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[bookmark: _Toc15219][bookmark: _Toc103163478][bookmark: _Toc5962][bookmark: _Toc134691795][bookmark: _Toc104488369]8.3	Inter-gNB CLI handling schemes
Editor's note: This section captures the potential inter-gNB CLI handling schemes that are specific for dynamic TDD and schemes that are common for both SBFD and dynamic/flexible TDD, as well as performance evaluation/analysis, observations and RAN1 specification impacts for each scheme.
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8.3.1A	Inter-gNB CLI scheme 1A: UL Resource Muting-based scheme for measuring the gNB-to-gNB CLI interference covariance matrix
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[bookmark: _Toc30723][bookmark: _Toc30772]8.3.1A.3	Performance evaluation or analysis
· Source 1 (Huawei, HiSilicon):
For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Large Packet Size/MMSE-IRC without joint reception with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-1%, 49%} and {-3%, 53%} for Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {77%, 7%} and {166%, 174%} for Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Large Packet Size/UL resource muting based E-MMSE-IRC without joint reception with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {1%, 53%} and {-1%, 40%} for Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {174%, 72%} and {299%, 368%} for Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Large Packet Size/MMSE-IRC with joint reception with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-1%, 49%} and {-3%, 53%} for Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {83%, 14%} and {131%, 62%} for Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Large Packet Size/ UL resource muting based E-MMSE-IRC with joint reception with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {1%, 53%} and {-1%, 40%} for Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {179%, 22%} and {200%, 92%} for Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Symmetric Large Packet Size/ MMSE-IRC with joint reception with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-0.01%, 28%, 0%}, {1.5%, 16.42%, 4.35%} and {8.57%, 104.66%, 16.26%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation of {-42.66%, -10.19%, -39.57%}, {-63.69%, -70.14%, -67.05%} and {-70.09%, -67.9%, -76.7%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-4.16%, 16.89%, -3.86%}, {1.47%, 8.16%, 2.79%} and {0.84%, -1.19%, 0.3%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· An improvement of {159.64%, 93.4%, 168.57%}, {116.45%, 113.51%, 97.3%} and {95.72%, 209.78%, 71.09%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Symmetric Large Packet Size/ Transparent UL resource muting Scheme1-E-MMSE-IRC with joint reception with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-5.21%, 21.74%, -1.2%}, {-7.23%, 6.13%, -5.12%} and {-5.94%, 74.66%, -3.34%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation of {-48.41%, -12.96%, -43.62%}, {-64.17%, -69.59%, -66.8%} and {-73.79%, -69.13%, -80.68%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {6.13%, 18.53%, -0.46%}, {-0.62%, 2.48%, 0.08%} and {-0.95%, 2.01%, -6.88%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· An improvement of {129.6%, 127.78%, 129.27%}, {161.76%, 234.75%, 157.65%} and {237.74%, 621.51%, 247.11%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Symmetric Large Packet Size/ Transparent UL resource muting Scheme2-E-MMSE-IRC with joint reception with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-8.61%, -3.03%, -6.82%}, {-8.3%, 4.46%, -7.29%} and {-9.51%, 47.5%, -4.12%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· An improvement of {-44.37%, -12.43%, -43.24%}, {-64.28%, -70.79%, -68.63%} and {-74.42%, -61.44%, -79.03%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {4.92%, 24.19%, 2.27%}, {1.59%, 3.21%, -1.98%} and {-3.51%, 2.05%, -11.19%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· An improvement of {108.33%, 109.18%, 106.59%}, {125.01%, 139.39%, 125.77%} and {196.81%, 457%, 198.35%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Symmetric Large Packet Size/ Non-transparent UL resource muting-E-MMSE-IRC with joint reception with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-7.8%, 11.44%, -6.82%}, {-7.71%, 9.84%, -6%} and {-2.4%, 69.71%, 1.92%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation of {-16.92%, -9.34%, -42.86%}, {-64.37%, -69.99%, -65.89%} and {-73.76%, -75.74%, -79.59%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {5.61%, 18.61%, -0.52%}, {-0.42%, 11.42%, 3.66%} and {2.41%, -0.7%, 0.33%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· An improvement of {168.92%, 166.23%, 168.57%}, {202.86%, 252.68%, 200%} and {335.89%, 996.15%, 345.68%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Symmetric Large Packet Size/ MMSE-IRC without joint reception with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-0.66%, 90.24%, 12.68%}, {4.99%, 43.3%, 5.81%} and {-0.79%, 39.15%, 3.25%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation of {-46.27%, -16.26%, -40.15%}, {-54.08%, -55.22%, -56.16%} and {-56.51%, -59.66%, -58.15%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-0.97%, 6.72%, -5.02%}, {0.15%, 9.76%, -2.07%} and {-0.46%, 6.73%, 0%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· An improvement of {225.07%, 291.87%, 223.94%}, {309.39%, 260.72%, 295.74%} and {109.37%, 22.06%, 90.66%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Symmetric Large Packet Size/ Transparent UL resource muting Scheme1-E-MMSE-IRC without joint reception with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-8.89%, 40.96%, -9.09%}, {-9.66%, 9.49%, -10.9%} and {-9.55%, 22.7%, -10.1%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation of {-45.51%, -15.42%, -38.63%}, {-52.99%, -58.36%, -55.38%} and {-62.97%, -48.84%, -67.55%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-1.22%, 8.92%, -0.51%}, {4.41%, 15.44%, -2.38%} and {-1.1%, 9.54%, -5.66%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· An improvement of {153.94%, 180.23%, 150%}, {321.66%, 517.26%, 327.58%} and {120.78%, 31.1%, 118.06%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Symmetric Large Packet Size/ Transparent UL resource muting Scheme2-E-MMSE-IRC without joint reception with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-9.43%, 36.84%, -9.09%}, {-9.07%, 16.5%, -9.2%} and {-12.71%, 4.39%, -14.16%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation of {-45.79%, -16.44%, -38.85%}, {-53.43%, -58.33%, -55.25%} and {-62.37%, -54.18%, -68.05%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-1.81%, 7.97%, -0.25%}, {8.4%, 12.15%, -3.46%} and {-1.37%, 13.62%, -6.92%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· An improvement of {121.93%, 105.11%, 127.72%}, {231.98%, 234.2%, 229.2%} and {82.77%, 47.12%, 73.48%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Symmetric Large Packet Size/ Non-transparent UL resource muting-E-MMSE-IRC without joint reception with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-6.91%, 41.82%, -4.76%}, {-9.28%, 7.87%, -9.2%} and {-11.72%, 8.6%, -10.7%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation of {-46.05%, -15.68%, -39.46%}, {-54.88%, -56.81%, -55.95%} and {-62.48%, -48.49%, -66.9%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {0.86%, 2.25%, 0.85%}, {6.94%, 8.26%, -0.94%} and {2.3%, 7.71%, 1.92%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· An improvement of {204.25%, 279.53%, 198.7%}, {343.36%, 344.74%, 341.1%} and {194.98%, 120.21%, 200.48%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

· Source 2 (Nokia, NSB):
For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Large Packet Size/ estimation based on UL DMRS with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {0.01%, 0%, -0.01%} and {-0.05%, 1.55%, 0.33%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {0.01%, 0%, 0%}, {-0.22%, 2.87%, -0.43%} and {-4.22%, 0%, -14.49%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation of {-14.16%, -17.71%, -19.2%}, {-22.25%, -34.48%, -25.89%} and {-32.82%, -46.69%, -38.46%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {15.93%, -17.46%, 30.45%}, {8.28%, -19.21%, 3.16%} and {-11.11%, -0.28%, -44.03%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {-0.16%, 0%, -0.08%} and {0.88%, 0%, 0.08%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {0%, 0%, 0.02%}, {-0.6%, 0%, -0.03%} and {2.39%, 0%, 1.03%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· An increase of {26.56%, 0.86%, 22.07%}, {29.98%, 15.58%, 33.2%} and {39.98%, 38.93%, 57.07%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {20.5%, -11.11%, 10.59%}, {18.38%, -7.94%, 15.34%} and {27.62%, 11.2%, 42.59%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Large Packet Size/ Transparent UL muting with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {0.01%, -0.95%, 0%} and {-0.02%, 1.11%, -0.27%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {0.02%, 0%, 0%}, {3.24%, -2.87%, 4.69%} and {9.64%, -0.05%, 21.58%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation of {-6.49%, -6.82%, -9.66%}, {-8.95%, -10.38%, -8.8%} and {-12.08%, -20.87%, -13.33%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {54.66%, -17.1%, 113.29%}, {99.83%, -28.17%, 100.94%} and {61.55%, -9.25%, 73.13%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {-0.2%, 0%, -0.05%} and {0.76%, -0.01%, 0.07%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {-0.01%, 0%, 0.02%}, {-1.17%, 0%, -1.34%} and {-4.58%, -0.01%, -2.44%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· An increase of {7.83%, 3.31%, 8.45%}, {7.71%, 5.74%, 10.59%} and {9.88%, 11.94%, 15.4%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {2.5%, -25.2%, -4.05%}, {-6.78%, -45.97%, -22.3%} and {-7.05%, -18.79%, -6.54%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Large Packet Size/ Non-transparent UL muting with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {-0.02%, -0.95%, -0.01%} and {-0.01%, 0.67%, 0.45%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {0.03%, 0%, 0%}, {3.33%, -2.87%, 4.93%} and {12.61%, -0.05%, 31.07%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {0.05%, 0%, -1.69%}, {0.17%, 3.42%, 0.64%} and {0.2%, 1.16%, 1.75%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {69.09%, 0.54%, 129.66%}, {119.63%, -6.04%, 122.65%} and {86.41%, 2%, 111.19%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {-0.09%, 0%, -0.05%} and {0.71%, -0.01%, -0.05%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {-0.01%, 0%, 0%}, {-0.88%, -0.01%, -1.58%} and {-6.54%, 0%, -3.5%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {-0.02%, 0%, 0.8%}, {-2.31%, -0.16%, 0.18%} and {-0.82%, -1.02%, 0.36%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease of {-5.87%, -33.26%, -9.61%}, {-12.76%, -50.15%, -30.83%} and {-15.94%, -26.73%, -19.57%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

· Source 3 (China Unicom):
For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Symmetric Large Packet Size/ MMSE-IRC with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-3%, 15.65%, 19.4%}, {3.74%, 51.84%, 3.37%} and {-4.79%, 29.63%, -2.03%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation of {-40.47%, -51.74%, -37.23%}, {-47.54%, -46.91%, -45.18%} and {-73.11%, -63.78%, -78.77%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-2.06%, 0.22%, -9.23%}, {1.5%, -2.99%, 3.32%} and {0.84%, 3.81%, 1.41%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· An improvement of {167.28%, 118.37%, 182.09%}, {115.56%, 75%, 106.12%} and {63.72%, 111.76%, 44.96%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Symmetric Large Packet Size/ Transparent UL resource muting with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-12.88%, -19.43%, -9.09%}, {-5.86%, 48.85%, -7.07%} and {-17.99%, -2.98%, -20.46%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation of {-41.97%, -53.04%, -36.5%}, {-49.82%, -47.83%, -48.79%} and {-73.29%, -68.63%, -80.58%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {5%, 3.29%, -5.75%}, {4.43%, 2.9%, 4.2%} and {-5.23%, 9.56%, -6.08%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· An improvement of {130.34%, 130.11%, 130.49%}, {133.87%, 129.69%, 137.65%} and {210.32%, 534.73%, 201.61%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Symmetric Large Packet Size/ Non-transparent UL resource muting based MMSE-IRC with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-14.15%, 4.94%, -9.09%}, {-10.16%, 22.7%, -10.68%} and {-17.85%, -0.89%, -19.62%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation of {-40.01%, -50.76%, -35.64%}, {-50.87%, -49.6%, -47.95%} and {-73.71%, -66.93%, -80.08%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-3.78%, 3.9%, -4.81%}, {5.75%, 3.14%, 4.29%} and {2.48%, 9.42%, 0.5%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· An improvement of {169.7%, 177.92%, 166.2%}, {180.59%, 203.09%, 180.56%} and {312.98%, 904.56%, 310.99%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

Note 1: companies to provide the observations for their own evaluation results based on the above template.
Note 2: the parts in bracket are only needed in 2-layer Scenario B.


8.3.2A	Inter-gNB CLI scheme 2A: Time Domain Scheme using UL slot(s) aligned between gNBs

[bookmark: _Toc134691798][bookmark: _Toc18865][bookmark: _Toc126680966][bookmark: _Toc3492]8.3.2A.3	Performance evaluation or analysis
· Source 1 (Ericsson):
For FR1 Urban Macro, assuming Large Packet Size with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-17.05%, -18.23%, -17.34%}, {-23.83%, N/A%, -25.21%} and {N/A%, N/A%, N/A%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {10.18%, 97.08%, 15.28%}, {1630.98%, N/A%, 5770.71%} and {N/A%, N/A%, N/A%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increaseof {24.27%, 17.29%, 20.56%}, {43.56%, 20.89%, 36.25%} and {N/A%, N/A%, N/A%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {-18.12%, 4.9%, -30.52%}, {-82.96%, -82.58%, -93.93%} and {N/A%, N/A%, N/A%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.

· Source 2 (ZTE):
For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Large Packet Size with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation of {-2.43%, -3.71%, -4.33%}, {-6.16%, -12.36%, -6.79%} and {-9.9%, -24.33%, -16.28%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation of {-77.47%, -82.06%, -80.18%}, {-85.28%, -94.66%, -88.13%} and {-87.47%, -93.03%, -91.71%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {0.34%, 0%, -0.12%}, {0.17%, 1.77%, 0.34%} and {0.61%, 13.09%, 0.6%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· An improvement of {189.71%, 99.97%, 197.68%}, {214.49%, 240.18%, 211.98%} and {253.72%, 452.05%, 242.67%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· An increase of {3%, 0.67%, 1.49%}, {10.17%, 0.67%, 30.79%} and {17.73%, 0.66%, 8.36%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· An increase of {404.87%, 292.52%, 620.97%}, {961.7%, 306.64%, 541.44%} and {916.14%, 312.38%, 970.21%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {-1.87%, 0%, 0%}, {-2.23%, 0%, 0%} and {-3.19%, 0%, 0.43%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease of {-64.42%, -72.07%, -62.5%}, {-55.91%, -72.47%, -64.24%} and {-79.32%, -71.91%, -66.96%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

Note 1: companies to provide the observations for their own evaluation results based on the above template.
Note 2: the parts in bracket are only needed in 2-layer Scenario B.


[bookmark: _Toc9570][bookmark: _Toc17249]8.3.2B	Inter-gNB CLI scheme 2B: Frequency Domain Coordination Scheme

[bookmark: _Toc14327][bookmark: _Toc28784]8.3.2B.3	Performance evaluation or analysis
· Source 1 (Qualcomm):
For FR1 Indoor office, assuming Small Packet Size with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation of {-1.13%, -1.47%, -1.23%}, {-0.76%, -0.48%, -0.65%} and {-0.36%, -0.94%, -0.16%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {0.52%, 0.37%, 0.4%}, {0.65%, 0.35%, 0.58%} and {6.59%, 58.13%, 0.72%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {81.25%, 0%, 2.22%}, {12.83%, -3.33%, -2.13%} and {1.98%, -3.23%, 0%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {3.15%, 0%, 0.95%}, {-45.47%, -0.89%, -0.93%} and {-94.7%, -2.2%, -0.91%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 Indoor office, assuming Large Packet Size with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation of {-23.81%, -25.71%, -22.97%}, {-19.9%, -20.6%, -18.88%} and {-17.99%, -21.17%, -15.46%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-56.89%, -53.93%, -56.18%}, {-31.07%, -8.67%, -30.66%} and {-25.18%, 32.45%, -23.72%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· An increase of {263.34%, 28.39%, 23.53%}, {50.67%, 20.59%, 22.32%} and {30.63%, 18.41%, 20.52%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {111.51%, 168.92%, 141.57%}, {-1.58%, 85.48%, 41.56%} and {-32.78%, 56.51%, 30.58%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 Urban Macro, assuming Small Packet Size with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {4.27%, -21.03%, 6.26%}, {0%, -60.33%, 5.35%} and {-8.56%, -98.78%, 2.01%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {34.24%, 265.84%, 32.7%}, {54.77%, 95803.92%, 51.75%} and {103.83%, N/A%, 185.86%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {13.82%, 0%, -6.8%}, {592.54%, 3.23%, 0%} and {139.23%, 0%, 1.92%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {-62.03%, -7.79%, -31.63%}, {-9.21%, -5.6%, -29.81%} and {77.87%, -5.16%, -28.38%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 Urban Macro, assuming Large Packet Size with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {41.76%, 2.57%, 12.46%}, {41.76%, 2.57%, 12.46%} and {41.76%, 2.57%, 12.46%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {38.74%, 50.11%, 4.45%}, {38.74%, 50.11%, 4.45%} and {38.74%, 50.11%, 4.45%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {7.17%, 12.04%, -31.8%}, {7.17%, 12.04%, -31.8%} and {7.17%, 12.04%, -31.8%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease of {-100%, -48.17%, -15.88%}, {-100%, -48.17%, -15.88%} and {-100%, -48.17%, -15.88%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.

· Source 2 (Nokia):
For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Large Packet Size with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation of {-21.87%, -36.01%, -16.83%}, {-24.29%, -43.44%, -24.4%} and {-28.3%, -55.13%, -30.02%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation of {-29.7%, -53.39%, -33.92%}, {-44.17%, -60.52%, -51.9%} and {-53.65%, -44.41%, -80.45%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {19.27%, 123.91%, 3.56%}, {-0.45%, 33.28%, -21.57%} and {-6.89%, -4.93%, -34.32%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {-47.14%, -18.33%, -46.91%}, {-31.01%, -22.29%, -25.59%} and {4.62%, -12.24%, 32.86%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· An increase of {35.27%, 15.73%, 18.7%}, {38.1%, 17.24%, 47%} and {42.37%, 17.8%, 51.49%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· An increase of {49.14%, 16.38%, 33.42%}, {65.71%, 17.49%, 49.46%} and {63.69%, 17.8%, 60.87%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {-29.75%, -26.02%, -9.27%}, {-1.44%, -11.41%, 15.96%} and {23.07%, -5.87%, 26.97%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {-14.22%, 98.68%, 15.83%}, {12.41%, 45.42%, 25.12%} and {14.91%, -6.36%, 1.62%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

Note 1: companies to provide the observations for their own evaluation results based on the above template.
Note 2: the parts in bracket are only needed in 2-layer Scenario B.

[bookmark: _Toc6411][bookmark: _Toc11677]8.3.3A	Inter-gNB CLI scheme 3A: Spatial Domain Coordination Scheme for gNB Tx-Beam Nulling
[bookmark: _Hlk142686189]
[bookmark: _Toc7332][bookmark: _Toc7730]8.3.3A.3	Performance evaluation or analysis
· Source 1 (China Telecom, ZTE):
For FR1 Urban Macro, assuming Large Packet Size with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {1.99%, -2.7%, 3.85%}, {1.94%, 1.12%, 2.61%} and {1.68%, -27.65%, 1.03%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {0.47%, 24.34%, 2.16%}, {6.36%, 32.04%, 0.33%} and {20.67%, 360.03%, 16.4%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {-0.1%, 0%, -2.93%}, {-0.3%, 0%, -1.34%} and {25.52%, 0%, 2.91%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {-9.3%, 2.42%, -1.05%}, {-4.78%, 0%, -2.75%} and {-13.82%, -31.21%, -5.56%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.

· Source 2 (Qualcomm):
For FR1 Indoor office, assuming Small Packet Size with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation of {-0.36%, -0.96%, -0.26%}, {-0.85%, -0.31%, -0.68%} and {-1.51%, -5.48%, -0.5%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {0.28%, 0.47%, 0.25%}, {0.37%, 0.41%, 0.29%} and {7.5%, 65.99%, 0.75%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {1.83%, 0%, 0%}, {-0.4%, -2.17%, -2.13%} and {1.7%, -6.45%, -2.04%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {-0.83%, 0%, 0%}, {-46.96%, -0.89%, -0.93%} and {-95.25%, -2.36%, -2.73%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 Indoor office, assuming Large Packet Size with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation of {-9.84%, -23.54%, -6.71%}, {-12.76%, -29.12%, -11.09%} and {-13.25%, -30.24%, -10.76%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {9.59%, 16.77%, 11.04%}, {73.07%, 97.95%, 74.05%} and {114.88%, 311.71%, 123.57%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· An increase of {15.51%, 3.23%, 12.22%}, {22.26%, 6.8%, 16.77%} and {31.41%, 9.25%, 16.42%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease of {-13.93%, -0.91%, -4.07%}, {-58.68%, -27.88%, -39.84%} and {-77.22%, -37.56%, -52.23%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.

Note 1: companies to provide the observations for their own evaluation results based on the above template.
Note 2: the parts in bracket are only needed in 2-layer Scenario B.


[bookmark: _Toc29107][bookmark: _Toc12765]8.3.5A	Inter-gNB CLI scheme 5A: Power Control scheme based on gNB Tx Power Adjustment

[bookmark: _Toc25774][bookmark: _Toc9491]8.3.5A.3	Performance evaluation or analysis
· Source 1 (Nokia, NSB):
For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Large Packet Size/3 dB Power back off with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-0.05%, 0%, 0%}, {-0.06%, 0%, -0.07%} and {-0.17%, 11.2%, -0.49%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {-0.01%, 0%, 0%}, {0.1%, 6.83%, 0.54%} and {1.02%, 0.05%, 4.79%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {-0.06%, -0.08%, -0.45%} and {-0.27%, -5.23%, 0.46%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {0.47%, 0%, 0.62%}, {5.29%, 3.21%, 4.86%} and {7.9%, -0.06%, 8.75%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {0.29%, 0%, 0.01%}, {1.07%, 0%, 0.17%} and {-0.54%, 0.02%, 0.52%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {0.03%, 0%, 0.03%}, {-0.56%, -0.01%, 0.19%} and {-0.15%, 0.02%, -0.38%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {1.92%, 0.14%, -0.32%} and {0.45%, 0.75%, 0.35%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {-0.03%, 0%, 0%}, {-0.78%, -5.54%, -1.9%} and {-1.8%, -6.03%, -2.07%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Large Packet Size/6 dB Power back off with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-0.14%, 0%, 0%}, {-0.42%, -2.62%, -0.18%} and {-0.4%, -4.63%, -0.67%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {-0.03%, 0%, 0%}, {-0.37%, -2.77%, 0.09%} and {1.27%, -0.14%, 6.16%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {-0.01%, 3.25%, 0.23%} and {-0.33%, -0.72%, -2.69%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {0.94%, 0%, 0.63%}, {10.01%, -4.86%, 11.16%} and {15.96%, 0.75%, 18.02%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {0.4%, 0%, 0.02%}, {1.54%, 0%, 0.83%} and {-0.22%, 0.03%, 0.48%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {0.1%, 0%, 0.06%}, {0.77%, 0%, 0.68%} and {0%, 0.01%, -0.07%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {1.12%, 0.12%, -0.94%} and {0.09%, 0.15%, 1.2%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increaseof {-0.06%, -0.29%, 0%}, {-0.18%, -8.36%, -2.68%} and {-3.06%, -15.12%, -4.12%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Large Packet Size/10 dB Power back off with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-0.47%, -0.85%, -0.01%}, {-1.08%, -2%, -0.62%} and {-1.63%, -7.94%, -2.44%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {-0.06%, 0%, 0%}, {-0.65%, 0%, -0.6%} and {1.17%, -0.33%, 6.13%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {0.12%, 3.25%, -0.9%} and {-0.03%, -2.05%, -0.86%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {1.51%, 0%, 1.84%}, {16.75%, 1.21%, 19.33%} and {26.68%, -1.47%, 30.51%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· An increase of {0.93%, 0.01%, 0.1%}, {2.02%, 0.02%, 2.69%} and {0.84%, 0.1%, 2.32%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {0.35%, 0.01%, 0.24%}, {-0.07%, 0.02%, 1.39%} and {0.16%, 0.13%, 1.16%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {1.3%, 0.17%, -0.49%} and {-0.27%, 0.53%, -0.16%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {-0.11%, -0.61%, 0%}, {-1.45%, -13.21%, -4.41%} and {-5.2%, -23.63%, -6.87%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

· Source 2 (Qualcomm):
For FR1 Indoor office, assuming Small Packet Size/3 dB Power back off with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {0.01%, 0.02%, -0.12%}, {0.09%, -0.09%, 0.05%} and {-0.09%, -0.11%, -0.07%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {0.11%, 0.26%, 0.05%}, {0.16%, 0.11%, 0.07%} and {5.05%, 50.87%, 0.23%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {1.04%, 0%, 0%}, {-1.38%, 0%, 0%} and {3.49%, -0.97%, -1.02%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {0.14%, 0%, 0.48%}, {-6.31%, -0.5%, 0%} and {-69.44%, -1.1%, -0.91%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 Indoor office, assuming Small Packet Size/6 dB Power back off with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-0.03%, 0.01%, 0.04%}, {0.17%, 0.07%, 0.34%} and {-0.04%, -0.26%, -0.02%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {0.21%, 0.34%, 0.15%}, {0.3%, 0.2%, 0.17%} and {6.91%, 62.5%, 0.49%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {1.22%, 0%, 0%}, {-6.19%, -3.33%, -2.13%} and {5.46%, -6.45%, -3.06%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {-0.73%, 0%, 0%}, {-41.94%, -0.89%, -0.93%} and {-90.07%, -2.2%, -2.73%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 Indoor office, assuming Small Packet Size/10 dB Power back off with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-0.28%, -0.21%, -0.26%}, {0.32%, 0.04%, 0.41%} and {0.08%, -0.07%, 0.14%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {0.29%, 0.45%, 0.22%}, {0.42%, 0.36%, 0.29%} and {7.44%, 65.43%, 0.74%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {0.93%, 0%, 0%}, {-2.43%, -3.33%, -4.26%} and {-3.91%, -7.26%, -8.16%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {0.18%, 0%, 0%}, {-46.78%, -2%, -1.87%} and {-94.79%, -3.3%, -5.45%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 Indoor office, assuming Large Packet Size/3 dB Power back off with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation of {-2.65%, -6.38%, -2.24%}, {-3.78%, -4.46%, -4.35%} and {-4.98%, -7.17%, -4.67%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {2.76%, 3.19%, 4.35%}, {16.06%, 19.37%, 17.02%} and {24.11%, 50.71%, 26%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· An increase of {3.51%, 1.94%, 4.07%}, {4.03%, 1.33%, 3.91%} and {5.39%, 3.22%, 4.48%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease of {-5.8%, -0.68%, -1.74%}, {-18.72%, -8.56%, -13.74%} and {-30.62%, -13.51%, -17.85%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 Indoor office, assuming Large Packet Size/6 dB Power back off with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation of {-5.87%, -11.43%, -5.09%}, {-7.89%, -9.4%, -7.91%} and {-10.99%, -13.77%, -12.16%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {6.15%, 7.61%, 8.29%}, {33.45%, 44.55%, 32.69%} and {48.7%, 101.46%, 53.4%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· An increase of {8.65%, 5.16%, 9.95%}, {8.34%, 3.19%, 9.21%} and {13.07%, 7.83%, 10.82%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease of {-10.68%, -0.68%, -2.91%}, {-30.13%, -17.25%, -25.04%} and {-52.94%, -24.17%, -31.74%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 Indoor office, assuming Large Packet Size/10 dB Power back off with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation of {-10.99%, -18.82%, -11.24%}, {-14.3%, -16.64%, -15.46%} and {-20.21%, -27.89%, -23.34%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {9.81%, 16.42%, 11.93%}, {56.24%, 71.8%, 57.29%} and {82.33%, 177.17%, 93.13%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· An increase of {16.25%, 10.52%, 20.59%}, {16.9%, 7.56%, 17.28%} and {28.02%, 14.99%, 22.39%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease of {-14.14%, -1.35%, -4.65%}, {-41.42%, -24.72%, -34.83%} and {-66.41%, -33.24%, -44.79%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Small Packet Size/3 dB Power back off with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {0.1%, 0.15%, 0.04%}, {1.16%, 3.97%, 0.12%} and {3.39%, 6096.27%, 0.25%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {0.22%, -0.13%, 0.4%}, {2.05%, 3.58%, 1.47%} and {-1.19%, -16.29%, 0.84%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {0.07%, -0.19%, -0.06%}, {2.26%, 16.54%, 0.11%} and {5.69%, 1330.07%, 0.31%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {-0.21%, -6.42%, -0.34%}, {4.62%, 11.75%, 2.42%} and {7.98%, 2991.93%, 8.8%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {0.3%, 0%, 0%}, {-68.4%, 0%, 0%} and {-31.33%, 0%, -1.01%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {0.24%, 0%, -0.6%}, {0.18%, 2.97%, 2.35%} and {299.96%, 3.03%, 12.43%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {0.13%, -0.43%, 0%}, {-33.9%, 0.1%, 0%} and {-44.53%, 0.32%, -1.24%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {-41.81%, 0%, 0.35%}, {14.68%, 0%, -2.04%} and {-23.37%, 0%, -5.84%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Small Packet Size/6 dB Power back off with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {0.14%, 0.32%, 0.16%}, {1.58%, 7.63%, 0.26%} and {5.71%, 14728.28%, 0.41%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {0.28%, 0.13%, 0.2%}, {4.11%, 9.69%, 3.1%} and {1.94%, -0.85%, 3.43%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {0.13%, -0.05%, -0.02%}, {3.59%, 18.67%, 0.3%} and {10.51%, 2875.02%, 0.47%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {-0.47%, -6.69%, -0.58%}, {8.05%, 53.81%, 2.91%} and {13.11%, 14512.05%, 10.33%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {0.45%, 0%, 0%}, {-67.08%, 0%, 2.08%} and {-69.28%, 0%, -1.01%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {0.99%, 0%, 1.8%}, {-0.65%, 0%, 2.35%} and {172.13%, 0%, 6.78%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {0.47%, -0.24%, 0.7%}, {-36.58%, -0.47%, 1.08%} and {-73.3%, -1.06%, -2.13%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {-43%, 0%, 0.69%}, {-19.08%, -1.09%, -2.04%} and {-44.56%, -1.09%, -8.44%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Small Packet Size/10 dB Power back off with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {0.22%, 0.12%, 0.19%}, {2.92%, 9.2%, 0.4%} and {9.76%, 20686.98%, 0.65%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {0.42%, -0.04%, 0.54%}, {5.39%, 14.26%, 3.79%} and {5.6%, 21.94%, 4.39%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {0.18%, 0.27%, 0.01%}, {3.77%, 18.98%, 0.57%} and {12.23%, 2964.35%, 0.73%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {-0.49%, -5.61%, -0.66%}, {11.39%, 107.64%, 3.36%} and {20.42%, 31118.67%, 11.01%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {1.94%, -3.23%, 0%}, {-70.25%, -3.33%, 0%} and {-91.9%, 0%, -1.01%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {0.53%, -2.94%, -1.8%}, {-2.52%, -3.13%, -2.35%} and {76.55%, 2.88%, 6.21%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {0.36%, -0.9%, -0.35%}, {-36.76%, -1.13%, 0%} and {-74.98%, 4.79%, -1.06%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {-42.81%, 0%, 0%}, {-16.52%, -1.68%, -4.08%} and {-61.88%, -1.09%, -7.79%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Large Packet Size/3 dB Power back off with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {4.21%, 6.87%, 3.09%}, {6.26%, 96.65%, 5.85%} and {8.57%, 1166.02%, 8.11%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· An improvement of {7.55%, 12.58%, 6.32%}, {32.39%, 46.6%, 33.31%} and {59.96%, 238.95%, 56.05%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {2.09%, 6.45%, 0.64%}, {5.68%, 271.25%, 2.82%} and {7.43%, 290%, 4.34%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· An improvement of {2.15%, 3.49%, 2.03%}, {11.83%, 51.49%, 13.13%} and {16.86%, 5635.03%, 16.02%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease of {-6.53%, -3.01%, -3.55%}, {-79.62%, -1.66%, -6.02%} and {-19.51%, -1.38%, -8.39%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease of {-11.54%, -5.58%, -10.23%}, {-33.24%, -22.37%, -24.86%} and {-29.8%, -21.2%, -30.59%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {-3.12%, -0.2%, -1.09%}, {-32.73%, -1.05%, -4.1%} and {-36.84%, 0.59%, -3.8%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease of {-5.07%, -0.49%, -4.36%}, {-6.91%, -11.35%, -13.74%} and {-55.62%, -9.54%, -17.44%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Large Packet Size/6 dB Power back off with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {6.9%, 13.62%, 5.37%}, {11.22%, 221.02%, 9.68%} and {16.38%, 586923.23%, 14.7%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· An improvement of {13.45%, 16.24%, 12.53%}, {68.37%, 126.51%, 69.27%} and {221.75%, 7672.84%, 307.66%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {3.81%, 10.85%, 1.16%}, {11.22%, 380.73%, 5.11%} and {14.15%, 23344.47%, 6.74%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· An improvement of {4.42%, 13.85%, 4.06%}, {23.43%, 91.28%, 25.19%} and {35.82%, 16230.6%, 35.31%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease of {-10.25%, -4.82%, -5.65%}, {-84.07%, -3.32%, -10.03%} and {-48.02%, -2.77%, -12.32%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease of {-18.11%, -8.56%, -17.16%}, {-54.63%, -35.77%, -42.29%} and {-80.88%, -46.12%, -76.13%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease of {-5.46%, -0.2%, -1.85%}, {-72.54%, -2.46%, -7.66%} and {-75.37%, -0.15%, -5.8%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease of {-8.27%, -0.49%, -7.01%}, {-27.48%, -16.4%, -24.31%} and {-65.34%, -21.39%, -31.83%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Large Packet Size/10 dB Power back off with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {11.62%, 87.21%, 10.01%}, {17.75%, 289.72%, 16.28%} and {25.81%, 6712198.82%, 24.76%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· An improvement of {17.04%, 14.03%, 14.75%}, {93.14%, 146.69%, 92.38%} and {368.87%, 27726.09%, 465.45%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {6.22%, 39.32%, 1.96%}, {16.38%, 451.08%, 9.46%} and {24.51%, 52460.43%, 13.69%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· An improvement of {8.31%, 30.33%, 5.6%}, {42.61%, 188.19%, 43.85%} and {70.35%, 38236.84%, 66.23%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease of {-16.61%, -7.23%, -8.89%}, {-86.24%, -5.39%, -15.19%} and {-79.4%, -4.5%, -17.82%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease of {-22.19%, -10.73%, -22.27%}, {-61.78%, -43.18%, -50.84%} and {-95.48%, -60.62%, -84.64%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease of {-8.26%, -0.41%, -3.03%}, {-74.42%, -4.39%, -12.61%} and {-93.37%, -2.08%, -12.9%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease of {-11.98%, -0.98%, -10.42%}, {-30.95%, -23.25%, -34.67%} and {-77.42%, -31.79%, -45.32%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

Note 1: companies to provide the observations for their own evaluation results based on the above template.
Note 2: the parts in bracket are only needed in 2-layer Scenario B.
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· Source 1 (Nokia, NSB):
For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Large Packet Size/5 dB P0 offset with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {-0.02%, 0%, -0.04%} and {-0.44%, -3.41%, -1.81%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {-0.04%, 2.95%, 0.51%} and {-1.94%, 23.79%, -4.31%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {0.16%, -3.34%, -0.01%} and {-2.4%, 0.13%, -4.13%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {-0.03%, 0%, 0%}, {1.45%, -9.9%, 2.04%} and {1.78%, -0.2%, 11.27%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {1.17%, 0%, 0.02%} and {0.11%, 0%, -0.07%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {-0.61%, 0%, 0.1%} and {1.34%, 0.01%, -0.17%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {-0.27%, 0.31%, -1.01%} and {2.09%, 0.83%, 1.68%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {-0.01%, 0%, 0%}, {-0.21%, -1.29%, -0.93%} and {1.08%, -1.43%, -0.75%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Large Packet Size/10 dB P0 offset with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {-0.09%, -3.72%, -0.04%} and {-0.41%, -4.08%, -1.19%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {-0.69%, 2.95%, -1.06%} and {-3.32%, 17.07%, -6.76%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {0.08%, -1.08%, -0.14%} and {-2.43%, 1.17%, -1.45%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {-0.1%, 0%, 0.01%}, {-0.02%, 6.43%, -0.07%} and {0.22%, 3.95%, 9.09%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {1.32%, 0%, 0.15%} and {0.07%, 0%, -0.14%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {-0.63%, 0%, 0.27%} and {1.34%, 0.01%, 0.04%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {0.84%, 0.21%, -1.1%} and {2.72%, 1.22%, 1.68%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {-0.01%, 0.31%, 0%}, {0.46%, 0.02%, -0.53%} and {1.33%, -0.01%, -0.29%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Large Packet Size/15 dB P0 offset with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {-0.12%, -1.86%, -0.07%} and {-0.52%, -12.39%, -1.72%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {-0.06%, -2.41%, 0%}, {-1.79%, 4.43%, -2.21%} and {-5.66%, 22.86%, -11.09%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {0.24%, 3.25%, 0.71%} and {-2.27%, -0.73%, -1%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {-0.39%, 0%, -0.01%}, {-2.49%, -9.97%, -3.32%} and {-2.92%, 4.88%, 3.64%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {0%, 0%, 0%}, {1.71%, 0%, 0.21%} and {0.33%, 0%, 0.01%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {0.05%, 0%, 0.02%}, {-0.93%, 0.01%, 0.9%} and {3.1%, 0.03%, 1.47%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {0.01%, 0%, 0%}, {0.63%, 0.21%, -0.82%} and {2.76%, 1.13%, 1.34%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {0.02%, 0.46%, 0%}, {-0.12%, 2.54%, -0.03%} and {3.02%, 2.24%, 0.78%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

· Source 2 (Qualcomm):
For FR1 Indoor office/Urban Macro, assuming Large Packet Size/-83dBm P0 with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {8.08%, 11.2%, 6.53%}, {2.22%, -2.04%, 4.53%} and {6.95%, 7.28%, 10.94%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation of {-44.82%, -48.39%, -47.09%}, {-95.7%, -100%, -100%} and {-99.7%, -100%, -100%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease of {-9.98%, -5.81%, -5.43%}, {-0.49%, -1.29%, -2.9%} and {-5.68%, -4.3%, -5.6%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· An increase of {138%, 43.61%, 91.28%}, {37807.73%, 177.4%, 2473.82%} and {33898.44%, 282.26%, 28214.27%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 Indoor office/Urban Macro, assuming Large Packet Size/-33dBm P0 with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation of {-6%, -4.18%, -5.22%}, {-25.05%, -25.45%, -26.14%} and {-36.17%, -45.26%, -40.75%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· An improvement of {15.76%, 27.38%, 16.96%}, {93.4%, 116.18%, 99.16%} and {145.68%, 310.56%, 157.68%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· An increase of {8.74%, 4.52%, 9.05%}, {38.54%, 18.93%, 35.44%} and {68.57%, 29.69%, 54.48%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease of {-19.83%, -1.35%, -6.4%}, {-62.14%, -31.42%, -48.91%} and {-78.93%, -45.01%, -57.85%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 Indoor office/Urban Macro, assuming Small Packet Size/-83dBm P0 with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {0.53%, 0.44%, 0.5%}, {-0.02%, -0.03%, 0.02%} and {0.52%, 0.31%, 0.32%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation of {-0.29%, -0.56%, -0.07%}, {-96.87%, -100%, -100%} and {-100%, -100%, -100%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {0.78%, 0%, 2.22%}, {-20.51%, 0%, -5.32%} and {-4.33%, -4.68%, -6.12%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· An increase of {59.29%, 0%, 1.9%}, {32456.2%, 5.79%, 44179.73%} and {7251.29%, 201478.4%, 169979.55%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 Indoor office/Urban Macro, assuming Small Packet Size/-33dBm P0 with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-0.28%, -0.14%, -0.33%}, {0.47%, 0.2%, 0.89%} and {-1.02%, -4.41%, -0.48%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-2.29%, -4.57%, -2.64%}, {0.56%, 0.4%, 0.39%} and {7.8%, 65.91%, 1.02%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {1.85%, 0%, 3.33%}, {-2.03%, -3.33%, -2.13%} and {-1.18%, -6.45%, -2.04%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {7.78%, 0%, 1.9%}, {-46.36%, -0.89%, -0.93%} and {-95.27%, -3.3%, -3.64%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Small Packet Size/-40dBm P0 with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation of {-0.06%, -0.01%, -0.03%}, {-3.72%, -83.63%, -0.22%} and {-5.41%, -100%, -0.14%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {0.05%, 0.2%, 0.13%}, {-0.93%, -3.81%, -0.6%} and {-0.88%, -5.06%, -0.77%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation of {-0.21%, -0.33%, -0.31%}, {-0.7%, -9.6%, -0.31%} and {-1.77%, -61.5%, -0.35%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {0.83%, 0.43%, -0.15%}, {9.13%, 56.67%, 2.51%} and {14.62%, 22136.34%, 8.34%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {2.57%, -2.26%, 1.04%}, {44.86%, 0%, 0%} and {-35.64%, 0%, 0%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {2.05%, -2.94%, 1.8%}, {2.64%, 3.12%, 1.18%} and {1.91%, 0%, 0.56%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {0.9%, -0.76%, 0.7%}, {4.26%, 0.62%, 0.36%} and {31.61%, 2.13%, 0.35%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {-41.61%, -1.06%, -0.69%}, {-14.72%, 0%, -6.12%} and {-27.08%, -1.09%, -6.49%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Small Packet Size/-70dBm P0 with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {0.04%, 0%, -0.02%}, {-0.53%, -1.13%, 0.01%} and {0.28%, 48.24%, 0.09%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {-0.02%, 0.3%, 0.09%}, {0.01%, -2.82%, 0.16%} and {0.07%, 3.22%, -0.08%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-0.14%, -0.19%, -0.28%}, {-0.18%, -4.69%, -0.01%} and {-0.11%, -1.72%, 0.05%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {-5.39%, -45.45%, -1.02%}, {-61%, -100%, -76.48%} and {-70.12%, -100%, -99.92%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {-0.62%, 0%, 0%}, {1.82%, 0%, -2.08%} and {-5.64%, 0%, -1.01%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {-0.34%, -2.35%, -0.6%}, {-0.5%, 0%, -2.35%} and {22.24%, 0%, 0%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {-0.12%, -0.43%, 0%}, {-8.12%, -0.37%, -0.36%} and {2.47%, 0%, 0%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· An increase of {19.46%, 1.06%, 2.08%}, {4472.72%, 8.7%, 53.06%} and {2408.12%, 11.96%, 74.03%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Large Packet Size/-40dBm P0 with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation of {-0.98%, -6.89%, -1.01%}, {-5.94%, -100%, -4.99%} and {-7.65%, -100%, -7.34%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation of {-0.85%, -1.8%, -0.28%}, {-50.27%, -98.62%, -52.41%} and {-41.4%, -72.49%, -79.13%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {-1.06%, -0.68%, -0.38%}, {-3.45%, -45.26%, -1.62%} and {-4.43%, 30.79%, -4.85%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· An improvement of {14.78%, 51.86%, 10.25%}, {69.69%, 367.86%, 75.29%} and {108.34%, 69134.24%, 106.92%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {2.09%, 1.2%, 0.48%}, {-14.35%, 2.49%, 1.81%} and {50.34%, 1.11%, 4.72%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· An increase of {1.02%, 0.66%, 1.22%}, {770.35%, 58.16%, 119.33%} and {93.09%, 19.9%, 105.12%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· An increase of {1.5%, 0.2%, 1.18%}, {49.68%, 1.76%, 3.35%} and {7.23%, 3.44%, 5.88%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease of {-16.39%, -1.46%, -14.02%}, {-44.25%, -26.13%, -41.97%} and {-70.94%, -38.9%, -52.11%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

For FR1 2-layer Scenario B, assuming Large Packet Size/-70dBm P0 with for DL and UL:		
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {0.11%, 1.14%, -0.08%}, {0.56%, 20.29%, -0.17%} and {-0.26%, 8560.78%, -1.23%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation/improvement of {0.17%, -0.47%, 0.61%}, {1.45%, 5.45%, -0.11%} and {11.49%, 39.26%, 11.7%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL average-UPT CDF, the source reported 	
· A degradation/improvement of {0.07%, 0.18%, 0.14%}, {0.15%, 6%, -0.04%} and {0.32%, -1.6%, 0.29%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A degradation of {-24.77%, -40.62%, -27.62%}, {-62.81%, -100%, -65.55%} and {-79.75%, -100%, -89.91%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of DL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {-0.25%, 0.6%, 0%}, {-73.24%, -0.41%, -0.29%} and {11.47%, 0.35%, 2.82%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· A decrease/increase of {-0.27%, 0.39%, 0.13%}, {-5.37%, -0.9%, -1.61%} and {-11.41%, -3.51%, -11.38%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· Regarding {mean value/5%-tile/50%-tile} of UL packet Latency CDF, the source reported 	
· A decrease/increase of {-0.16%, 0%, -0.08%}, {6.62%, -0.53%, -0.15%} and {-3.45%, -0.3%, -0.45%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 1 respectively compared with reference scheme.
· An increase of {43.53%, 9.27%, 33.87%}, {939.82%, 72.61%, 176.03%} and {2266.66%, 123.35%, 512.9%} for Low/Medium/High traffic loads for Layer 2 respectively compared with reference scheme.

Note 1: companies to provide the observations for their own evaluation results based on the above template.
Note 2: the parts in bracket are only needed in 2-layer Scenario B.
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