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Introduction
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]In RAN1#104b-e [1], XR applications, traffic model and evaluation methodology have been discussed and basic evaluation methodology have been agreed. Yet, whether/how to determine the joint capacity for DL and UL remains open. The related agreements are shown as follows.
Agreement: 
For XR/CG capacity evaluation, when DL and UL performances are evaluated independently, the system capacity for DL capacity and UL capacity are reported respectively. 
· FFS whether/how to determine the joint capacity for DL and UL after companies have submitted evaluation results
In addition, sources have different views on the priority of mobility and coverage evaluation. 
This paper mainly discusses the two remaining issues of evaluation methodology.

Remaining issues of evaluation methodology 
In RAN1#104b e-meeting, whether/how determine the joint capacity for DL and UL needs further discussion. 

In RAN1#104b e-meeting, several companies [2][3] proposed the joint capacity to be reported in XR evaluation results, with the joint capacity equaling the minimum value of uplink capacity and downlink capacity. However, the joint capacity for DL and UL does not represent additional information of system capacity in XR study since the DL and UL traffic characteristics of XR services are completely different.Agreement: 
For XR/CG capacity evaluation, when DL and UL performances are evaluated independently, the system capacity for DL capacity and UL capacity are reported respectively. 
· FFS whether/how to determine the joint capacity for DL and UL after companies have submitted evaluation results


Evaluations of DL or UL XR traffic are based on the traffic model and simulation assumption for XR applications. XR applications, such as AR, VR or CG, have different traffic models for DL and UL to emulate the traffic arrival processes of XR services. The DL and UL capacity derived from DL and UL XR traffic model are not from the DL and UL traffic arrival of one XR application. Thus, the joint DL and UL XR capacity will be misleading. The system configuration in the evaluation assumptions is critical to the DL or UL system capacity. For example, in applications with high uplink throughput, e.g., AR application, allocating fewer UL transmission resources may result in poor uplink capacity. The poor uplink capacity could be improved by just adopting other TDD configuration with more UL transmission resources. Therefore, the joint capacity is quite misleading for XR capacity study. 

In addition, DL and UL capacity performances are evaluated independently with DL and UL traffic models from different XR applications. The unsatisfied UEs in DL simulation may be different with the unsatisfied UEs in UL simulation. Reasonable methods to obtain joint capacity may require a lot of discussion and verification. 

Finally, the system analysis should be performed once all results are calibrated and validated. For example, the reason for the difference between DL and UL capacity could be calibrated and justified based on the collected results and related assumption.

Proposal 1: Capturing the DL and UL capacity separately is sufficient for XR performance study, and the joint capacity for DL and UL is misleading. 
 
Several companies [4-8] proposed the study the effect of mobility and coverage evaluation in RAN1#104b e-meeting. However, most companies believe that the mobility and coverage should not be considered or deprioritized due to the simulation workloads for capacity and power consumption. 
The UE mobility and coverage study would not the primary factor to impact the NR support of XR service. The evaluation methodology for UE Mobility and coverage evaluation are quite different to that system capacity and UE power consumption evaluation. For example, the coverage for XR service would be mostly on the UL scheduled data transmission to meet the BLER and latency requirements of XR service in UL. The number of UE per cell when more than X% of UEs meets QoS requirements could be the coverage metric for XR. The X value and QoS requirements need to be discussed if the coverage need to be evaluated. The evaluation of UE mobility needs to have the UE mobility model with UE moving within the grid. These are quite different to the evaluation of XR system capacity.   
In addition, the evaluation results of XR/CG services shown in RAN1#104b e-meeting shows diverse range of system capacity due to different evaluation assumptions are used from different companies. For example, for 8Mbps CG in dense urban, the maximum capacity is 6 times the minimum. It is critical to align the simulation assumptions with some default configuration for the study of XR system capacity and power consumption performance in order to calibrate the evaluation results from all companies. Therefore, RAN1 should be focus on the capacity and power consumption study, deprioritize the mobility and coverage study.
Proposal 2: RAN1 focus on capacity and power consumption evaluation for XR first and de-prioritize mobility and coverage.
Conclusion 
In this contribution, the remaining issues of evaluation methodology for XR are discussed and analyzed. Based on discussion, we have the following proposals:

Proposal 1: Capturing the DL and UL capacity separately is sufficient for XR performance study, and the joint capacity for DL and UL is misleading. 
Proposal 2: RAN1 focus on capacity and power consumption evaluation for XR first and de-prioritize mobility and coverage.
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