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1 Introduction

In RAN plenary#75 meeting, the WI on New Radio (NR) Access Technology was approved in [1]. Based on the guideline for NR RAN4 work agreed in [2], the specific work plan for BS RF and UE RF will be established. Among the RF requirements, ACLR/ACS values derived by coexistence study are one of key points for NR requirements.
In previous RAN4 meetings, NR coexistence study for three frequency ranges, 30GHz, 45GHz and 70GHz has been discussed in the SI phase which aimed to provide response to the ITU-R WP5D [3]. Note that in [3] [4], it was agreed that some parameters derived in the SI phase are only used for ITU-R WP5D response. Therefore, whether the WP5D results can be reused for 3GPP NR requirements above 6GHz in the WI phase should be further discussed. In this contribution, some consideration on NR coexistence study is provided from point of operator’s view.
2 Discussion
In order to calibrate the simulation platform among companies, many calibration results have been provided for NR above 6 GHz in the SI phase. Based on the summary of calibration results, we can find that the calibration results were well aligned with a small gap. However, from the coexistence results in [3], it can be observed that the ACIR results provided by companies had a big gap. For UL, considering the 5% throughput loss criteria, the maximum gap between ACIR results provided by companies is over 14dB. For DL, the maximum gap is over 15dB. Due to the limitation of time, the simulation assumptions were not fully checked and the WP5D response was derived via averaging the ACIR results. From the technical point of view, we think RAN4 should further check some simulation assumptions to align the ACIR results in the WI phase. Note that in TR 36.942, the E-UTRA ACIR coexistence results are well aligned among companies, which is the basis for deriving E-UTRA ACLR/ACS requirements based on the coexistence simulation results.
Observation 1: In NR co-existence study for above 6GHz in SI phase, although the calibration results were well aligned, there was more than 14dB and 15 dB gap among companies’ ACIR results for UL and DL respectively.
In our understanding, the potential factors leading to the quite different results at least include the assumption of network deployment in the simulation. In previous RAN4 study, it was concluded that the ACIR results in coordinated and uncoordinated deployments are almost the same. Therefore, considering the complexity of simulation, the coordinated deployment was agreed to apply in the coexistence study for above 6GHz. However, it is worth noting that the ACIR results in coordinated and uncoordinated deployments are the same, only under the assumption that zero correlation of shadowing fading and path loss between aggressor operator and victim operator is configured. 
Observation 2: The ACIR results in coordinated and uncoordinated deployments are the same, only under the assumption that zero correlation of shadowing fading and path loss between aggressor operator and victim operator is configured.
Based on the above discussion, we can find that the reason of this variation in the results is mainly due to the different configurations on the correlation of shadowing fading as well as the correlation of path loss between aggressor operator and victim operator. In general, there are mainly three options for modeling this correlation in the previous coexistence simulation. 
· Option 1: 1.0 correlation level
· The shadowing fading values for aggressor operator and victim operator are identical.
· The path loss values of BS-UE/UE-BS link for aggressor operator and victim operator are identical.
· Option 2: 0.0 correlation level
· The shadowing fading values for aggressor operator and victim operator are independent.
· The path loss values of BS-UE/UE-BS link for aggressor operator and victim operator are independent.
· Option 3: 0.5 correlation level
· The shadowing fading values for aggressor operator and victim operator are set with the correlation of 0.5.

· The path loss values of BS-UE/UE-BS link for aggressor operator and victim operator set with the correlation of 0.5.
From the results provided by companies in the SI phase, we can observe that the option with the correlation of 0.0 brings the worst results compared with the correlation of 1.0 and 0.5, when coordinated deployment is assumed. In our opinion, when the uncoordinated deployment is assumed in the simulation, the assumption of high correlation is more reasonable; while low correlation should be applied in the coordinated deployment. So it is obvious that the coordinated deployment with correlation of 1.0 and 0.5 does not represent the worst case in the coexistence study. 
Observation 3: When the correlation of shadowing fading and path loss between aggressor operator and victim operator is set as 1.0 or 0.5, the coordinated deployment does not represent the worst case in the coexistence study.
Therefore, it is proposed to revisit simulation assumptions in the WI phase to ensure that the simulation assumptions are reasonable and the ACIR results from companies can be aligned.
Proposal 1: The simulation assumptions of NR coexistence study for above 6GHz should be revisited in WI phase to ensure that the simulation assumptions are reasonable and the ACIR results from companies can be aligned.
Proposal 2: The uncoordinated deployment should be considered at least in NR coexistence study for above 6GHz in WI phase.
Proposal 3: Companies are encouraged to further discuss the simulation assumptions and provide updated coexistence results.

3 Summary
In this contribution, we provide our consideration on NR coexistence study for above 6GHz. Based on the discussion, we obtain the following observations and proposals:
Observation 1: In NR co-existence study for above 6GHz in SI phase, although the calibration results were well aligned, there was more than 14dB and 15 dB gap among companies’ ACIR results for UL and DL respectively.
Observation 2: The ACIR results in coordinated and uncoordinated deployments are the same, only under the assumption that zero correlation of shadowing fading and path loss between aggressor operator and victim operator is configured.
Observation 3: When the correlation of shadowing fading and path loss between aggressor operator and victim operator is set as 1.0 or 0.5, the coordinated deployment does not represent the worst case in the coexistence study.
Proposal 1: The simulation assumptions of NR coexistence study for above 6GHz should be revisited in WI phase to ensure that the simulation assumptions are reasonable and the ACIR results from companies can be aligned.
Proposal 2: The uncoordinated deployment should be considered at least in NR coexistence study for above 6GHz in WI phase.
Proposal 3: Companies are encouraged to further discuss the simulation assumptions and provide updated coexistence results.
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