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1. Introduction
At the previous meetings, following agreements were reached regarding channel models for NR performance test [1]. In this contribution, we present our further views on that. 
Agreements: 
· FR1
· Simplified TDL channel in TR 38.901
· FFS for which power delay profile is used. 
· FFS for delay spared
· FFS how to simplify the models
· FFS for LTE propagation channels, e.g., EPA/EVA (<= 30MHz UE CBW)
· FR2
· FFS

Agreements: 
Agreement: RAN4 will make decision on the channel model methodology defined in NR testability SI between two options for FR2 in July AH.
–	Subject to the methodology feasibility decision in the study item.

2. Discussion
General
In order to determine channel models, it is important to see deployment scenario such as surrounding environment and antenna configurations. We think that following scenarios can be typical use cases for NR and should be included for FR1 test.
· UMi- and indoor-like deployment for FR1 TDD band
· UMa-like deployment for FR1 FDD band (considering re-farming operation)

Proposal 1: Channel models should be designed assuming following deployment scenarios.
· UMi- and indoor-like deployment for FR1 TDD
· UMa-like deployment for FR1 FDD (considering re-farming operation)

Doppler frequency
In the last RAN plenary meeting, a LTE WI was approved to support high speed scenario up to 500 km/h. In this situation, it is necessary for Rel. 15 NR to support 500 km/h scenario. Otherwise, high speed support for Rel. 16 NR UE is limited compared to Rel. 16 LTE UE, since we are not expecting Rel. 16 NR WI for high speed scenario. On the other hand, for FR2, there are several technologies that can be applied to support high speed operation such as larger SCS and PT-RS that is an optional feature in FR1 but a mandatory feature in FR2. On the other hand, high speed operation in FR2 might result in frequent handover, since cell radios will be smaller due to larger pathloss. For now, we can assume test cases with UE speed up to 120 km/h as a baseline considering mobility requirement for Rel. 8 LTE. Simultaneously, we can discuss realistic deployment scenarios and higher speed support for FR2. It is also important to see other operators’ views.

Proposal 2: For FR1, performance test should cover UE mobility of up to 500km/h.

Proposal 3: For FR2, performance test should cover UE mobility of at least up to 120 km/h (FFS: Support of higher UE speed).

Channel models for FR2
[bookmark: _GoBack]Wireless channel for FR2 is largely different from that of FR1. For instance, dominant paths are composed of LOS path and refection paths with smaller number of bounce (contributions from diffraction and reflection with larger number of bounce are limited). In addition, analog beamforming in FR2 effectively reduces the number of available paths. In this sense, it is expected that angular and delay spreads tend to be smaller for FR2 and it is important to assess impact to the channel characteristics such as power delay profile and channel correlations. Furthermore, considering potential deployment scenario in FR2, distance between TRP and UE will be smaller. Thus, it is more likely that propagation condition is in LOS condition. We have duplicated discussion on channel models both in demodulation and testability AIs. We think this is better be discussed in testability AI, since feasibility of channel model highly depends on test environment.

Proposal 4: Channel models in FR2 is to be designed in testability AI considering different channel property and potential deployment scenarios in FR2.
3. Conclusion
In this contribution, we presented our further views on channel models for NR performance test.
Proposal 1: Channel models should be designed assuming following deployment scenarios.
· UMi- and indoor-like deployment for FR1 TDD
· UMa-like deployment for FR1 FDD (considering re-farming operation)
Proposal 2: For FR1, performance test should cover UE mobility of up to 500km/h.

Proposal 3: For FR2, performance test should cover UE mobility of at least up to 120 km/h (FFS: Support of higher UE speed).
Proposal 4: Channel models in FR2 is to be designed in testability AI considering different channel property and potential deployment scenarios in FR2.
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