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1. Introduction
In RAN1#105-e meeting, some agreements on evaluation methodology were made as below [1]: 
	Agreement
Confirm the 2-symbol gap at the end to third “D” slot of DDDUU for FR1/FR2.
· Applies only for Option 2

Agreement
UE with transmit power less than 0 dBm is considered for power consumption evaluation, adopt option 2 as baseline, i.e. the power model of 0 dBm for UE with transmit power less than 0 dBm.
· Option 1 can be optionally evaluated
· Note: Above is not intended to introduce new power class
Agreement
· For FR2, it is up to company to report the UE UL power consumption model.
For companies to further study and if necessary, discuss in RAN1#106-e
(Coverage evaluation methodology) For XR/CG in DL or UL, coverage is defined to be the A-percentile point in CDF of Coupling gain for the “satisfied” UEs, with #UEs per cell = B, for a given XR application (AR/VR/CG) in a given deployment scenario (DU/InH/UMa)
· A = [5], other value can also be reported
· FFS: Value of B, e.g. B = 1, capacity, etc.
· Note: Coupling gain for coverage evaluation is defined as the ratio of received and transmitted power measured in dB, and includes antenna gains, path loss, shadowing, indoor- or body loss, etc. Example of coupling gain can refer to TR 37.910.
An alternate method could be to use the “traditional” method such as what is used in the CE study/work item.


In this contribution, we continue to discuss remaining issues of evaluation methodology and provide our views and preferences on the corresponding issues. 
2. Discussion on evaluation methodology
In RAN1#105 e-meeting, coverage evaluation methodology was discussed, and the system evaluation methodology was proposed to identify the coverage gap between UL and DL. 
In traditional system evaluation, 5% point in geometry CDF is assumed as cell edge and UE with geometry equal to or larger than 5% point in geometry CDF can satisfy target BLER, e.g. 10%, if appropriate MCS is applied. In other words, 5% point of geometry CDF can be regarded as the smallest geometry for the “satisfied” UEs. So the smallest coupling gain for the “satisfied” UEs in XR can be used to identify the coverage gap between UL and DL
In XR, coverage evaluation should take traffic model and requirement of XR and CG into account. System evaluation method was proposed last meeting. If system evaluation method is applied, we prefer that UE number per cell equals to capacity due to more realistic interference can be modeled. So B is assumed as capacity. Similarly, other detail parameters for system evaluation for coverage can refer to parameters for system evaluation for capacity directly. 
Proposal 1: If system evaluation method is applied for coverage evaluation, the following details are suggested:
· The smallest coupling gain for the “satisfied” UEs, i.e. A=0 can be used to identify the coverage gap between UL and DL;
· UE number per cell should equal to capacity;
· Other detail parameters for system evaluation for coverage can refer to parameters for system evaluation for capacity directly.
Another aspect impacting the quality of XR/CG is the service interruption or latency due to the handover. However, that heavily depends on the mobility mechanism (e.g., normal Rel-15 mobility procedure, or DAPS procedures) and network implementation. Moreover, the evaluation work already has a huge load. Thus, we have the following proposal:
Proposal 2: The evaluation on the impact of motility events on XR/CG is de-prioritized. 
Regarding the typical deployment scenarios for XR/CG evaluation, there were intensive discussion in RAN1#103e and three scenarios were agreed for the following simulation, i.e., Indoor hotspot, Dense urban and Urban Macro. There are also different configurations, different applications and so on. Thus, there will be a huge number of simulation cases if we consider all the possible combinations of deployment scenarios, configuration and applications, which is going to lead to the exponential increase of simulation efforts. In order to reduce the workload of XR evaluation for NR and facilitate the comparison of simulation results from different companies, it is beneficial to limit the evaluation to some scenarios. Therefore, we have the following proposal:
Proposal 3: For XR/CG evaluation for NR, indoor hotspot is prioritized for VR and dense urban is prioritized for AR/CG.
There were also some discussions on prioritize of AR/VR/CG during the last two RAN1 meeting. In fact, we can see there are lots of commonalities among the traffic modeling of CG/AR/VR. Some simulation results can be shared between different services. Thus, the motivation to prioritize some service is not very strong.
Proposal 4: Prioritization of AR/VR/CG is not needed
3. Conclusions
In this contribution, we discussed open issues of evaluation methodologies and provided our preference on these issues. Based on the discussion, we have made the following proposals.
Proposal 1: If system evaluation method is applied for coverage evaluation, the following details are suggested:
· The smallest coupling gain for the “satisfied” UEs, i.e. A=0 can be used to identify the coverage gap between UL and DL;
· UE number per cell should equal to capacity;
· Other detail parameters for system evaluation for coverage can refer to parameters for system evaluation for capacity directly.
Proposal 2: The evaluation on the impact of motility events on XR/CG is de-prioritized. 
Proposal 3: For XR/CG evaluation for NR, indoor hotspot is prioritized for VR and dense urban is prioritized for AR/CG.
Proposal 4: Prioritization of AR/VR/CG is not needed
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