216
	N.A.
	3.4485
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Figure 6. Comparison of SINR and throughput performance with ACI in UMa-to-InH scenario

Conclusions
In this contribution we presented a summary of our simulation results in agreement with the format proposed in [3]. Based on the assumptions agreed in [2] and upon which the analysis is based, we did not see large impact of UE-to-UE CLI to network performance in case of dynamic TDD operation. The main reason for which the plots for the case of 0% and 100% unsynchronized operation are similar is that co-channel interference dominates the performance and a variation to adjacent channel interference is negligible in terms of overall performance. Nevertheless, notice that conclusions may be different in case different assumptions are considered, e.g. multiple UEs served per cell, static UEs close-by, etc.
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