7	Performance evaluation and its feasibility for SBFD
7.3	Performance evaluation results for semi-static SBFD
Editor's note: This section captures the results and observations of performance comparison between baseline legacy TDD network and semi-static SBFD operation for each identified scenario of each SBFD deployment case, as well as the feasibility of semi-static SBFD from performance point of view.	
7.3.1	System level simulation results
The detailed evaluation assumptions and results for semi-static SBFD is provided in Annex B.2. For SBFD Deployment Case 1, for the sub-cases with no less than three sources, summaries of evaluation results are provided in the following sub-sections, while for the sub-cases with less than three sources, summaries of evaluation results are provided in Annex B.2. For SBFD Deployment Case 3-2 and Case 4, for the sub-cases with no less than two sources, summaries of evaluation results are provided in the following sub-sections, while for the sub-cases with less than two sources, summaries of evaluation results are provided in Annex B.2. The detailed evaluation results for more sub-cases of semi-static SBFD can be found in the attached document "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip"	
7.3.1.1	SBFD Deployment Case 1 (FR1)
7.3.1.1.1	Indoor office (FR1)
22 sources provided the SLS evaluation results for Indoor office (FR1) in SBFD Deployment Case 1. The evaluation results are categorized into 14 sub-cases as in Table 7.3.1.1.1-1 based on the different key assumptions. Each sub-case is based on one combination of key assumptions.	
Table 7.3.1.1.1-1: Sub-cases for Indoor office (FR1) in SBFD Deployment Case 1.	
	
	SBFD#1_InH_FR1_Sub#1
	SBFD#1_InH_FR1_Sub#2
	SBFD#1_InH_FR1_Sub#3
	SBFD#1_InH_FR1_Sub#4

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	O
	O
	　
	　

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	O
	O

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	O
	O
	O
	O

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	O
	　
	O
	　

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	　
	O
	　
	O

	Sources







	
	15 sources ([Apple], [CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo])
	16 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo])
	15 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo])
	18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo])



	
	SBFD#1_InH_FR1_Sub#5
	SBFD#1_InH_FR1_Sub#6
	SBFD#1_InH_FR1_Sub#7
	SBFD#1_InH_FR1_Sub#8

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	O
	O
	　
	　

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	O
	O

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	O
	O
	O
	O

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	O
	　
	O
	　

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	　
	O
	　
	O

	Sources
	1 sources ([Ericsson])
	1 sources ([Ericsson])
	1 sources ([Ericsson])
	1 sources ([Ericsson])



	
	SBFD#1_InH_FR1_Sub#9
	SBFD#1_InH_FR1_Sub#10
	SBFD#1_InH_FR1_Sub#11
	SBFD#1_InH_FR1_Sub#12

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	O
	O
	　
	　

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	O
	O

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	O
	O
	O
	O

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	O
	　
	O
	　

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	　
	O
	　
	O

	Sources
	1 sources ([Huawei])
	2 sources ([Huawei], [Xiaomi])
	1 sources ([Ericsson])
	1 sources ([Ericsson])



	
	SBFD#1_InH_FR1_Sub#13
	SBFD#1_InH_FR1_Sub#14
	
	

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	　
	　
	
	

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	
	

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	
	

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	O
	O
	
	

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	　
	　
	
	

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	　
	
	

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	O
	O
	
	

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	O
	　
	
	

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	　
	O
	
	

	Sources
	1 sources ([Ericsson])
	1 sources ([Ericsson])
	
	





7.3.1.1.1.1	SBFD#1_InH_FR1_Sub#1
For sub-case SBFD#1_InH_FR1_Sub#1, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense, SBFD slot configuration Alt-4 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 4Kbytes for DL and 1Kbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {5.01%~29.77%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {5.37%~43.69%} for SBFD, and one source ([SPRD]) reported a degradation of -4.91% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {4.92%~30.00%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-4.73%~-26.77%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {2.72%~3.68%} for SBFD, and 5 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Intel], [Samsung], [Sharp]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.50%~-5.66%} for SBFD, and 6 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [OPPO], [SPRD], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 10 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-3.45%~-25.00%} for SBFD, and 4 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [OPPO], [Qualcomm]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 15 sources ([Apple], [CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {23.69%~181.34%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 15 sources ([Apple], [CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {9.11%~186.21%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {16.00%~181.82%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-24.22%~-62.19%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 11 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-6.98%~-59.42%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([CMCC], [OPPO], [SPRD]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-28.03%~-64.69%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {4.68%~23.27%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {5.19%~62.05%} for SBFD, and one source ([SPRD]) reported a degradation of -3.87% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.72%~20.81%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-4.46%~-28.36%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {2.52%~3.45%} for SBFD, and 6 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Intel], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.40%~-2.68%} for SBFD, and 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [OPPO], [SPRD], [ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase of 6.67% for SBFD, and 10 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-3.66%~-25.00%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [OPPO]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {30.83%~169.88%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {47.09%~174.68%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {30.92%~173.67%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-25.49%~-70.00%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 11 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-8.14%~-58.89%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([CMCC], [OPPO], [SPRD]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-25.00%~-68.92%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {3.75%~27.38%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 10 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {2.92%~60.80%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Ericsson], [SPRD], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-4.94%~-31.88%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.00%~24.02%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([ZTE]) reported an increase of 71.28% for SBFD, and 11 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-3.34%~-28.36%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {2.91%~8.33%} for SBFD, and 6 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Intel], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.48%~-4.12%} for SBFD, and 4 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [SPRD], [ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 10 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-3.74%~-25.00%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Qualcomm]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {14.95%~246.33%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {19.12%~358.32%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {17.37%~271.21%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-12.69%~-84.91%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 11 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-11.82%~-57.09%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([CMCC], [SPRD]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-25.00%~-81.55%} for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
[Note: 
-	For each figure, the upper three sub-figures are box-and-whisker plots. The box extends from the first quartile (Q1) to the third quartile (Q3) quartile values of the data, with a line at the median (Q2). The whiskers (the lines extending from the box on both sides) extend from the edges of box to show the range of the data. By default, they extend no more than 1.5 * IQR (IQR = Q3 - Q1) from the edges of the box, ending at the farthest data point within that interval. Outliers are plotted as separate dots. More information can be found in https://pandas.pydata.org/pandas-docs/stable/reference/api/pandas.DataFrame.boxplot.html?highlight=boxplot#pandas.DataFrame.boxplot 
-	For each figure, the lower six sub-figures are histograms, each of them is a representation of the distribution of data. It first bins the data in y axis and count the number of values in each bin, then draws the distribution.
]

7.3.1.1.1.2	SBFD#1_InH_FR1_Sub#2
For sub-case SBFD#1_InH_FR1_Sub#2, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense, SBFD slot configuration Alt-4 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 0.5Mbytes for DL and 0.125Mbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 12 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.19%~16.44%} for SBFD, and 4 sources ([Ericsson], [Qualcomm], [Sony], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.83%~-18.17%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 10 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.23%~12.27%} for SBFD, and 6 sources ([Ericsson], [New H3C], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Sharp], [Sony]) reported a degradation in the range of {-2.56%~-27.37%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 11 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.02%~24.71%} for SBFD, and 5 sources ([Ericsson], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Sony], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.93%~-6.41%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 4 sources ([Ericsson], [Qualcomm], [Sony], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {1.50%~12.14%} for SBFD, and 12 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.25%~-32.13%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 8 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Sony], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {0.52%~13.71%} for SBFD, and 6 sources ([CATT], [Huawei], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.11%~-9.09%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([CMCC], [OPPO]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([Ericsson], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Sony], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {0.44%~7.69%} for SBFD, and 9 sources ([CATT], [Intel], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.31%~-15.26%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 13 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.07%~34.65%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([CMCC], [Nokia], [OPPO]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.72%~-5.36%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.24%~77.89%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Nokia], [SPRD], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-3.98%~-13.62%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 13 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.61%~41.98%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([CMCC], [Nokia], [OPPO]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.61%~-3.65%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([CMCC], [Nokia], [OPPO]) reported an increase in the range of {1.38%~4.65%} for SBFD, and 13 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-2.44%~-33.60%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 6 sources ([CMCC], [Intel], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Sharp], [Xiaomi]) reported an increase in the range of {4.67%~42.86%} for SBFD, and 10 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sony], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-2.44%~-28.61%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([CMCC], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {3.48%~4.00%} for SBFD, and 14 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.38%~-27.28%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 11 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.72%~12.11%} for SBFD, and 5 sources ([Ericsson], [Qualcomm], [Sharp], [Sony], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-3.54%~-17.25%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 7 sources ([CATT], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [OPPO], [Samsung], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {5.10%~31.04%} for SBFD, and 9 sources ([CMCC], [Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.00%~-15.45%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 11 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.21%~14.38%} for SBFD, and 5 sources ([Ericsson], [Qualcomm], [Sharp], [Sony], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-3.66%~-19.44%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 7 sources ([CMCC], [Ericsson], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [Sharp], [Sony], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {0.04%~12.23%} for SBFD, and 9 sources ([CATT], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [Nokia], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.51%~-14.81%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 9 sources ([Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Sharp], [Sony], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {0.33%~11.97%} for SBFD, and 4 sources ([CATT], [New H3C], [Samsung], [Xiaomi]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.35%~-6.52%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([CMCC], [OPPO], [SPRD]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([Ericsson], [Qualcomm], [Sharp], [Sony], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {1.61%~20.67%} for SBFD, and 10 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [Nokia], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.81%~-13.76%} for SBFD, and one source ([OPPO]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 15 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {3.32%~33.69%} for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation of -4.83% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {2.80%~95.65%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Nokia], [SPRD]) reported a degradation in the range of {-4.42%~-5.65%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 15 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.53%~35.37%} for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation of -4.80% for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase of 2.84% for SBFD, and 15 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-3.02%~-30.41%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 6 sources ([CMCC], [Intel], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Sharp], [Xiaomi]) reported an increase in the range of {4.53%~25.00%} for SBFD, and 9 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sony], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-2.66%~-22.73%} for SBFD, and one source ([SPRD]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [SPRD]) reported an increase in the range of {0.45%~16.88%} for SBFD, and 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-2.56%~-27.77%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 10 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [Nokia], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.21%~39.63%} for SBFD, and 6 sources ([Ericsson], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [Sharp], [Sony], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-4.66%~-16.37%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 8 sources ([CATT], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [Nokia], [SPRD], [Samsung], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.43%~87.51%} for SBFD, and 8 sources ([CMCC], [Ericsson], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.34%~-45.51%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 10 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [Nokia], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.43%~39.79%} for SBFD, and 6 sources ([Ericsson], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [Sharp], [Sony], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-2.30%~-22.84%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 7 sources ([Ericsson], [New H3C], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [Sharp], [Sony], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {3.92%~54.21%} for SBFD, and 9 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Huawei], [Intel], [Nokia], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-2.08%~-32.75%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([Ericsson], [Qualcomm], [Sharp], [Sony], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {1.23%~7.77%} for SBFD, and 7 sources ([CATT], [Intel], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.29%~-7.81%} for SBFD, and 4 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [OPPO], [SPRD]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 6 sources ([Ericsson], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [Sharp], [Sony], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {3.31%~32.94%} for SBFD, and 9 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Intel], [New H3C], [Nokia], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-3.23%~-20.69%} for SBFD, and one source ([Huawei]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 15 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {4.65%~64.84%} for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation of -4.32% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 12 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.94%~114.90%} for SBFD, and 4 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.99%~-13.44%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 15 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {4.47%~68.27%} for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation of -4.90% for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {12.28%~43.50%} for SBFD, and 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.22%~-42.84%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 6 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Nokia], [SPRD], [Sharp], [Xiaomi]) reported an increase in the range of {3.76%~14.29%} for SBFD, and 8 sources ([Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [Qualcomm], [Sony], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.91%~-24.46%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([OPPO], [Samsung]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase of 1.62% for SBFD, and 15 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Intel], [New H3C], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.54%~-35.33%} for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.1.1.3	SBFD#1_InH_FR1_Sub#3
For sub-case SBFD#1_InH_FR1_Sub#3, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense, SBFD slot configuration Alt-2 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 4Kbytes for DL and 1Kbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([Ericsson], [LG], [OPPO], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.08%~10.94%} for SBFD, and 10 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Huawei], [IDCC], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.10%~-7.66%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [LG], [OPPO], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.20%~13.46%} for SBFD, and 10 sources ([Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.12%~-10.57%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([LG], [OPPO], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.20%~10.65%} for SBFD, and 10 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Sharp], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.00%~-4.71%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 7 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp]) reported an increase in the range of {0.20%~14.94%} for SBFD, and 7 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [LG], [OPPO], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.08%~-12.79%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 6 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Sharp], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {0.01%~6.90%} for SBFD, and 8 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [LG], [OPPO], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 4 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Sharp], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {1.41%~15.22%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [SPRD]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.04%~-25.00%} for SBFD, and 7 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [LG], [OPPO], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 15 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {16.27%~220.33%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 15 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {12.21%~273.27%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 15 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {14.61%~230.00%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-15.56%~-69.34%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 10 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-6.98%~-59.09%} for SBFD, and 4 sources ([CMCC], [LG], [OPPO], [SPRD]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-17.89%~-66.67%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([OPPO], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.37%~0.69%} for SBFD, and 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.04%~-7.60%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([CATT], [CMCC]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.03%~1.18%} for SBFD, and 13 sources ([Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.10%~-14.67%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([OPPO], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.65%~0.96%} for SBFD, and 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.08%~-10.31%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 10 sources ([CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Xiaomi]) reported an increase in the range of {0.20%~21.35%} for SBFD, and 4 sources ([CATT], [Sharp], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.16%~-9.59%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 6 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {0.10%~7.07%} for SBFD, and one source ([Sharp]) reported a decrease of -0.20% for SBFD, and 7 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [LG], [OPPO], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Xiaomi]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 7 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {0.70%~23.73%} for SBFD, and one source ([SPRD]) reported a decrease of -25.00% for SBFD, and 6 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [LG], [OPPO], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 15 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {29.64%~254.06%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 15 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {43.42%~311.26%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 15 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {31.89%~257.89%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-23.76%~-72.07%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 10 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-8.14%~-58.71%} for SBFD, and 4 sources ([CMCC], [LG], [OPPO], [SPRD]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-25.00%~-75.00%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([LG]) reported an improvement of 0.06% for SBFD, and 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.37%~-17.56%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([LG]) reported an improvement of 0.81% for SBFD, and 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-2.62%~-88.49%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([IDCC]) reported an improvement of 0.34% for SBFD, and 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.17%~-13.07%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 12 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {0.52%~181.54%} for SBFD, and one source ([CMCC]) reported a decrease of -0.76% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 6 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Sharp], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {0.40%~13.33%} for SBFD, and 7 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [LG], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 10 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {2.19%~100.00%} for SBFD, and one source ([SPRD]) reported a decrease of -25.00% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Huawei], [LG]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {13.76%~439.97%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {12.84%~808.06%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {16.88%~446.87%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-10.28%~-83.30%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 10 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-11.85%~-58.04%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([CMCC], [LG], [SPRD]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-25.00%~-80.92%} for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.1.1.4	SBFD#1_InH_FR1_Sub#4
For sub-case SBFD#1_InH_FR1_Sub#4, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense, SBFD slot configuration Alt-2 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 0.5Mbytes for DL and 0.125Mbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-15.14%~-73.41%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-7.83%~-81.21%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-10.78%~-74.64%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {1.46%~335.23%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 16 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {17.98%~199.21%} for SBFD, and one source ([SPRD]) reported a decrease of -27.27% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {13.15%~299.40%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {15.25%~125.14%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {13.48%~172.77%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {15.52%~128.57%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-12.64%~-57.34%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-8.95%~-48.51%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-19.50%~-53.85%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-20.11%~-82.99%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-16.82%~-89.83%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-17.40%~-83.80%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {20.23%~711.38%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {17.54%~207.74%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {19.15%~679.30%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {7.69%~165.36%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {9.12%~228.33%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {7.30%~173.56%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-8.14%~-64.42%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-8.95%~-54.55%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.22%~-65.00%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-21.69%~-96.49%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-11.88%~-99.49%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-15.74%~-97.40%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {20.39%~979.73%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {12.85%~906.77%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {20.06%~1295.41%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {9.45%~321.33%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {8.77%~775.87%} for SBFD, and one source ([Mediatek]) reported a degradation of -5.05% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {9.29%~358.44%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Mediatek]) reported an increase of 96.22% for SBFD, and 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-12.87%~-82.62%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-8.95%~-64.71%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.09%~-76.36%} for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.1.1.5	Summary of the observations
For indoor scenario (FR1) in SBFD deployment case 1:
-	In case of using SBFD Alt 4 and large packet size, 
-	semi-static SBFD achieves higher mean and 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels, where the gain at least comes from more UL transmission opportunities for semi-static SBFD compared to legacy TDD, 
-	and semi-static SBFD has higher or lower mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels (the median gain value is about 0%), where the gain at least comes from the more DL transmission opportunities for semi-static SBFD compared to legacy TDD. 
-	In case of using SBFD Alt 4 and small packet size, 
-	semi-static SBFD achieves significantly higher mean and 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels, where the gain at least comes from more UL transmission opportunities for semi-static SBFD compared to legacy TDD, 
-	and semi-static SBFD achieves higher mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels, where the gain at least comes from more DL transmission opportunities for semi-static SBFD compared to legacy TDD. 
-	In case of using SBFD Alt 2 and large packet size, 
-	semi-static SBFD achieves significantly higher mean and 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels, where the gain at least comes from more UL resources and more UL transmission opportunities for semi-static SBFD compared to legacy TDD, 
-	and semi-static SBFD has lower mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD, where the loss for SBFD at least comes from less DL resources for semi-static SBFD compared to legacy TDD. 
-	In case of using SBFD Alt 2 and small packet size, 
-	semi-static SBFD achieves significantly higher mean and 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels, where the gain at least comes from more UL resources and more UL transmission opportunities for semi-static SBFD compared to legacy TDD, 
-	and semi-static SBFD has similar mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for low and medium load levels (the median gain value is about 0%), and lower mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for high load level, where the loss for SBFD at least comes from less DL resources for semi-static SBFD compared to legacy TDD. 
-	Compared to semi-static SBFD Alt4, semi-static SBFD Alt2 achieves more mean and 5% UL Average-UPT gains but more mean and 5% DL Average-UPT losses, for both large packet size and small packet size.

7.3.1.1.2	Urban Macro (FR1)
22 sources provided the SLS evaluation results for Urban Macro (FR1) in SBFD Deployment Case 1. The evaluation results are categorized into 20 sub-cases as in Table 7.3.1.1.2-1 based on the different key assumptions. Each sub-case is based on one combination of key assumptions.	
Table 7.3.1.1.2-1: Sub-cases for Urban Macro (FR1) in SBFD Deployment Case 1.	
	
	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#1
	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#2
	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#3
	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#4

	Co-site: Spatial isolation + digital isolation
	Opt 1:>=93dB
	O
	O
	O
	O

	
	Opt 2: < 93dB
	　
	　
	　
	　

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	O
	O
	　
	　

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	O
	O

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	O
	O
	O
	O

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	O
	　
	O
	　

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	　
	O
	　
	O

	Sources
	11 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [Nokia], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo])
	14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo])
	12 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [IDCC], [LG], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo])
	18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo])



	
	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#5
	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#6
	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#7
	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#8

	Co-site: Spatial isolation + digital isolation
	Opt 1:>=93dB
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Opt 2: < 93dB
	O
	O
	O
	O

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	O
	O
	　
	　

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	O
	O

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	O
	O
	O
	O

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	O
	　
	O
	　

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	　
	O
	　
	O

	Sources
	3 sources ([Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm])
	2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia])
	3 sources ([IDCC], [LG], [Qualcomm])
	3 sources ([IDCC], [LG], [Nokia])



	
	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#9
	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#10
	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#11
	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#12

	Co-site: Spatial isolation + digital isolation
	Opt 1:>=93dB
	O
	O
	O
	O

	
	Opt 2: < 93dB
	　
	　
	　
	　

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	O
	O
	O
	O

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	O
	O
	　
	　

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	　
	　
	O
	O

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	O
	　
	O
	　

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	　
	O
	　
	O

	Sources
	1 sources ([Samsung])
	1 sources ([Samsung])
	1 sources ([Nokia])
	2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia])



	
	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#13
	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#14
	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#15
	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#16

	Co-site: Spatial isolation + digital isolation
	Opt 1:>=93dB
	O
	O
	O
	O

	
	Opt 2: < 93dB
	　
	　
	　
	　

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	O
	O
	O
	　

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	O

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	　
	　
	　
	O

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	O
	O
	　
	　

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	　
	　
	O
	　

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	O
	　
	　
	　

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	　
	O
	O
	O

	Sources
	1 sources ([Samsung])
	1 sources ([Samsung])
	1 sources ([Ericsson])
	2 sources ([Huawei], [Xiaomi])



	
	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#17
	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#18
	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#19
	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#20

	Co-site: Spatial isolation + digital isolation
	Opt 1:>=93dB
	O
	O
	　
	　

	
	Opt 2: < 93dB
	　
	　
	O
	O

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	　
	　
	O
	O

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	O
	O
	　
	　

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	O
	　
	　
	　

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	　
	O
	O
	O

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	　
	　
	O
	　

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	O
	O
	　
	O

	Sources
	1 sources ([Ericsson])
	1 sources ([Ericsson])
	1 sources ([Nokia])
	1 sources ([Nokia])




7.3.1.1.2.1	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#1
For sub-case SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#1, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense, no less than 93dB for spatial isolation and digital isolation for co-site inter-sector CLI, SBFD slot configuration Alt-4 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 4Kbytes for DL and 1Kbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 8 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {2.38%~13.50%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Fujitsu], [Nokia], [Xiaomi]) reported a degradation in the range of {-5.40%~-15.66%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([Panasonic], [Samsung], [Sharp], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {2.24%~9.73%} for SBFD, and 7 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.51%~-83.95%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 9 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {5.87%~16.01%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Fujitsu], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-10.88%~-11.89%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 6 sources ([CMCC], [Fujitsu], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {7.61%~1327.85%} for SBFD, and 5 sources ([CATT], [Panasonic], [Samsung], [Sharp], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-2.54%~-19.18%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {2.33%~4.50%} for SBFD, and 4 sources ([CATT], [Fujitsu], [Samsung], [Sharp]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.80%~-16.60%} for SBFD, and 5 sources ([CMCC], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Fujitsu], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {3.57%~4.66%} for SBFD, and 6 sources ([CATT], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-3.66%~-9.52%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([CMCC], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 11 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [Nokia], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {16.58%~151.43%} for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation of -2.34% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 11 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [Nokia], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.39%~1484.48%} for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation of -23.08% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 10 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {40.15%~164.60%} for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-9.86%~-25.88%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [Sharp]) reported an increase in the range of {3.74%~4.32%} for SBFD, and 10 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [Nokia], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-24.96%~-76.46%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 9 sources ([CATT], [Fujitsu], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-6.33%~-58.73%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([CMCC], [Panasonic]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase of 14.75% for SBFD, and 11 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [Nokia], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-4.63%~-80.00%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([Samsung], [Sharp], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.16%~9.32%} for SBFD, and 8 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [Nokia], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.54%~-26.50%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Samsung], [Sharp]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.93%~3.26%} for SBFD, and 9 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [Nokia], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-8.63%~-99.71%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 8 sources ([CATT], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.09%~9.13%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([CMCC], [Fujitsu], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-2.83%~-32.65%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 10 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [Nokia], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {0.83%~6594.40%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-8.89%~-9.52%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([Fujitsu], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {1.89%~6.67%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([CATT], [Samsung], [Sharp]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.39%~-12.50%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([CMCC], [Panasonic], [ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 4 sources ([CATT], [Fujitsu], [Nokia], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {0.62%~16.23%} for SBFD, and 5 sources ([Panasonic], [Samsung], [Sharp], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.85%~-33.33%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([CMCC], [Qualcomm], [Xiaomi]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 9 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {42.67%~190.59%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Fujitsu], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-25.15%~-45.36%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 8 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {24.51%~397.78%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Fujitsu], [Nokia], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-50.57%~-100.00%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 9 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {42.27%~263.50%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Fujitsu], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-34.80%~-57.44%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 4 sources ([Fujitsu], [Nokia], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {20.19%~254.49%} for SBFD, and 7 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi]) reported a decrease in the range of {-2.66%~-56.67%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {14.19%~29.83%} for SBFD, and 8 sources ([CATT], [Fujitsu], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-2.02%~-58.24%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([CMCC], [Panasonic]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Fujitsu], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {28.88%~71.47%} for SBFD, and 9 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-30.00%~-75.00%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {4.67%~5.26%} for SBFD, and 10 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [Nokia], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-8.90%~-35.26%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an improvement of 0.72% for SBFD, and 11 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [Nokia], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.56%~-99.84%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.63%~4.19%} for SBFD, and 9 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [Nokia], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.59%~-35.16%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 10 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [Nokia], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {7.74%~7669.10%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-5.31%~-5.94%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 6 sources ([CATT], [Fujitsu], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Sharp], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {0.68%~6.45%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-5.17%~-6.90%} for SBFD, and 4 sources ([CMCC], [Panasonic], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 6 sources ([CATT], [Fujitsu], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Sharp], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {3.31%~27.04%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Panasonic], [Samsung], [Xiaomi]) reported a decrease in the range of {-2.30%~-33.33%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([CMCC], [ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 9 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {26.89%~170.16%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Fujitsu], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-54.48%~-80.27%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([CATT], [Panasonic], [Samsung], [Xiaomi]) reported an improvement in the range of {56.00%~296.69%} for SBFD, and 7 sources ([CMCC], [Fujitsu], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Sharp], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.67%~-100.00%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 9 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {27.67%~227.24%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Fujitsu], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-86.53%~-95.03%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 6 sources ([CMCC], [Fujitsu], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Sharp], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {1.07%~1023.44%} for SBFD, and 5 sources ([CATT], [Panasonic], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-11.09%~-65.64%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Fujitsu], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {4.41%~59.60%} for SBFD, and 8 sources ([CATT], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-11.10%~-57.31%} for SBFD, and one source ([CMCC]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Fujitsu], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {282.73%~4956.96%} for SBFD, and 9 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-31.58%~-72.66%} for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.1.2.2	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#2
For sub-case SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#2, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense, no less than 93dB for spatial isolation and digital isolation for co-site inter-sector CLI, SBFD slot configuration Alt-4 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 0.5Mbytes for DL and 0.125Mbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Samsung], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.84%~3.94%} for SBFD, and 12 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi]) reported a degradation in the range of {-2.35%~-30.75%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an improvement of 0.99% for SBFD, and 11 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.36%~-69.81%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Huawei], [New H3C], [SPRD]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Samsung], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.43%~2.77%} for SBFD, and 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.02%~-35.87%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {2.88%~438.98%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a decrease of -1.39% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 8 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Sony], [Xiaomi]) reported an increase in the range of {0.67%~13.48%} for SBFD, and 5 sources ([New H3C], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.16%~-2.86%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 13 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {0.54%~47.85%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([CMCC], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.67%~-5.56%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {5.04%~102.42%} for SBFD, and one source ([Sharp]) reported a degradation of -2.10% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 8 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Nokia], [Samsung], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {58.00%~inf%} for SBFD, and 4 sources ([New H3C], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Sharp]) reported a degradation in the range of {-3.71%~-100.00%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Fujitsu], [Huawei]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {18.14%~387.22%} for SBFD, and one source ([Sharp]) reported a degradation of -5.44% for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Sharp]) reported an increase of 1.39% for SBFD, and 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-12.64%~-82.58%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 7 sources ([CMCC], [Ericsson], [New H3C], [Nokia], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp]) reported an increase in the range of {1.80%~10.48%} for SBFD, and 8 sources ([CATT], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.43%~-31.91%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.76%~-79.34%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Samsung], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.90%~1.82%} for SBFD, and 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-6.07%~-47.06%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-5.64%~-100.00%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an improvement of 0.45% for SBFD, and 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.01%~-52.57%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {1.02%~1179.30%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 11 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi]) reported an increase in the range of {1.48%~39.86%} for SBFD, and one source ([vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.75%~-1.17%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([CMCC], [Samsung]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {0.86%~106.52%} for SBFD, and one source ([vivo]) reported a decrease of -0.29% for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 9 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sony], [Xiaomi]) reported an improvement in the range of {2.99%~93.47%} for SBFD, and 6 sources ([Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Sharp], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-8.76%~-51.71%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Samsung], [Xiaomi]) reported an improvement in the range of {54.26%~492.66%} for SBFD, and 7 sources ([Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [New H3C], [Nokia], [SPRD], [Sharp], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-8.83%~-100.00%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Huawei], [Qualcomm], [Sony]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 8 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Huawei], [New H3C], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sony], [Xiaomi]) reported an improvement in the range of {7.37%~327.40%} for SBFD, and 6 sources ([Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Sharp], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-10.98%~-56.68%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 4 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Sharp], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {3.73%~166.79%} for SBFD, and 10 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sony], [Xiaomi]) reported a decrease in the range of {-10.04%~-68.27%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 10 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Nokia], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi]) reported an increase in the range of {2.76%~61.90%} for SBFD, and 4 sources ([Huawei], [Qualcomm], [Sony], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-5.56%~-43.23%} for SBFD, and one source ([CMCC]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Nokia], [Sharp], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {32.92%~124.90%} for SBFD, and 9 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sony], [Xiaomi]) reported a decrease in the range of {-6.12%~-75.93%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([vivo]) reported an improvement of 0.79% for SBFD, and 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-4.98%~-72.21%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-6.67%~-100.00%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.94%~-83.95%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {1.90%~2285.51%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 11 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sony], [Xiaomi]) reported an increase in the range of {1.87%~62.87%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Sharp], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.37%~-2.08%} for SBFD, and one source ([CMCC]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 14 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {3.81%~256.85%} for SBFD, and one source ([vivo]) reported a decrease of -2.09% for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 6 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Huawei], [Samsung], [Sony], [Xiaomi]) reported an improvement in the range of {3.72%~88.56%} for SBFD, and 9 sources ([Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Sharp], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.11%~-86.08%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([CATT], [Samsung], [Xiaomi]) reported an improvement in the range of {15.25%~223.26%} for SBFD, and 7 sources ([CMCC], [Ericsson], [New H3C], [Nokia], [SPRD], [Sharp], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-60.97%~-100.00%} for SBFD, and 4 sources ([Fujitsu], [Huawei], [Qualcomm], [Sony]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 8 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Huawei], [New H3C], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sony], [Xiaomi]) reported an improvement in the range of {4.64%~375.20%} for SBFD, and 7 sources ([Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Sharp], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-16.40%~-96.30%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 7 sources ([Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [New H3C], [Nokia], [SPRD], [Sharp], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {24.64%~339.70%} for SBFD, and 7 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Huawei], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sony], [Xiaomi]) reported a decrease in the range of {-5.57%~-71.22%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 9 sources ([CATT], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [New H3C], [Nokia], [SPRD], [Sharp], [Xiaomi]) reported an increase in the range of {4.34%~221.94%} for SBFD, and 5 sources ([CMCC], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sony], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.75%~-41.74%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 7 sources ([Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [New H3C], [Nokia], [SPRD], [Sharp], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {0.24%~724.55%} for SBFD, and 7 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Huawei], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sony], [Xiaomi]) reported a decrease in the range of {-2.85%~-73.10%} for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.1.2.3	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#3
For sub-case SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#3, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense, no less than 93dB for spatial isolation and digital isolation for co-site inter-sector CLI, SBFD slot configuration Alt-2 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 4Kbytes for DL and 1Kbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([LG], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.04%~0.25%} for SBFD, and 11 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [IDCC], [LG], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.04%~-33.12%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([LG]) reported an improvement of 0.22% for SBFD, and 12 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [IDCC], [LG], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.05%~-99.37%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([LG], [Sharp], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.02%~0.21%} for SBFD, and 10 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [IDCC], [LG], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.39%~-32.70%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 10 sources ([CMCC], [Fujitsu], [LG], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {0.15%~64.95%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([CATT], [LG]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.05%~-1.14%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([Fujitsu], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {1.42%~7.55%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([CATT], [Sharp]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.27%~-2.11%} for SBFD, and 4 sources ([CMCC], [LG], [Panasonic], [ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 6 sources ([Fujitsu], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {0.10%~11.22%} for SBFD, and one source ([CATT]) reported a decrease of -0.83% for SBFD, and 4 sources ([CMCC], [LG], [Panasonic], [ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 12 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [IDCC], [LG], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {49.79%~213.44%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 11 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [LG], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {33.45%~1588.36%} for SBFD, and one source ([IDCC]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 12 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [IDCC], [LG], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {39.00%~225.00%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 11 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [LG], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-36.12%~-77.23%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 8 sources ([CATT], [Fujitsu], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-8.43%~-58.51%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([CMCC], [LG], [Panasonic]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 11 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [LG], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-29.60%~-80.00%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([LG]) reported an improvement of 0.23% for SBFD, and 12 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [IDCC], [LG], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.05%~-26.79%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([LG]) reported an improvement of 0.96% for SBFD, and 12 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [IDCC], [LG], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.32%~-99.44%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([LG]) reported an improvement of 0.18% for SBFD, and 12 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [IDCC], [LG], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.26%~-29.41%} for SBFD, and one source ([LG]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 11 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [LG], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {0.20%~1138.97%} for SBFD, and one source ([LG]) reported a decrease of -0.01% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 7 sources ([Fujitsu], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {0.25%~12.17%} for SBFD, and one source ([CATT]) reported a decrease of -0.40% for SBFD, and 3 sources ([CMCC], [LG], [Panasonic]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 8 sources ([CATT], [Fujitsu], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {1.39%~14.00%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([CMCC], [LG], [Panasonic]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 11 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [IDCC], [LG], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {39.80%~250.90%} for SBFD, and one source ([Fujitsu]) reported a degradation of -0.50% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 10 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [LG], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {22.92%~494.72%} for SBFD, and one source ([vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-9.55%~-14.20%} for SBFD, and one source ([IDCC]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 11 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [IDCC], [LG], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {38.52%~303.15%} for SBFD, and one source ([Fujitsu]) reported a degradation of -5.71% for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {2.66%~97.87%} for SBFD, and 10 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [LG], [Panasonic], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-10.10%~-86.67%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 8 sources ([CATT], [Fujitsu], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-9.32%~-58.27%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([CMCC], [LG], [Panasonic]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Fujitsu]) reported an increase of 14.91% for SBFD, and 10 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [LG], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-38.46%~-75.00%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([LG]) reported an improvement of 0.10% for SBFD, and 12 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [IDCC], [LG], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.82%~-41.89%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([LG]) reported an improvement of 3.91% for SBFD, and 12 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [IDCC], [LG], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-4.76%~-99.87%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([LG]) reported an improvement of 0.10% for SBFD, and 12 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [IDCC], [LG], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.64%~-36.66%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 11 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [LG], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {1.13%~5640.73%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 7 sources ([CATT], [Fujitsu], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {1.36%~12.42%} for SBFD, and 4 sources ([CMCC], [LG], [Panasonic], [ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 10 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {9.20%~100.00%} for SBFD, and one source ([LG]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 11 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [IDCC], [LG], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {24.63%~422.52%} for SBFD, and one source ([Fujitsu]) reported a degradation of -12.01% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 9 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [IDCC], [LG], [Panasonic], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {16.92%~626.09%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Fujitsu], [Qualcomm], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-18.61%~-100.00%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 11 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [IDCC], [LG], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {23.42%~5125.50%} for SBFD, and one source ([Fujitsu]) reported a degradation of -16.66% for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {1.16%~220.89%} for SBFD, and 9 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Fujitsu], [LG], [Panasonic], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-6.23%~-81.74%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 9 sources ([CATT], [Fujitsu], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-3.47%~-57.97%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([CMCC], [LG]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Fujitsu]) reported an increase of 27.52% for SBFD, and 10 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [LG], [Panasonic], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-33.33%~-91.18%} for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.1.2.4	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#4
For sub-case SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#4, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense, no less than 93dB for spatial isolation and digital isolation for co-site inter-sector CLI, SBFD slot configuration Alt-2 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 0.5Mbytes for DL and 0.125Mbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-15.62%~-60.25%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 16 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-4.78%~-77.12%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Huawei], [New H3C], [SPRD]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-17.65%~-60.49%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {14.57%~393.23%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {10.76%~149.16%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {21.02%~155.18%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {5.08%~147.68%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 12 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [Ericsson], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [Nokia], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {5.91%~inf%} for SBFD, and 4 sources ([DOCOMO], [New H3C], [Qualcomm], [SPRD]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.86%~-100.00%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Fujitsu], [Huawei]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {2.47%~382.88%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Sharp]) reported an increase of 33.50% for SBFD, and 16 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-20.15%~-83.53%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-16.49%~-47.67%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-14.03%~-79.45%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-20.70%~-74.62%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-14.83%~-100.00%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-20.59%~-75.27%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {30.93%~423.82%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {14.93%~179.30%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {20.53%~334.43%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {4.99%~138.91%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 13 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [Nokia], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {12.69%~inf%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Fujitsu], [New H3C], [SPRD]) reported a degradation of -100.00% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Huawei], [Qualcomm]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi]) reported an improvement in the range of {9.63%~364.40%} for SBFD, and one source ([vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-8.90%~-47.35%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([vivo]) reported an increase of 12.74% for SBFD, and 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-5.69%~-83.19%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-2.51%~-51.80%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {10.86%~101.07%} for SBFD, and 16 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi]) reported a decrease in the range of {-5.37%~-76.27%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-24.63%~-93.02%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-30.98%~-100.00%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 18 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-25.46%~-94.71%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {35.66%~1764.83%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {14.29%~607.50%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {38.10%~749.70%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.18%~133.85%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Mediatek], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.06%~-10.61%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 12 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [Nokia], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {6.92%~inf%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([New H3C], [Nokia], [SPRD]) reported a degradation in the range of {-2.10%~-100.00%} for SBFD, and 4 sources ([Fujitsu], [Huawei], [Qualcomm], [Sony]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 16 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [IDCC], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi]) reported an improvement in the range of {9.43%~398.78%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Qualcomm], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-5.44%~-78.95%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([vivo]) reported an increase of 73.57% for SBFD, and 17 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-2.88%~-77.05%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([New H3C], [Nokia], [SPRD]) reported an increase in the range of {0.08%~11.60%} for SBFD, and 15 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.79%~-82.26%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {3.16%~360.30%} for SBFD, and 16 sources ([CATT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Fujitsu], [Huawei], [LG], [Mediatek], [New H3C], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [SPRD], [Samsung], [Sharp], [Sony], [Xiaomi]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.01%~-73.45%} for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.1.2.5	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#5
For sub-case SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#5, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense, less than 93dB for spatial isolation and digital isolation for co-site inter-sector CLI, SBFD slot configuration Alt-4 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 4Kbytes for DL and 1Kbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-2.33%~-20.09%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-67.00%~-81.13%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an improvement of 4.75% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-11.97%~-16.55%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported an increase in the range of {235.90%~860.25%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {4.42%~4.43%} for SBFD, and one source ([Intel]) reported a decrease of -0.93% for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {4.06%~12.29%} for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a decrease of -3.06% for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Qualcomm]) reported an improvement in the range of {83.23%~91.45%} for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-97.20%~-98.28%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Intel]) reported an improvement of 118.09% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-98.32%~-100.00%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Qualcomm]) reported an improvement in the range of {93.44%~180.53%} for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-98.66%~-98.81%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {2387.80%~2772.45%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Intel], [Qualcomm]) reported a decrease in the range of {-57.99%~-60.52%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {356.05%~597.28%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Intel], [Qualcomm]) reported a decrease in the range of {-35.46%~-56.54%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {33110.14%~40788.32%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Intel], [Qualcomm]) reported a decrease in the range of {-41.13%~-47.29%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-11.11%~-25.21%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-97.96%~-98.85%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an improvement of 1.69% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-6.97%~-26.08%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported an increase in the range of {712.11%~935.61%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported an increase in the range of {3.33%~6.68%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {3.95%~21.83%} for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a decrease of -2.00% for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Qualcomm]) reported an improvement in the range of {43.38%~107.98%} for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation of -99.99% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Intel]) reported an improvement of 6.38% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported a degradation of -100.00% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Qualcomm]) reported an improvement in the range of {7.31%~4061.60%} for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation of -100.00% for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported an increase in the range of {47.63%~2998.48%} for SBFD, and one source ([Intel]) reported a decrease of -42.56% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {44563.08%~45686.26%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Intel], [Qualcomm]) reported a decrease in the range of {-31.40%~-55.88%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {56849.56%~57748.92%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Intel], [Qualcomm]) reported a decrease in the range of {-34.47%~-44.11%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-16.32%~-38.72%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-99.02%~-99.97%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.71%~-70.73%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported an increase in the range of {166.08%~605.07%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported an increase in the range of {3.23%~4.63%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported an increase in the range of {2.33%~33.97%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Qualcomm]) reported an improvement in the range of {11.60%~162.23%} for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation of -100.00% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Intel]) reported an improvement of 3.34% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported a degradation of -100.00% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Intel]) reported an improvement of 138.73% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-46.25%~-100.00%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported an increase in the range of {34.61%~1224.70%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {36831.24%~36975.85%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Intel], [Qualcomm]) reported a decrease in the range of {-30.27%~-54.11%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {23679.53%~23714.65%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Intel], [Qualcomm]) reported a decrease in the range of {-10.60%~-45.50%} for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.1.2.6	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#6
For sub-case SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#6, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense, less than 93dB for spatial isolation and digital isolation for co-site inter-sector CLI, SBFD slot configuration Alt-4 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 0.5Mbytes for DL and 0.125Mbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-23.44%~-38.51%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-74.19%~-94.08%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-31.64%~-43.61%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {329.76%~383.39%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {0.81%~10.82%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {63.20%~76.06%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Intel]) reported an improvement of 50.51% for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-40.23%~-44.04%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Intel]) reported an improvement of 110.55% for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation of -100.00% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Intel]) reported an improvement of 411.81% for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-44.75%~-49.50%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {48.16%~48.48%} for SBFD, and one source ([Intel]) reported a decrease of -55.05% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {12.12%~27.50%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {86.22%~105.25%} for SBFD, and one source ([Intel]) reported a decrease of -41.52% for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-35.03%~-66.08%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-90.63%~-98.47%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-47.24%~-78.62%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {346.53%~800.78%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {1.72%~26.94%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {99.63%~207.50%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Intel]) reported an improvement of 26.14% for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-90.54%~-92.38%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Intel]) reported an improvement of 72.75% for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation of -100.00% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Intel]) reported an improvement of 524.19% for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-98.89%~-99.23%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {288.85%~324.96%} for SBFD, and one source ([Intel]) reported a decrease of -29.57% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {40.49%~180.78%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {51.66%~1029.56%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-32.92%~-72.20%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-94.69%~-97.64%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-43.94%~-89.80%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {250.13%~432.49%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {2.46%~77.07%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {58.75%~218.17%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Intel]) reported an improvement of 52.68% for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-99.79%~-99.85%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Intel]) reported an improvement of 72.43% for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation of -100.00% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Intel]) reported an improvement of 54.91% for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation of -100.00% for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {17.31%~653.88%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {7.41%~1587.97%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {21.15%~2409.35%} for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.1.2.7	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#7
For sub-case SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#7, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense, less than 93dB for spatial isolation and digital isolation for co-site inter-sector CLI, SBFD slot configuration Alt-2 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 4Kbytes for DL and 1Kbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([IDCC], [LG], [Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.16%~-33.53%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([IDCC], [LG], [Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.30%~-99.95%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([IDCC], [LG], [Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.39%~-30.94%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([LG], [Qualcomm]) reported an increase in the range of {0.19%~369.86%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase of 3.23% for SBFD, and one source ([LG]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase of 6.12% for SBFD, and one source ([LG]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([IDCC], [LG], [Qualcomm]) reported an improvement in the range of {62.64%~213.37%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([LG]) reported an improvement of 288.43% for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a degradation of -95.13% for SBFD, and one source ([IDCC]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([IDCC], [LG], [Qualcomm]) reported an improvement in the range of {100.00%~225.00%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([LG], [Qualcomm]) reported a decrease in the range of {-58.86%~-69.14%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a decrease of -56.54% for SBFD, and one source ([LG]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([LG], [Qualcomm]) reported a decrease in the range of {-40.48%~-66.67%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([LG]) reported an improvement of 0.01% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([IDCC], [Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-17.62%~-28.55%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([LG]) reported an improvement of 0.07% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([IDCC], [Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-98.16%~-99.54%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([IDCC], [Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-6.58%~-19.43%} for SBFD, and one source ([LG]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([LG], [Qualcomm]) reported an increase in the range of {0.18%~815.76%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase of 6.67% for SBFD, and one source ([LG]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase of 8.00% for SBFD, and one source ([LG]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([IDCC], [LG], [Qualcomm]) reported an improvement in the range of {48.90%~250.61%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([LG]) reported an improvement of 318.39% for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a degradation of -100.00% for SBFD, and one source ([IDCC]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([IDCC], [LG], [Qualcomm]) reported an improvement in the range of {24.32%~263.64%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase of 45.32% for SBFD, and one source ([LG]) reported a decrease of -72.08% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a decrease of -55.96% for SBFD, and one source ([LG]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([LG], [Qualcomm]) reported a decrease in the range of {-37.54%~-66.67%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([IDCC], [LG], [Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.20%~-32.77%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([IDCC], [LG], [Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-3.34%~-99.96%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([LG]) reported an improvement of 0.19% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([IDCC], [Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-18.63%~-23.26%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([LG], [Qualcomm]) reported an increase in the range of {1.24%~174.86%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase of 6.45% for SBFD, and one source ([LG]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase of 42.31% for SBFD, and one source ([LG]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([IDCC], [LG], [Qualcomm]) reported an improvement in the range of {27.22%~421.95%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([IDCC], [LG]) reported an improvement in the range of {25.00%~622.15%} for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a degradation of -100.00% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([IDCC], [LG]) reported an improvement in the range of {12.69%~428.36%} for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a degradation of -13.44% for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase of 47.04% for SBFD, and one source ([LG]) reported a decrease of -81.70% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a decrease of -54.15% for SBFD, and one source ([LG]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([LG], [Qualcomm]) reported a decrease in the range of {-29.30%~-80.00%} for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.1.2.8	SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#8
For sub-case SBFD#1_UMA_FR1_Sub#8, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense, less than 93dB for spatial isolation and digital isolation for co-site inter-sector CLI, SBFD slot configuration Alt-2 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 0.5Mbytes for DL and 0.125Mbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([IDCC], [LG], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-15.63%~-40.42%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([IDCC], [LG], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-23.78%~-83.50%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([IDCC], [LG], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-25.64%~-48.28%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([LG], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {33.57%~478.12%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([LG], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {19.85%~33.33%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([LG], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {28.57%~113.30%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([IDCC], [LG]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.27%~61.34%} for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-24.20%~-27.19%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([LG]) reported an improvement of 74.19% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([IDCC], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-24.64%~-44.65%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([LG]) reported an improvement of 62.98% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([IDCC], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-16.29%~-36.23%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([LG], [Nokia]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.08%~-39.96%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {3.15%~5.86%} for SBFD, and one source ([LG]) reported a decrease of -33.33% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {70.40%~77.65%} for SBFD, and one source ([LG]) reported a decrease of -35.29% for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([IDCC], [LG], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-26.81%~-50.34%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([IDCC], [LG], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-27.63%~-96.43%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([IDCC], [LG], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-27.23%~-61.52%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([LG], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {34.68%~516.45%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([LG], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {22.12%~33.33%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([LG], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {25.00%~171.83%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([LG]) reported an improvement of 62.78% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([IDCC], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-20.57%~-46.73%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([LG]) reported an improvement of 80.04% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([IDCC], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-5.32%~-48.12%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([LG]) reported an improvement of 66.67% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([IDCC], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-47.35%~-47.78%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {19.67%~20.31%} for SBFD, and one source ([LG]) reported a decrease of -41.71% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {35.73%~38.46%} for SBFD, and one source ([LG]) reported a decrease of -45.45% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {111.42%~113.32%} for SBFD, and one source ([LG]) reported a decrease of -35.00% for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([IDCC], [LG], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-40.30%~-52.81%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([IDCC], [LG], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-68.80%~-99.74%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([IDCC], [LG], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-44.31%~-64.90%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([LG], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {104.20%~502.08%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([LG], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {24.75%~33.33%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([LG], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {90.00%~128.94%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([LG]) reported an improvement of 85.69% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([IDCC], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-7.01%~-35.45%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([IDCC], [LG]) reported an improvement in the range of {86.25%~106.93%} for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-57.83%~-59.27%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([LG]) reported an improvement of 93.59% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([IDCC], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-2.27%~-32.30%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {1.26%~3.10%} for SBFD, and one source ([LG]) reported a decrease of -48.92% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {18.67%~20.39%} for SBFD, and one source ([LG]) reported a decrease of -36.36% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {41.52%~43.10%} for SBFD, and one source ([LG]) reported a decrease of -42.86% for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.1.2.9	Summary of the observations
For Urban Macro (FR1) in SBFD deployment case 1, if the total capability of spatial isolation and digital isolation for co-site inter-sector CLI is no less than 93 dB:
-	In case of using SBFD Alt 4 and large packet size, 
-	semi-static SBFD has higher mean and 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for low load level, and higher or lower mean and 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for medium and high load level (the median gain value is about 0%), 
-	and semi-static SBFD has lower mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels. 
-	In case of using SBFD Alt 4 and small packet size, 
-	semi-static SBFD has higher mean and 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for low load level, and higher mean UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for medium and high load levels, and higher or lower 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for medium and high load levels (the median gain value is about 56% for medium load level and about -21% for high load level), 
-	and semi-static SBFD has higher or lower mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for low load level(the median gain value is about 7% for mean DL Average-UPT and about -6% for 5% DL Average-UPT), and lower mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for medium and high load levels (the median gain value is about -3% for mean DL Average-UPT for medium load level). 
-	In case of using SBFD Alt 2 and large packet size, 
-	semi-static SBFD has higher mean and 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels, 
-	and semi-static SBFD has lower mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels. 
-	In case of using SBFD Alt 2 and small packet size, 
-	semi-static SBFD has higher mean and 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels, 
-	and semi-static SBFD has lower mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels (the median gain value is about -3% for mean DL Average-UPT for load load level). 
-	Compared to semi-static SBFD Alt4, semi-static SBFD Alt2 achieves more mean and 5% UL Average-UPT gains but more mean and 5% DL Average-UPT losses, for both large packet size and small packet size.


7.3.1.1.3	Dense Urban Macro layer (FR1)
8 sources provided the SLS evaluation results for Dense Urban Macro layer (FR1) in SBFD Deployment Case 1. The evaluation results are categorized into 13 sub-cases as in Table 7.3.1.1.3-1 based on the different key assumptions. Each sub-case is based on one combination of key assumptions.	
Table 7.3.1.1.3-1: Sub-cases for Dense Urban Macro layer (FR1) in SBFD Deployment Case 1.	
	
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR1_Sub#1
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR1_Sub#2
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR1_Sub#3
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR1_Sub#4

	Co-site: Spatial isolation + digital isolation
	Opt 1:>= 93dB
	O
	O
	O
	O

	
	Opt 2: < 93dB
	　
	　
	　
	　

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	O
	O
	　
	O

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	O
	　

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	O
	O
	O
	　

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	　
	　
	　
	O

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	O
	　
	　
	O

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	　
	O
	O
	　

	Sources
	4 sources ([CMCC], [Nokia], [ZTE], [vivo])
	6 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Samsung], [ZTE], [vivo])
	5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE])
	1 sources ([Nokia])



	
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR1_Sub#5
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR1_Sub#6
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR1_Sub#7
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR1_Sub#8

	Co-site: Spatial isolation + digital isolation
	Opt 1:>= 93dB
	O
	O
	O
	　

	
	Opt 2: < 93dB
	　
	　
	　
	O

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	O
	　
	　
	O

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	O
	　
	　

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	O
	　

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	　
	O
	O
	O

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	O
	　
	　
	　

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	　
	O
	　
	O

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	O
	　
	O
	　

	Sources
	1 sources ([Nokia])
	2 sources ([CMCC], [ZTE])
	1 sources ([Huawei])
	2 sources ([Nokia], [OPPO])



	
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR1_Sub#9
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR1_Sub#10
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR1_Sub#11
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR1_Sub#12

	Co-site: Spatial isolation + digital isolation
	Opt 1:>= 93dB
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Opt 2: < 93dB
	O
	O
	O
	O

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	O
	O
	O
	　

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	O

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	O
	　
	　
	O

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	　
	O
	O
	　

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	　
	O
	　
	O

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	O
	　
	O
	　

	Sources
	2 sources ([Nokia], [OPPO])
	1 sources ([Nokia])
	1 sources ([Nokia])
	1 sources ([OPPO])



	
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR1_Sub#13
	
	
	

	Co-site: Spatial isolation + digital isolation
	Opt 1:>= 93dB
	　
	
	
	

	
	Opt 2: < 93dB
	O
	
	
	

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	　
	
	
	

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	O
	
	
	

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	
	
	

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	
	
	

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	O
	
	
	

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	
	
	

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	　
	
	
	

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	　
	
	
	

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	O
	
	
	

	Sources
	1 sources ([OPPO])
	
	
	





7.3.1.1.3.1	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR1_Sub#1
For sub-case SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR1_Sub#1, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense, no less than 93dB for spatial isolation and digital isolation for co-site inter-sector CLI, SBFD slot configuration Alt-4 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 4Kbytes for DL and 1Kbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([CMCC], [Nokia], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.84%~10.75%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([CMCC], [Nokia], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.56%~14.47%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.54%~-19.66%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([CMCC], [Nokia], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.28%~11.06%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([vivo]) reported an increase of 35.55% for SBFD, and 4 sources ([CMCC], [Nokia], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-2.17%~-19.55%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {2.72%~3.67%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([CMCC], [ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.97%~-3.12%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([CMCC], [ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([CMCC], [Nokia], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {22.83%~144.69%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([CMCC], [Nokia], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {68.20%~93.23%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.28%~-7.74%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([CMCC], [Nokia], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {2.66%~154.05%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 4 sources ([CMCC], [Nokia], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-13.22%~-53.15%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-7.88%~-58.96%} for SBFD, and one source ([CMCC]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 4 sources ([CMCC], [Nokia], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-20.23%~-62.61%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([CMCC], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.05%~11.46%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Nokia], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-3.71%~-8.00%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([CMCC]) reported an improvement of 12.29% for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Nokia], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.31%~-86.76%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([CMCC], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {2.80%~11.77%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Nokia], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-5.55%~-9.42%} for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {5.63%~989.10%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([CMCC], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.03%~-15.34%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {3.69%~4.47%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([CMCC], [ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {2.45%~8.21%} for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a decrease of -0.69% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([CMCC], [ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([CMCC], [Nokia], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {23.61%~115.87%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([CMCC], [Nokia]) reported an improvement in the range of {12.44%~48.32%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.49%~-97.74%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([CMCC], [Nokia], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {2.08%~138.31%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {85.95%~261.52%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([CMCC], [Nokia], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-13.51%~-36.91%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-7.57%~-58.60%} for SBFD, and one source ([CMCC]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 4 sources ([CMCC], [Nokia], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-21.67%~-60.12%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([CMCC]) reported an improvement of 8.24% for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Nokia], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-3.40%~-17.03%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([CMCC]) reported an improvement of 4.90% for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Nokia], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-19.79%~-98.84%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([CMCC], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {2.74%~8.33%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Nokia], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-2.07%~-17.95%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {10.78%~1409.57%} for SBFD, and one source ([CMCC]) reported a decrease of -7.91% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {3.76%~6.01%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([CMCC], [ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {3.71%~16.27%} for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a decrease of -1.16% for SBFD, and one source ([CMCC]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([CMCC], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {26.74%~76.48%} for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation of -23.87% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([CMCC]) reported an improvement of 39.78% for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Nokia], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.60%~-98.95%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([CMCC], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {2.07%~122.65%} for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation of -44.27% for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([CMCC], [Nokia], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {0.79%~607.03%} for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported a decrease of -15.02% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([ZTE]) reported an increase of 38.98% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Nokia], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-9.50%~-58.28%} for SBFD, and one source ([CMCC]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase of 40.51% for SBFD, and 3 sources ([CMCC], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-19.70%~-54.94%} for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.1.3.2	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR1_Sub#2
For sub-case SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR1_Sub#2, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense, no less than 93dB for spatial isolation and digital isolation for co-site inter-sector CLI, SBFD slot configuration Alt-4 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 0.5Mbytes for DL and 0.125Mbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([CMCC], [Samsung], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.27%~4.76%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Huawei], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.17%~-12.69%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {10.36%~10.93%} for SBFD, and 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.70%~-36.66%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Nokia], [Samsung], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.46%~7.24%} for SBFD, and one source ([Huawei]) reported a degradation in the range of {-4.96%~-14.39%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Huawei], [Nokia], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {0.11%~55.60%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([CMCC], [Samsung], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.72%~-4.20%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Huawei], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {0.53%~10.00%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Samsung], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.43%~-7.69%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Huawei], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {0.92%~18.75%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Nokia], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.79%~-5.91%} for SBFD, and one source ([CMCC]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 6 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Samsung], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {12.14%~40.89%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 6 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Samsung], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {5.47%~275.98%} for SBFD, and one source ([Huawei]) reported a degradation of -27.28% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 6 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Samsung], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an improvement in the range of {8.45%~46.32%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([vivo]) reported an increase of 4.76% for SBFD, and 6 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Samsung], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-19.06%~-58.69%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([CMCC], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {11.65%~13.04%} for SBFD, and 4 sources ([Huawei], [Nokia], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-2.66%~-25.92%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 6 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Samsung], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-9.65%~-44.91%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 6 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Samsung], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.09%~-23.20%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([vivo]) reported an improvement of 2.95% for SBFD, and 6 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Samsung], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-2.89%~-59.65%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([CMCC]) reported an improvement of 0.52% for SBFD, and 5 sources ([Huawei], [Nokia], [Samsung], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.13%~-23.72%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Nokia], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {1.25%~373.92%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a decrease of -2.01% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Huawei], [Nokia], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {0.17%~25.00%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Samsung], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.21%~-0.93%} for SBFD, and one source ([CMCC]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 4 sources ([Huawei], [Nokia], [Samsung], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {0.17%~32.00%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([CMCC], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.78%~-5.56%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {5.71%~24.68%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Huawei], [Nokia], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.71%~-39.85%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {30.97%~202.12%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Huawei], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-59.62%~-90.10%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {2.66%~26.12%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Huawei], [Nokia], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-11.12%~-47.99%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {285.17%~485.42%} for SBFD, and 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-22.16%~-57.65%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {6.67%~40.00%} for SBFD, and 4 sources ([Huawei], [Nokia], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-3.18%~-12.01%} for SBFD, and one source ([Huawei]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Huawei], [Nokia], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {10.34%~108.30%} for SBFD, and 4 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-10.34%~-25.00%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 6 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Samsung], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-2.60%~-38.80%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 6 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Samsung], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.28%~-96.54%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 6 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Samsung], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-3.23%~-52.27%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 6 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Samsung], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {1.66%~907.31%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Huawei], [Nokia], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {0.48%~18.75%} for SBFD, and one source ([vivo]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.29%~-2.75%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([CMCC], [ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 6 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Samsung], [ZTE], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {3.99%~127.89%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {3.35%~35.44%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Huawei], [Nokia], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-41.66%~-69.98%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {25.98%~217.04%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Huawei], [Nokia], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-65.00%~-100.00%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {6.39%~64.07%} for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Huawei], [Nokia], [vivo]) reported a degradation in the range of {-46.32%~-87.19%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Huawei], [Nokia], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {1.86%~842.67%} for SBFD, and 4 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-2.03%~-52.11%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Nokia], [Samsung], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {10.38%~75.00%} for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported a decrease of -3.18% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Huawei], [Nokia], [vivo]) reported an increase in the range of {31.25%~522.93%} for SBFD, and 4 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-3.12%~-35.71%} for SBFD, and one source ([Huawei]) reported no change for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.1.3.3	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR1_Sub#3
For sub-case SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR1_Sub#3, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense, no less than 93dB for spatial isolation and digital isolation for co-site inter-sector CLI, SBFD slot configuration Alt-2 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 0.5Mbytes for DL and 0.125Mbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-18.35%~-34.21%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-23.64%~-45.94%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-18.09%~-36.73%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {25.70%~108.26%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {19.73%~36.36%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {18.32%~62.50%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {62.81%~143.65%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {61.84%~357.85%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {53.26%~286.25%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-26.37%~-73.49%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-33.33%~-49.51%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-38.46%~-72.14%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-13.86%~-44.82%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-21.25%~-72.72%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-11.91%~-45.63%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {6.53%~118.82%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {22.13%~66.67%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {4.52%~99.62%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {50.32%~145.40%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {100.07%~392.89%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {47.43%~276.06%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-36.51%~-68.84%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-31.25%~-44.70%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-27.15%~-69.07%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-26.23%~-75.97%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-29.78%~-93.95%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-22.17%~-82.80%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {29.31%~252.94%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {23.53%~99.51%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {27.39%~299.74%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {25.93%~128.10%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {21.68%~779.09%} for SBFD, and one source ([Huawei]) reported a degradation of -100.00% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {7.17%~148.43%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-28.68%~-64.46%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-31.25%~-49.98%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Huawei], [Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-28.12%~-52.38%} for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.1.3.4	Summary of the observations
For Dense Urban Macro layer (FR1) in SBFD deployment case 1, if the total capability of spatial isolation and digital isolation for co-site inter-sector CLI is no less than 93 dB:
-	In case of using SBFD Alt 4 and large packet size, 
-	semi-static SBFD has higher mean and 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for low load level, and higher or lower mean and 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for medium load level (the median gain value is about 6% for mean UL Average-UPT and about 55% for 5% UL Average-UPT), and higher or lower mean and 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for high load level (the median gain value is about -42% for mean UL Average-UPT and about -65% for 5% UL Average-UPT),
-	and semi-static SBFD has similar mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for low load level (the median gain value is about 0% for mean DL Average-UPT and -6% for 5% DL Average-UPT), and lower mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for medium and high load levels. 
-	In case of using SBFD Alt 4 and small packet size, 
-	semi-static SBFD has higher mean and 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for low load level, and higher mean UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for medium and high load levels, and higher or lower 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for medium load level (the median gain value is about -2%), and lower 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for high load level, 
-	and semi-static SBFD has similar mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for low load level (the median gain value is about 1%), and similar mean DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for medium load level (the median gain value is about -4%), and lower 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for medium load level, and lower mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for high load level. 
-	In case of using SBFD Alt 2 and large packet size, 
-	semi-static SBFD achieves higher mean and 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels, 
-	and semi-static SBFD has lower mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels. 
-	Compared to semi-static SBFD Alt4, semi-static SBFD Alt2 achieves more mean and 5% UL Average-UPT gains but more mean and 5% DL Average-UPT losses, at least for large packet size.



7.3.1.1.4	Dense Urban with 2-layer (FR1)
One source provided the SLS evaluation results for Dense Urban with 2-layer (FR1) in SBFD Deployment Case 1. The evaluation results are categorized into 2 sub-cases as in Table 7.3.1.1.4-1 based on the different key assumptions. Each sub-case is based on one combination of key assumptions.	
Table 7.3.1.1.4-1: Sub-cases for Dense Urban with 2-layer (FR1) in SBFD Deployment Case 1.	
	
	[bookmark: _Hlk141804145]SBFD#1_DU2Layer_FR1_Sub#1
	SBFD#1_DU2Layer_FR1_Sub#2
	
	

	Co-site: Spatial isolation + digital isolation
	Opt 1:>= 93dB
	O
	O
	
	

	
	Opt 2: < 93dB
	　
	　
	
	

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	　
	　
	
	

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	O
	O
	
	

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	
	

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	
	

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	O
	O
	
	

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	　
	
	

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	　
	　
	
	

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	O
	　
	
	

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	　
	O
	
	

	Sources
	1 sources (ZTE)

	1 sources (ZTE)

	
	





7.3.1.2	SBFD Deployment Case 1 (FR2-1)
7.3.1.2.1	Indoor office (FR2-1)
6 sources provided the SLS evaluation results for Indoor office (FR2-1) in SBFD Deployment Case 1. The evaluation results are categorized into 12 sub-cases as in Table 7.3.1.2.1-1 based on the different key assumptions. Each sub-case is based on one combination of key assumptions.	
Table 7.3.1.2.1-1: Sub-cases for Indoor office (FR2-1) in SBFD Deployment Case 1.	
	
	SBFD#1_InH_FR2_Sub#1
	SBFD#1_InH_FR2_Sub#2
	SBFD#1_InH_FR2_Sub#3
	SBFD#1_InH_FR2_Sub#4

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	O
	O
	O
	O

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	O
	O
	　
	　

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	　
	　
	O
	O

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	O
	　
	O
	　

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	　
	O
	　
	O

	Sources
	4 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [ZTE])
	5 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung])
	1 sources ([Ericsson])
	1 sources ([Ericsson])



	
	SBFD#1_InH_FR2_Sub#5
	SBFD#1_InH_FR2_Sub#6
	SBFD#1_InH_FR2_Sub#7
	SBFD#1_InH_FR2_Sub#8

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	O
	O
	O
	O

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	O
	O
	　
	　

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	　
	　
	O
	O

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	O
	　
	O
	　

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	　
	O
	　
	O

	Sources
	2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE])
	2 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung])
	1 sources ([Ericsson])
	1 sources ([Ericsson])



	
	SBFD#1_InH_FR2_Sub#9
	SBFD#1_InH_FR2_Sub#10
	SBFD#1_InH_FR2_Sub#11
	SBFD#1_InH_FR2_Sub#12

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	O
	O
	O
	O

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	O
	O
	　
	　

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	　
	　
	O
	O

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	O
	　
	O
	　

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	　
	O
	　
	O

	Sources
	1 sources ([Ericsson])


	1 sources ([Ericsson])


	1 sources ([Ericsson])


	1 sources ([Ericsson])




7.3.1.2.1.1	SBFD#1_InH_FR2_Sub#1
For sub-case SBFD#1_InH_FR2_Sub#1, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense, SBFD slot configuration Alt-4 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 4Kbytes for DL and 1Kbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.86%~7.77%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported an improvement in the range of {4.87%~5.65%} for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported a degradation of -20.16% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {4.90%~11.14%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([ZTE]) reported an increase of 27.69% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported a decrease in the range of {-5.39%~-7.56%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase of 6.66% for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a decrease of -0.39% for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-3.91%~-5.45%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {31.68%~105.91%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported an improvement in the range of {33.23%~109.37%} for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported a degradation of -37.30% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {31.21%~106.62%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-13.16%~-51.88%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-8.40%~-44.22%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-43.94%~-53.49%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {3.37%~10.22%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported an improvement in the range of {4.45%~4.80%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-5.02%~-20.45%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {3.66%~11.99%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-5.18%~-16.67%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase of 6.73% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.40%~-4.88%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-3.48%~-8.77%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {8.49%~102.21%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported an improvement in the range of {37.99%~99.75%} for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported a degradation of -33.39% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {35.73%~102.63%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-15.63%~-50.62%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-9.13%~-44.18%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-40.35%~-52.83%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.36%~8.31%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.41%~-18.27%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.08%~11.79%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase of 90.69% for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a decrease of -4.45% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase of 6.83% for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a decrease of -0.44% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.62%~-3.47%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported an improvement in the range of {42.88%~89.26%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported an improvement in the range of {31.84%~61.78%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported an improvement in the range of {42.68%~91.76%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported a decrease in the range of {-39.25%~-40.65%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported a decrease in the range of {-11.56%~-44.10%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported a decrease in the range of {-48.21%~-52.33%} for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.2.1.2	SBFD#1_InH_FR2_Sub#2
For sub-case SBFD#1_InH_FR2_Sub#2, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense, SBFD slot configuration Alt-4 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 0.5Mbytes for DL and 0.125Mbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.97%~5.65%} for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a degradation of -0.06% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.39%~8.42%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.79%~14.07%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 4 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.20%~-3.85%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase of 1.42% for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Intel], [Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.68%~-5.94%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 4 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.36%~-6.49%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.42%~19.78%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {2.34%~108.25%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.40%~35.37%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 4 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.48%~-40.57%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {3.33%~10.73%} for SBFD, and one source ([Intel]) reported a decrease of -6.79% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 4 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-3.01%~-29.17%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.70%~5.75%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {2.02%~11.15%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.92%~8.91%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 1.58% for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.85%~-6.97%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase of 0.57% for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Intel], [Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.62%~-2.41%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 4 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-2.36%~-9.13%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Intel], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {22.22%~31.77%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.77%~-2.06%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {21.87%~145.13%} for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation of -3.37% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Intel], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {22.30%~50.24%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.66%~-3.57%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase of 2.76% for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Intel], [Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.04%~-39.23%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {3.36%~11.01%} for SBFD, and one source ([Intel]) reported a decrease of -6.09% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {5.19%~6.29%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel]) reported a decrease in the range of {-2.57%~-24.02%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {2.47%~20.98%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {3.35%~120.14%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.12%~-18.35%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 5 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {2.85%~21.72%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 48.16% for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia]) reported a decrease in the range of {-2.32%~-38.74%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 3.57% for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.46%~-2.71%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 37.70% for SBFD, and 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia]) reported a decrease in the range of {-3.11%~-17.23%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Intel], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {20.61%~63.02%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-7.48%~-8.20%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 4 sources ([Intel], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {4.77%~306.74%} for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation of -28.77% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Intel], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {36.13%~93.31%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-8.54%~-9.16%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {13.30%~15.50%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Intel], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-21.78%~-63.85%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {1.94%~9.53%} for SBFD, and one source ([Intel]) reported a decrease of -5.65% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {12.03%~14.19%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Intel], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-23.04%~-45.55%} for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.2.1.3	Summary of the observations
For indoor scenario (FR2-1) in SBFD deployment case 1:
-	In case of using SBFD Alt 4 and large packet size, 
-	semi-static SBFD has higher mean and 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels, 
-	and semi-static SBFD has similar or higher mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels. 
-	In case of using SBFD Alt 4 and small packet size, 
-	semi-static SBFD has higher mean and 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels, 
-	and semi-static SBFD has similar or higher mean DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels (the median gain value is about 4%~7%), and similar 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels (the median gain value is 5% for low load level, about 0% for medium load level, and about -2% for high load level).


7.3.1.2.2	Dense Urban Macro layer (FR2-1)
7 sources provided the SLS evaluation results for Dense Urban Macro (FR2-1) in SBFD Deployment Case 1. The evaluation results are categorized into 17 sub-cases as in Table 7.3.1.2.2-1 based on the different key assumptions. Each sub-case is based on one combination of key assumptions.	
Table 7.3.1.2.2-1: Sub-cases for Dense Urban Macro (FR2-1) in SBFD Deployment Case 1.	
	
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR2_Sub#1
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR2_Sub#2
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR2_Sub#3
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR2_Sub#4

	Co-site: Spatial isolation + digital isolation
	Opt 1:>= 98dB
	O
	O
	　
	O

	
	Opt 2: < 98dB
	　
	　
	O
	　

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	O
	O
	O
	O

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	O
	O
	O
	　

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	　
	　
	O

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	O
	　
	　
	O

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	　
	O
	O
	　

	Sources
	3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung])
	4 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung])
	3 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia])
	1 sources ([Samsung])



	
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR2_Sub#5
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR2_Sub#6
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR2_Sub#7
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR2_Sub#8

	Co-site: Spatial isolation + digital isolation
	Opt 1:>= 98dB
	O
	O
	O
	O

	
	Opt 2: < 98dB
	　
	　
	　
	　

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	O
	O
	　
	　

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	O
	O

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	　
	　
	O
	O

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	O
	　
	　
	　

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	　
	O
	　
	　

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	　
	　
	O
	　

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	O
	O
	　
	O

	Sources
	1 sources ([Samsung])

	1 sources ([Ericsson])

	1 sources ([Samsung])

	2 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung])




	
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR2_Sub#9
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR2_Sub#10
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR2_Sub#11
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR2_Sub#12

	Co-site: Spatial isolation + digital isolation
	Opt 1:>= 98dB
	O
	O
	O
	O

	
	Opt 2: < 98dB
	　
	　
	　
	　

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	O
	O
	O
	　

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	O

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	　
	　
	　
	O

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	O
	O
	　
	　

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	　
	　
	O
	　

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	O
	　
	　
	　

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	　
	O
	O
	O

	Sources
	1 sources ([Samsung])

	1 sources ([Samsung])

	1 sources ([Ericsson])

	1 sources ([Ericsson])




	
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR2_Sub#13
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR2_Sub#14
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR2_Sub#15
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR2_Sub#16

	Co-site: Spatial isolation + digital isolation
	Opt 1:>= 98dB
	O
	　
	　
	　

	
	Opt 2: < 98dB
	　
	O
	O
	O

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	　
	O
	O
	　

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	O
	　
	　
	O

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	　
	O
	　
	O

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	O
	　
	O
	　

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	　
	O
	　
	　

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	O
	　
	　
	　

	Sources
	1 sources ([Ericsson])

	1 sources ([Nokia])

	1 sources ([Ericsson])

	1 sources ([Ericsson])




	
	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR2_Sub#17
	
	
	

	Co-site: Spatial isolation + digital isolation
	Opt 1:>= 98dB
	　
	
	
	

	
	Opt 2: < 98dB
	O
	
	
	

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	　
	
	
	

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	
	
	

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	
	
	

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	O
	
	
	

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	　
	
	
	

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	
	
	

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	O
	
	
	

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	　
	
	
	

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	O
	
	
	

	Sources
	1 sources ([Ericsson])

	
	
	





7.3.1.2.2.1	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR2_Sub#1
For sub-case SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR2_Sub#1, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense, no less than 98dB for spatial isolation and digital isolation for co-site inter-sector CLI, SBFD slot configuration Alt-4 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 4Kbytes for DL and 1Kbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {2.92%~10.54%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {4.20%~5.07%} for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a degradation of -32.44% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {4.88%~10.33%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-6.49%~-19.23%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase of 6.70% for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-4.34%~-7.14%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {32.58%~78.81%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {65.51%~202.15%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {29.03%~55.09%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-50.19%~-68.58%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-10.30%~-23.33%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-47.79%~-55.43%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.88%~11.20%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.27%~4.13%} for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a degradation of -33.97% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {3.49%~12.42%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-2.91%~-26.47%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase of 6.82% for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a decrease of -0.74% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.82%~-3.80%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {34.88%~77.95%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {63.03%~4165.62%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {31.00%~52.50%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-60.38%~-95.34%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-12.09%~-23.33%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-46.28%~-52.24%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.31%~18.41%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an improvement of 3.83% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-7.41%~-35.11%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.58%~18.33%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase of 130.84% for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a decrease of -24.04% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase of 6.90% for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a decrease of -2.19% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.04%~-12.81%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {38.85%~91.79%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {96.07%~154.72%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {35.13%~43.84%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-21.11%~-55.03%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-15.40%~-22.78%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-30.08%~-52.14%} for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.2.2.2	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR2_Sub#2
For sub-case SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR2_Sub#2, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense, no less than 98dB for spatial isolation and digital isolation for co-site inter-sector CLI, SBFD slot configuration Alt-4 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 0.5Mbytes for DL and 0.125Mbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.06%~4.12%} for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a degradation of -4.58% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.56%~9.45%} for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a degradation of -5.84% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.07%~3.82%} for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a degradation of -7.32% for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.35%~-14.87%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase in the range of {1.29%~1.64%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-2.17%~-90.58%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.55%~-4.70%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {36.23%~80.92%} for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.58%~-5.89%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {148.15%~394.04%} for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation in the range of {-2.62%~-7.58%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {25.95%~242.12%} for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.73%~-6.38%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase in the range of {1.83%~7.08%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-56.04%~-72.52%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {1.70%~4.92%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-10.22%~-13.31%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase in the range of {0.21%~5.63%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-27.81%~-61.12%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.60%~2.75%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-4.87%~-11.91%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an improvement of 3.60% for SBFD, and 4 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.26%~-30.77%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.44%~3.27%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-2.98%~-23.41%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {2.09%~35.72%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.36%~-1.48%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase in the range of {0.24%~0.60%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.41%~-3.17%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {25.63%~26.12%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported a decrease in the range of {-2.43%~-4.35%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {18.49%~88.64%} for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation in the range of {-12.04%~-32.03%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {66.19%~569.05%} for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation in the range of {-40.53%~-61.46%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {14.42%~233.91%} for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation in the range of {-11.60%~-32.18%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase in the range of {24.21%~76.55%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-37.63%~-60.19%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {6.65%~17.38%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-23.19%~-25.56%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase in the range of {18.69%~70.16%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Nokia], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-15.57%~-58.15%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.36%~1.87%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-6.98%~-34.44%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an improvement of 2.73% for SBFD, and 4 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-5.34%~-37.51%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.67%~2.93%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-6.56%~-45.63%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {0.81%~107.55%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 2.24% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.22%~-2.62%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Nokia], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {0.24%~92.14%} for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a decrease in the range of {-3.77%~-4.00%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {59.95%~63.46%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-17.88%~-59.71%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Nokia], [Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {10.78%~460.29%} for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation in the range of {-37.34%~-73.64%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {66.74%~147.61%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-21.03%~-72.17%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {17.86%~122.93%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a decrease of -34.20% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {10.96%~47.24%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-12.13%~-26.98%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {46.33%~144.32%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a decrease of -53.55% for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.2.2.3	SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR2_Sub#3
For sub-case SBFD#1_DUMacro_FR2_Sub#3, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense, less than 98dB for spatial isolation and digital isolation for co-site inter-sector CLI, SBFD slot configuration Alt-4 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 0.5Mbytes for DL and 0.125Mbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.06%~3.53%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.22%~4.44%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.90%~3.75%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.29%~-3.07%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase in the range of {1.25%~1.49%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.74%~-2.24%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.99%~-3.65%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported an improvement in the range of {24.81%~46.50%} for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation in the range of {-7.04%~-18.24%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported an improvement in the range of {327.66%~753.92%} for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation in the range of {-9.12%~-23.42%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported an improvement in the range of {13.83%~75.02%} for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation in the range of {-7.33%~-19.62%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase in the range of {8.69%~28.06%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported a decrease in the range of {-69.37%~-83.17%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {2.82%~6.61%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase in the range of {7.10%~23.99%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported a decrease in the range of {-20.36%~-42.93%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.29%~4.16%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel]) reported an improvement in the range of {2.83%~9.17%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.43%~-7.58%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.09%~4.10%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {1.99%~3.00%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.95%~-13.13%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel]) reported an increase in the range of {0.05%~0.58%} for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a decrease of -2.36% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.62%~-4.31%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Intel]) reported an improvement of 117.34% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-25.98%~-73.64%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported an improvement in the range of {320.63%~5031.01%} for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation in the range of {-66.06%~-96.15%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Intel]) reported an improvement of 196.89% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-32.16%~-82.12%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase in the range of {105.51%~511.54%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Intel], [Nokia]) reported a decrease in the range of {-27.77%~-92.97%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {2.57%~58.53%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {56.74%~412.47%} for SBFD, and one source ([Intel]) reported a decrease of -59.68% for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High}:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.90%~18.21%} for SBFD, and one source ([Nokia]) reported a degradation of -0.08% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.60%~378.10%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-5.16%~-17.04%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.04%~21.19%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {2.94%~10.21%} for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.69%~-48.51%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.16%~-2.60%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Nokia]) reported an increase of 1.29% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel]) reported a decrease in the range of {-3.45%~-17.24%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Intel]) reported an improvement of 70.78% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-62.81%~-94.11%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Intel]) reported an improvement of 330.11% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-28.91%~-99.61%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Intel]) reported an improvement of 95.03% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported a degradation in the range of {-75.01%~-98.41%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {133.18%~628.04%} for SBFD, and one source ([Intel]) reported a decrease of -72.10% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Intel], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {1.32%~318.18%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Nokia]) reported an increase in the range of {155.54%~979.34%} for SBFD, and one source ([Intel]) reported a decrease of -30.22% for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.2.2.4	Summary of the observations
For Dense Urban Macro layer (FR2-1) in SBFD deployment case 1, if the total capability of spatial isolation and digital isolation for co-site inter-sector CLI is no less than 98 dB:
-	In case of using SBFD Alt 4 and large packet size, 
-	semi-static SBFD has higher mean and 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for low and medium load levels, and higher or lower mean and 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for high load level (the median gain value is about 21% for mean UL Average-UPT and about 13% for 5% UL Average-UPT), 
-	and semi-static SBFD has similar or higher mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for low load level (the median gain value is about 2%), and similar or lower mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for medium load level (the median gain value is about -2% for mean DL Average-UPT, and about -6% for 5% DL Average-UPT), and similar or lower mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for high load level (the median gain value is about -3% for mean DL Average-UPT, and about -10% for 5% DL Average-UPT). 
-	In case of using SBFD Alt 4 and small packet size, 
-	semi-static SBFD has higher mean and 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels, 
-	and semi-static SBFD has similar or higher mean DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels (the median gain value is about 5% for low load level, about 2% for medium load level, and about 1% for high load level), and similar or lower 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels (the median gain value is about 4% for low load level, about 1% for medium load level, and about -7% for high load level). 


7.3.1.3	SBFD Deployment Case 3-2 (FR1)
7.3.1.3.1	2-layer Scenario B (FR1)
3 sources provided the SLS evaluation results for 2-layer Scenario B (FR1) in SBFD Deployment Case 3-2. The evaluation results are categorized into 12 sub-cases as in Table 7.3.1.3.1-1 based on the different key assumptions. Each sub-case is based on one combination of key assumptions.	
Table 7.3.1.3.1-1: Sub-cases for 2-layer Scenario B (FR1) in SBFD Deployment Case 3-2.	
	
	SBFD#3-2_ScenarioB_FR1_Sub#1
	SBFD#3-2_ScenarioB_FR1_Sub#2
	SBFD#3-2_ScenarioB_FR1_Sub#3
	SBFD#3-2_ScenarioB_FR1_Sub#4

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	O
	O
	　
	　

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	O
	O

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	O
	O
	O
	O

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	O
	　
	O
	　

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	　
	O
	　
	O

	Sources
	2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE])
	3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE])
	2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE])
	3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE])



	
	SBFD#3-2_ScenarioB_FR1_Sub#5
	SBFD#3-2_ScenarioB_FR1_Sub#6
	SBFD#3-2_ScenarioB_FR1_Sub#7
	SBFD#3-2_ScenarioB_FR1_Sub#8

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	O
	O
	　
	　

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	O
	O

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	O
	O
	O
	O

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	O
	　
	O
	　

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	　
	O
	　
	O

	Sources
	1 sources ([Ericsson])

	1 sources ([Ericsson])

	1 sources ([Ericsson])


	1 sources ([Ericsson])




	
	SBFD#3-2_ScenarioB_FR1_Sub#9
	SBFD#3-2_ScenarioB_FR1_Sub#10
	SBFD#3-2_ScenarioB_FR1_Sub#11
	SBFD#3-2_ScenarioB_FR1_Sub#12

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	O
	O
	O
	O

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	O
	O
	　
	　

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	　
	　
	O
	O

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	O
	　
	O
	　

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	　
	O
	　
	O

	Sources
	1 sources ([Ericsson])

	1 sources ([Ericsson])

	1 sources ([Ericsson])

	1 sources ([Ericsson])




7.3.1.3.1.1	SBFD#3-2_ScenarioB_FR1_Sub#1
For sub-case SBFD#3-2_ScenarioB_FR1_Sub#1, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense or better, SBFD slot configuration Alt-4 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 4Kbytes for DL and 1Kbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low} for both Layer 1 and Layer 2:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD for Layer 2:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.07%~11.31%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.19%~13.54%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.06%~10.93%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.18%~-15.66%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase of 0.05% for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.01%~-4.11%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD for Layer 2:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {81.27%~102.33%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {73.17%~114.23%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {84.63%~101.82%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-44.29%~-59.77%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-18.18%~-43.09%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-46.07%~-59.54%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium} for both Layer 1 and Layer 2:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD for Layer 2:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([ZTE]) reported an improvement of 12.19% for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation of -1.61% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([ZTE]) reported an improvement of 12.92% for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation of -6.08% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([ZTE]) reported an improvement of 11.82% for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation of -1.01% for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase of 2.71% for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported a decrease of -17.35% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase of 0.13% for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported a decrease of -6.25% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase of 0.83% for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported a decrease of -8.75% for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD for Layer 2:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {67.54%~110.45%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([ZTE]) reported an improvement of 115.32% for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation of -62.48% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {81.42%~111.96%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-40.81%~-60.95%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-23.73%~-42.87%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-45.31%~-63.13%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High} for both Layer 1 and Layer 2:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD for Layer 2:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([ZTE]) reported an improvement of 9.85% for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation of -14.39% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-26.91%~-74.95%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([ZTE]) reported an improvement of 11.48% for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation of -7.88% for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {4.73%~31.47%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase of 0.30% for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase of 2.18% for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported a decrease of -9.09% for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD for Layer 2:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {50.44%~105.76%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([ZTE]) reported an improvement of 23.18% for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation of -97.69% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {64.30%~115.94%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([ZTE]) reported an increase of 36.48% for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a decrease of -38.19% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-27.27%~-42.65%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-44.97%~-64.10%} for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.3.1.2	SBFD#3-2_ScenarioB_FR1_Sub#2
For sub-case SBFD#3-2_ScenarioB_FR1_Sub#2, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense or better, SBFD slot configuration Alt-4 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 0.5Mbytes for DL and 0.125Mbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low} for both Layer 1 and Layer 2:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD for Layer 2:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an improvement of 1.95% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-5.38%~-22.28%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an improvement of 3.08% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-10.49%~-25.03%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an improvement of 4.95% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-8.82%~-22.54%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {7.26%~32.64%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a decrease of -4.84% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {7.64%~22.12%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a decrease of -1.92% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {16.81%~28.77%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a decrease of -5.32% for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD for Layer 2:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {3.90%~56.22%} for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation of -14.23% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {17.83%~33.80%} for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation of -25.65% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {2.83%~61.03%} for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation of -13.33% for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase of 21.63% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-2.80%~-38.95%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase of 12.21% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-7.01%~-28.83%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase of 14.61% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-7.50%~-37.79%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium} for both Layer 1 and Layer 2:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD for Layer 2:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an improvement of 7.70% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-7.29%~-34.58%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an improvement of 5.04% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-11.87%~-42.13%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an improvement of 7.60% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-7.96%~-36.20%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {10.26%~71.61%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a decrease of -3.92% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {7.64%~32.23%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a decrease of -1.09% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {4.04%~62.68%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a decrease of -5.80% for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD for Layer 2:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {3.38%~60.18%} for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation of -32.81% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {68.34%~95.10%} for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation of -83.30% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {3.64%~58.70%} for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation of -31.05% for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase of 128.65% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-14.90%~-36.35%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase of 24.53% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-6.93%~-29.84%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase of 53.08% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-20.60%~-40.11%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High} for both Layer 1 and Layer 2:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD for Layer 2:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an improvement of 6.27% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-9.20%~-55.34%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an improvement of 5.13% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-12.30%~-75.83%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an improvement of 7.48% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-17.82%~-59.05%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {30.24%~496.54%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a decrease of -5.20% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {6.83%~68.15%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a decrease of -5.10% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {12.03%~155.20%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a decrease of -5.80% for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD for Layer 2:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {14.78%~53.80%} for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation of -49.76% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {71.07%~104.80%} for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation of -92.61% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {16.90%~52.43%} for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation of -59.78% for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase of 126.60% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-14.91%~-24.10%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase of 40.44% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-8.70%~-29.68%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase of 107.94% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-8.90%~-43.75%} for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.3.1.3	SBFD#3-2_ScenarioB_FR1_Sub#3
For sub-case SBFD#3-2_ScenarioB_FR1_Sub#3, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense or better, SBFD slot configuration Alt-2 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 4Kbytes for DL and 1Kbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low} for both Layer 1 and Layer 2:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD for Layer 2:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([ZTE]) reported an improvement of 0.89% for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation of -0.03% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an improvement of 0.01% for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported a degradation of -0.02% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([ZTE]) reported an improvement of 0.88% for SBFD, and one source ([Ericsson]) reported a degradation of -0.17% for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase of 0.03% for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported a decrease of -2.41% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase of 0.03% for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported a decrease of -0.03% for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD for Layer 2:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {97.27%~102.33%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {92.28%~116.45%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {99.12%~101.82%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-49.16%~-59.77%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-18.18%~-44.02%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-51.87%~-59.54%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium} for both Layer 1 and Layer 2:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD for Layer 2:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.17%~-1.99%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-6.93%~-8.71%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.14%~-1.21%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {2.04%~3.70%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase of 0.18% for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase of 1.03% for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD for Layer 2:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {94.19%~111.01%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {65.16%~118.22%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {97.98%~111.78%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-48.09%~-61.90%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-23.73%~-43.99%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-51.25%~-63.13%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High} for both Layer 1 and Layer 2:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD for Layer 2:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-11.14%~-16.83%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-77.71%~-84.27%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-5.24%~-8.82%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {35.81%~95.27%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Ericsson]) reported an increase of 0.37% for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {2.24%~11.36%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD for Layer 2:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {108.26%~111.97%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {44.69%~392.03%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {95.58%~118.12%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-48.32%~-63.52%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-27.27%~-43.98%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Ericsson], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-51.01%~-64.10%} for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.3.1.4	SBFD#3-2_ScenarioB_FR1_Sub#4
For sub-case SBFD#3-2_ScenarioB_FR1_Sub#4, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense or better, SBFD slot configuration Alt-2 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 0.5Mbytes for DL and 0.125Mbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low} for both Layer 1 and Layer 2:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD for Layer 2:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-24.84%~-25.03%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-24.40%~-29.42%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-20.60%~-28.39%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {30.40%~38.34%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {23.10%~32.56%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {21.20%~71.39%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD for Layer 2:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {64.90%~107.15%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {23.40%~92.97%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {68.90%~114.34%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-30.10%~-51.52%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-46.20%~-49.10%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-41.50%~-52.94%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium} for both Layer 1 and Layer 2:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD for Layer 2:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-24.30%~-37.59%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-29.50%~-44.81%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-24.10%~-39.55%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {29.40%~80.64%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {30.80%~36.82%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {41.20%~71.59%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD for Layer 2:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {69.90%~119.44%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {63.80%~145.48%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {80.90%~120.53%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-30.90%~-59.27%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-46.01%~-49.50%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-25.00%~-56.55%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High} for both Layer 1 and Layer 2:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD for Layer 2:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-31.98%~-57.01%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-33.13%~-77.07%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-32.36%~-60.68%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {53.30%~533.61%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {26.50%~74.19%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {29.20%~162.54%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD for Layer 2:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {122.01%~183.25%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {134.00%~524.10%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {93.01%~187.17%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-45.80%~-80.15%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-47.35%~-51.21%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Ericsson], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-56.89%~-68.46%} for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.3.1.5	Summary of the observations
For the indoor layer of 2-layer scenario B (FR1) in SBFD deployment case 3-2:
-	In case of using SBFD Alt 4 and large packet size, 
-	semi-static SBFD may have higher or lower mean and 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels (the median gain value is about 3% for mean UL Average-UPT at low and medium load levels, and about 15% for mean UL Average-UPT at high load level, and about 18% for 5% UL Average-UPT at low load level, and about 70% for 5% UL Average-UPT at medium and high load levels),
-	and semi-static SBFD may have similar or lower mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels (the median gain value is about -5% for mean DL Average-UPT at low load level, and about -7% for mean DL Average-UPT at medium load level and about -10% for other cases). 
-	In case of using SBFD Alt 4 and small packet size, 
-	semi-static SBFD may have higher mean UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels, and higher 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for low load level, and higher or lower 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for medium and high load levels (the median gain value is about 26% for medium load level and -37% for high load level),
-	and semi-static SBFD may have similar or higher mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for low load level (the median gain value is about 6%~7%), and similar or higher mean DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for medium load level (the median gain value is about 5%), and higher or lower 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for medium load level (the median gain value is about 3%), and higher or lower mean DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for high load level (the median gain value is about -2%), and lower 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for high load level.
-	In case of using SBFD Alt 2 and large packet size, 
-	semi-static SBFD may have higher mean and 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels, 
-	and semi-static SBFD may have lower mean and 5% DL Average-UPT as legacy TDD for all load levels. 
-	In case of using SBFD Alt 2 and small packet size, 
-	semi-static SBFD may have significantly higher mean and 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels, 
-	and semi-static SBFD may have similar mean and 5% DL Average-UPT as legacy TDD for low load level, and similar mean DL Average-UPT as legacy TDD for medium load level, and lower 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for medium load level (the median gain value is about -8%), and lower mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for high load level. 
-	Compared to semi-static SBFD Alt4, semi-static SBFD Alt2 may have more mean and 5% UL Average-UPT gains but more mean and 5% DL Average-UPT losses, for both large packet size and small packet size.



7.3.1.4	SBFD Deployment Case 4 (FR1)
7.3.1.4.1	Urban Macro (0% grid shift)
4 sources provided the SLS evaluation results for Urban Macro (FR1) with 0% grid shift in SBFD Deployment Case 4. The evaluation results are categorized into 9 sub-cases as in Table 7.3.1.4.1-1 based on the different key assumptions. Each sub-case is based on one combination of key assumptions.	
Table 7.3.1.4.1-1: Sub-cases for Urban Macro (FR1) with 0% grid shift in SBFD Deployment Case 4.	
	
	SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_0%_Sub#1
	SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_0%_Sub#2
	SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_0%_Sub#3
	SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_0%_Sub#4

	Co-site co-channel: Spatial isolation + digital isolation
	Opt 1:>= 93dB
	O
	O
	O
	　

	
	Opt 2: < 93dB
	　
	　
	　
	O

	Co-site adjacent-channel: Spatial isolation
	Opt 1:>= 93dB
	O
	O
	O
	　

	
	Opt 2: < 93dB
	　
	　
	　
	O

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	O
	　
	O
	O

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	O
	　
	　

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	O
	O
	O
	O

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	　
	　
	O
	　

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	O
	O
	　
	O

	Sources
	2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung])
	2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung])
	1 sources ([Qualcomm])
	1 sources ([Ericsson])



	
	SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_0%_Sub#5
	SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_0%_Sub#6
	SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_0%_Sub#7
	SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_0%_Sub#8

	Co-site co-channel: Spatial isolation + digital isolation
	Opt 1:>= 93dB
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Opt 2: < 93dB
	O
	O
	O
	O

	Co-site adjacent-channel: Spatial isolation
	Opt 1:>= 93dB
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Opt 2: < 93dB
	O
	O
	O
	O

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	O
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	O
	O
	　

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	O

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	　
	O
	　
	O

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	O
	　
	O
	　

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	O
	O
	O
	O

	Sources
	1 sources ([Ericsson])

	1 sources ([Ericsson])

	1 sources ([Ericsson])

	1 sources ([Ericsson])




	
	SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_0%_Sub#9
	
	
	

	Co-site co-channel: Spatial isolation + digital isolation
	Opt 1:>= 93dB
	　
	
	
	

	
	Opt 2: < 93dB
	O
	
	
	

	Co-site adjacent-channel: Spatial isolation
	Opt 1:>= 93dB
	　
	
	
	

	
	Opt 2: < 93dB
	O
	
	
	

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	　
	
	
	

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	
	
	

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	
	
	

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	O
	
	
	

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	　
	
	
	

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	
	
	

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	O
	
	
	

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	　
	
	
	

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	O
	
	
	

	Sources
	1 sources ([Ericsson])

	
	
	





7.3.1.4.1.1	SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_0%_Sub#1
For sub-case SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_0%_Sub#1, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense, no less than 93dB for spatial isolation and digital isolation for co-site co-channel CLI, no less than 93dB for spatial isolation for co-site adjacent-channel CLI, SBFD slot configuration Alt-4 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 0.5Mbytes for DL and 0.125Mbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low} for both Operator#1 and Operator#2:
-	For Operator#1:
-	DL performance comparison between legacy TDD coexisting with SBFD in Operator#2 (Target case) and legacy TDD coexisting with legacy TDD in Operator#2 (Baseline):
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.28%~-16.29%} for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.25%~-62.34%} for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.03%~-19.98%} for Target case
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {0.14%~262.62%} for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase in the range of {7.76%~12.41%} for Target case, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {0.92%~25.13%} for Target case
-	UL performance comparison between legacy TDD coexisting with SBFD in Operator#2 (Target case) and legacy TDD coexisting with legacy TDD in Operator#2 (Baseline):
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-17.45%~-31.14%} for Target case, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.92%~-100.00%} for Target case, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-29.30%~-50.79%} for Target case, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a decrease in the range of {-29.62%~-38.27%} for Target case, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase in the range of {2.15%~7.78%} for Target case, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase of 46.55% for Target case, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a decrease of -2.26% for Target case, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	For Operator#2:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an improvement of 1.73% for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-20.14%~-23.73%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an improvement of 13.28% for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-72.69%~-73.61%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an improvement of 8.57% for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-21.77%~-28.03%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase in the range of {174.17%~253.56%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a decrease of -0.83% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase in the range of {11.99%~16.59%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {0.80%~45.35%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {19.86%~46.81%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an improvement of 133.94% for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a degradation of -100.00% for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {21.14%~74.51%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-32.70%~-83.67%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-20.02%~-25.64%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-23.57%~-43.37%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium} for both Operator#1 and Operator#2:
-	For Operator#1:
-	DL performance comparison between legacy TDD coexisting with SBFD in Operator#2 (Target case) and legacy TDD coexisting with legacy TDD in Operator#2 (Baseline):
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-3.27%~-14.43%} for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-4.47%~-75.49%} for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-2.89%~-16.05%} for Target case
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {1.80%~78.03%} for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {0.57%~7.64%} for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {1.21%~18.61%} for Target case
-	UL performance comparison between legacy TDD coexisting with SBFD in Operator#2 (Target case) and legacy TDD coexisting with legacy TDD in Operator#2 (Baseline):
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.14%~-28.31%} for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.25%~-50.22%} for Target case
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 0.25% for Target case, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a decrease in the range of {-5.58%~-12.72%} for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase in the range of {5.62%~22.59%} for Target case, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {0.06%~31.34%} for Target case
-	For Operator#2:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.59%~-21.94%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an improvement of 0.70% for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a degradation in the range of {-78.74%~-78.85%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.33%~-25.70%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {2.14%~51.49%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase in the range of {8.51%~9.88%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a decrease of -5.66% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {1.57%~34.10%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {5.54%~42.91%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an improvement of 59.70% for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {14.79%~54.67%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-28.95%~-65.41%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-11.13%~-52.96%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-21.72%~-37.60%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High} for both Operator#1 and Operator#2:
-	For Operator#1:
-	DL performance comparison between legacy TDD coexisting with SBFD in Operator#2 (Target case) and legacy TDD coexisting with legacy TDD in Operator#2 (Baseline):
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-4.36%~-13.85%} for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-7.14%~-99.73%} for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-3.07%~-14.33%} for Target case
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {2.88%~43.16%} for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {1.10%~7.38%} for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {1.07%~13.53%} for Target case
-	UL performance comparison between legacy TDD coexisting with SBFD in Operator#2 (Target case) and legacy TDD coexisting with legacy TDD in Operator#2 (Baseline):
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.27%~-31.18%} for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.05%~-52.41%} for Target case
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {0.21%~6.37%} for Target case, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a decrease of -0.27% for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase in the range of {8.99%~12.00%} for Target case, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {0.68%~21.08%} for Target case
-	For Operator#2:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-5.89%~-14.72%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-9.82%~-100.00%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-8.84%~-16.52%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {2.17%~41.64%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {4.75%~6.75%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {5.36%~16.01%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an improvement in the range of {24.75%~43.34%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation of -18.22% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation of -38.71% for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an improvement in the range of {28.87%~37.10%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation of -28.89% for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 13.86% for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a decrease in the range of {-31.94%~-35.82%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 27.57% for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a decrease in the range of {-10.50%~-29.31%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 108.31% for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a decrease in the range of {-23.21%~-29.66%} for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.4.1.2	SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_0%_Sub#2
For sub-case SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_0%_Sub#2, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense, no less than 93dB for spatial isolation and digital isolation for co-site co-channel CLI, no less than 93dB for spatial isolation for co-site adjacent-channel CLI, SBFD slot configuration Alt-2 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 0.5Mbytes for DL and 0.125Mbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low} for both Operator#1 and Operator#2:
-	For Operator#1:
-	DL performance comparison between legacy TDD coexisting with SBFD in Operator#2 (Target case) and legacy TDD coexisting with legacy TDD in Operator#2 (Baseline):
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation of -0.46% for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation of -1.07% for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation of -0.05% for Target case
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 0.14% for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	UL performance comparison between legacy TDD coexisting with SBFD in Operator#2 (Target case) and legacy TDD coexisting with legacy TDD in Operator#2 (Baseline):
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	For Operator#2:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-13.88%~-23.57%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-19.09%~-66.34%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-9.00%~-18.75%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {11.85%~36.36%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 35.29% for SBFD, and one source ([Mediatek]) reported a decrease of -4.26% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 28.00% for SBFD, and one source ([Mediatek]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {12.77%~117.84%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {212.84%~inf%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {2.52%~147.70%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-29.59%~-68.48%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-13.89%~-62.82%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-18.18%~-66.75%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium} for both Operator#1 and Operator#2:
-	For Operator#1:
-	DL performance comparison between legacy TDD coexisting with SBFD in Operator#2 (Target case) and legacy TDD coexisting with legacy TDD in Operator#2 (Baseline):
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation of -3.27% for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation of -5.17% for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation of -2.85% for Target case
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 2.70% for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 2.47% for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 5.40% for Target case
-	UL performance comparison between legacy TDD coexisting with SBFD in Operator#2 (Target case) and legacy TDD coexisting with legacy TDD in Operator#2 (Baseline):
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	For Operator#2:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-13.67%~-21.22%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-24.50%~-66.12%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-8.18%~-20.95%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {11.85%~59.14%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 69.81% for SBFD, and one source ([Mediatek]) reported a decrease of -4.26% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 65.35% for SBFD, and one source ([Mediatek]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {12.77%~110.49%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {71.64%~inf%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {2.52%~107.92%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-29.72%~-61.79%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-13.89%~-60.00%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-34.92%~-69.16%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High} for both Operator#1 and Operator#2:
-	For Operator#1:
-	DL performance comparison between legacy TDD coexisting with SBFD in Operator#2 (Target case) and legacy TDD coexisting with legacy TDD in Operator#2 (Baseline):
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation of -5.21% for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation of -5.63% for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation of -4.31% for Target case
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 3.81% for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 3.30% for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 2.92% for Target case
-	UL performance comparison between legacy TDD coexisting with SBFD in Operator#2 (Target case) and legacy TDD coexisting with legacy TDD in Operator#2 (Baseline):
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	For Operator#2:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-13.88%~-26.20%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-30.61%~-65.36%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-8.37%~-29.11%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {11.85%~67.39%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 71.43% for SBFD, and one source ([Mediatek]) reported a decrease of -4.26% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 60.71% for SBFD, and one source ([Mediatek]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {12.77%~45.59%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {45.16%~inf%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported an improvement in the range of {2.10%~67.78%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-29.78%~-31.97%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-13.89%~-34.59%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-16.27%~-37.89%} for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.4.1.3	Summary of the observations
For Urban Macro (FR1) with 0% grid shift in SBFD deployment case 4, if the total capability of spatial isolation and digital isolation for co-site inter-sector CLI is no less than 93 dB and spatial isolation for co-site adjacent-channel CLI is no less than 93dB:
-	In case of using SBFD Alt 4 and large packet size, 
-	For Operator#1, 
-	there may be no or large degradation of UL performance for legacy TDD for all load levels, 
-	and there may be limited or large degradation of DL performance for legacy TDD for all load levels. 
-	For Operator#2, 
-	semi-static SBFD may have higher mean UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels, and higher or lower 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for low load level (the median gain value is about 0%), and similar or higher 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for medium load level (the median gain value is about 0%), and similar or lower 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for high load level (the median gain value is about 0%),
-	and semi-static SBFD may have lower mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels. 
-	In case of using SBFD Alt 2 and large packet size, 
-	For Operator#1, 
-	there may be no degradation of UL performance for legacy TDD for all load levels, 
-	and there may be limited degradation of DL performance for legacy TDD for all load levels. 
-	For Operator#2, 
-	semi-static SBFD may have higher mean and 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels,
-	and semi-static SBFD may have lower mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels. 


7.3.1.4.2	Urban Macro (100% grid shift)
5 sources provided the SLS evaluation results for Urban Macro (FR1) with 100% grid shift in SBFD Deployment Case 4. The evaluation results are categorized into 9 sub-cases as in Table 7.3.1.4.2-1 based on the different key assumptions. Each sub-case is based on one combination of key assumptions.	
Table 7.3.1.4.2-1: Sub-cases for Urban Macro (FR1) with 100% grid shift in SBFD Deployment Case 4.
	
	SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_100%_Sub#1
	SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_100%_Sub#2
	SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_100%_Sub#3
	SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_100%_Sub#4

	Co-site co-channel: Spatial isolation + digital isolation
	Opt 1:>= 93dB
	O
	O
	O
	　

	
	Opt 2: < 93dB
	　
	　
	　
	O

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	O
	　
	O
	O

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	O
	　
	　

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	O
	O
	O
	O

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	　
	　
	O
	　

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	O
	O
	　
	O

	Sources
	3 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung], [ZTE])
	3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE])
	1 sources ([Qualcomm])
	1 sources ([Ericsson])



	
	SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_100%_Sub#5
	SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_100%_Sub#6
	SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_100%_Sub#7
	SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_100%_Sub#8

	Co-site co-channel: Spatial isolation + digital isolation
	Opt 1:>= 93dB
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Opt 2: < 93dB
	O
	O
	O
	O

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	O
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	O
	O
	　

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	　
	　
	O

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	　
	O
	　
	O

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	O
	　
	O
	　

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	　
	　
	　
	　

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	O
	O
	O
	O

	Sources
	1 sources ([Ericsson])

	1 sources ([Ericsson])

	1 sources ([Ericsson])

	1 sources ([Ericsson])




	
	SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_100%_Sub#9
	
	
	

	Co-site co-channel: Spatial isolation + digital isolation
	Opt 1:>= 93dB
	　
	
	
	

	
	Opt 2: < 93dB
	O
	
	
	

	SBFD slot configuration
	Alt-4: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}
	　
	
	
	

	
	Alt-2: {DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}
	　
	
	
	

	
	Alt-1: {DDDSU} vs. {DXXXX}
	　
	
	
	

	
	Alt-3: {DDSUU} vs. {XXXXU}
	O
	
	
	

	SBFD antenna configuration
	Twice area&same TxRUs (Option 2)
	　
	
	
	

	
	Same area&same TxRUs (Option 1)
	　
	
	
	

	
	Same area&half TxRUs (Option 3)
	O
	
	
	

	Packet Size
	Option 1: DL: 4Kbytes, UL: 1Kbyte
	　
	
	
	

	
	Option 2: DL: 0.5Mbytes, UL: 0.125Mbyte
	O
	
	
	

	Sources
	1 sources ([Ericsson])

	
	
	




7.3.1.4.2.1	SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_100%_Sub#1
For sub-case SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_100%_Sub#1, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense, no less than 93dB for spatial isolation and digital isolation for co-site co-channel CLI, SBFD slot configuration Alt-4 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXX}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 0.5Mbytes for DL and 0.125Mbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low} for both Operator#1 and Operator#2:
-	For Operator#1:
-	DL performance comparison between legacy TDD coexisting with SBFD in Operator#2 (Target case) and legacy TDD coexisting with legacy TDD in Operator#2 (Baseline):
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.35%~-14.40%} for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.16%~-56.57%} for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an improvement of 0.52% for Target case, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a degradation of -18.32% for Target case
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase of 252.20% for Target case, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase of 6.53% for Target case, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {0.44%~22.30%} for Target case
-	UL performance comparison between legacy TDD coexisting with SBFD in Operator#2 (Target case) and legacy TDD coexisting with legacy TDD in Operator#2 (Baseline):
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a degradation of -27.36% for Target case, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.79%~-100.00%} for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a degradation of -45.96% for Target case, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a decrease of -40.83% for Target case, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase of 6.01% for Target case, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase of 41.69% for Target case, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	For Operator#2:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {0.92%~8.86%} for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a degradation of -23.63% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an improvement of 8.16% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-3.94%~-72.14%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {1.48%~7.94%} for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a degradation of -27.63% for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase of 243.62% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.54%~-2.78%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase of 11.99% for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a decrease of -2.86% for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase of 43.87% for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported a decrease of -4.75% for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {19.66%~41.11%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {14.17%~50.68%} for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a degradation of -100.00% for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {23.39%~46.55%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-16.10%~-83.50%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-1.97%~-31.94%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-19.24%~-35.34%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium} for both Operator#1 and Operator#2:
-	For Operator#1:
-	DL performance comparison between legacy TDD coexisting with SBFD in Operator#2 (Target case) and legacy TDD coexisting with legacy TDD in Operator#2 (Baseline):
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-2.56%~-12.97%} for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-4.62%~-67.55%} for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-4.75%~-14.40%} for Target case
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {1.85%~62.56%} for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase of 7.10% for Target case, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {2.34%~15.41%} for Target case
-	UL performance comparison between legacy TDD coexisting with SBFD in Operator#2 (Target case) and legacy TDD coexisting with legacy TDD in Operator#2 (Baseline):
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.27%~-21.26%} for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation of -0.53% for Target case, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.27%~-40.10%} for Target case
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a decrease in the range of {-0.19%~-13.56%} for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase of 17.08% for Target case, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {0.33%~20.82%} for Target case
-	For Operator#2:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.60%~-21.39%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.13%~-75.87%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.01%~-25.20%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {1.91%~46.37%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase of 10.43% for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported a decrease of -0.50% for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {1.64%~33.38%} for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported a decrease of -0.72% for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {6.51%~53.47%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {21.34%~56.00%} for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {12.98%~81.16%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-14.92%~-72.35%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-3.18%~-34.98%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-24.62%~-44.25%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High} for both Operator#1 and Operator#2:
-	For Operator#1:
-	DL performance comparison between legacy TDD coexisting with SBFD in Operator#2 (Target case) and legacy TDD coexisting with legacy TDD in Operator#2 (Baseline):
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-3.36%~-11.57%} for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-5.77%~-98.92%} for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-2.93%~-11.35%} for Target case
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {2.68%~36.25%} for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {2.94%~5.27%} for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {3.02%~9.62%} for Target case
-	UL performance comparison between legacy TDD coexisting with SBFD in Operator#2 (Target case) and legacy TDD coexisting with legacy TDD in Operator#2 (Baseline):
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.60%~-16.74%} for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation of -0.90% for Target case, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.13%~-37.08%} for Target case
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {0.63%~2.56%} for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Qualcomm]) reported an increase of 5.48% for Target case, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {0.56%~10.09%} for Target case
-	For Operator#2:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.83%~-18.08%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-4.31%~-100.00%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-2.08%~-19.87%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {2.43%~50.27%} for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported a decrease of -1.79% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {1.87%~9.32%} for SBFD, and one source ([ZTE]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Qualcomm], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {2.27%~22.17%} for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {17.65%~50.89%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation of -40.50% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([ZTE]) reported an improvement of 29.17% for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation of -6.56% for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {14.43%~67.80%} for SBFD, and one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation of -39.17% for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {3.45%~21.82%} for SBFD, and one source ([Qualcomm]) reported a decrease of -48.01% for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 29.88% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-3.18%~-20.71%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 51.12% for SBFD, and 2 sources ([Qualcomm], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-25.28%~-35.86%} for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.4.2.2	SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_100%_Sub#2
For sub-case SBFD#4_UMA_FR1_100%_Sub#2, assuming RSI based on 1dB desense, no less than 93dB for spatial isolation and digital isolation for co-site co-channel CLI, SBFD slot configuration Alt-2 ({DDDSU} vs. {XXXXU}), Twice area & same TxRUs (Option 2), Packet Size with 0.5Mbytes for DL and 0.125Mbyte for UL, key findings are summarized below:
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Low, Low} for both Operator#1 and Operator#2:
-	For Operator#1:
-	DL performance comparison between legacy TDD coexisting with SBFD in Operator#2 (Target case) and legacy TDD coexisting with legacy TDD in Operator#2 (Baseline):
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.15%~-0.30%} for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation of -0.16% for Target case, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-0.19%~-0.34%} for Target case
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 1.01% for Target case, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {0.44%~1.25%} for Target case
-	UL performance comparison between legacy TDD coexisting with SBFD in Operator#2 (Target case) and legacy TDD coexisting with legacy TDD in Operator#2 (Baseline):
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	For Operator#2:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-14.13%~-24.14%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-14.76%~-66.67%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-9.64%~-19.42%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {12.27%~36.36%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {9.71%~37.04%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {17.53%~37.50%} for SBFD, and one source ([Mediatek]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {20.00%~154.21%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {50.68%~inf%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {3.86%~222.06%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-27.51%~-50.33%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-6.67%~-54.86%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-28.12%~-55.49%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {Medium, Medium} for both Operator#1 and Operator#2:
-	For Operator#1:
-	DL performance comparison between legacy TDD coexisting with SBFD in Operator#2 (Target case) and legacy TDD coexisting with legacy TDD in Operator#2 (Baseline):
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-1.57%~-2.67%} for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-3.48%~-3.59%} for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-2.61%~-3.60%} for Target case
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {1.24%~1.85%} for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase of 1.52% for Target case, and one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {2.34%~2.42%} for Target case
-	UL performance comparison between legacy TDD coexisting with SBFD in Operator#2 (Target case) and legacy TDD coexisting with legacy TDD in Operator#2 (Baseline):
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	For Operator#2:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-13.05%~-24.72%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-17.52%~-53.06%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-20.64%~-23.95%} for SBFD, and one source ([Mediatek]) reported no change for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {5.86%~59.01%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {9.71%~73.33%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {32.78%~68.00%} for SBFD, and one source ([Mediatek]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {5.99%~106.15%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {58.67%~inf%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {94.77%~101.59%} for SBFD, and one source ([Mediatek]) reported a degradation of -6.34% for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-18.00%~-53.25%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-12.50%~-63.94%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-21.92%~-56.87%} for SBFD
-	Traffic load with {DL,UL} = {High, High} for both Operator#1 and Operator#2:
-	For Operator#1:
-	DL performance comparison between legacy TDD coexisting with SBFD in Operator#2 (Target case) and legacy TDD coexisting with legacy TDD in Operator#2 (Baseline):
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-3.21%~-4.17%} for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-3.79%~-3.92%} for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported a degradation in the range of {-3.06%~-3.89%} for Target case
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {1.19%~2.98%} for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {1.47%~2.94%} for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported an increase in the range of {2.26%~2.64%} for Target case
-	UL performance comparison between legacy TDD coexisting with SBFD in Operator#2 (Target case) and legacy TDD coexisting with legacy TDD in Operator#2 (Baseline):
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, one source ([Samsung]) reported no change for Target case
-	For Operator#2:
-	DL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-13.25%~-27.67%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-32.95%~-61.06%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a degradation in the range of {-8.25%~-29.78%} for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {6.30%~70.57%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {9.71%~72.13%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of DL packet-latency CDF, 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an increase in the range of {42.97%~59.84%} for SBFD, and one source ([Mediatek]) reported no change for SBFD
-	UL performance comparison between SBFD and legacy TDD:
-	Regarding mean value of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {5.99%~94.84%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {38.16%~inf%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL average-UPT CDF, 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) reported an improvement in the range of {41.82%~89.07%} for SBFD, and one source ([Mediatek]) reported a degradation of -6.34% for SBFD
-	Regarding mean value of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-18.00%~-57.24%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 5%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-17.65%~-44.70%} for SBFD
-	Regarding 50%-tile of UL packet-latency CDF, 3 sources ([Mediatek], [Samsung], [ZTE]) reported a decrease in the range of {-24.66%~-86.00%} for SBFD
The summary table of the above evaluation results can be found in "Partial Summary of Semi-static SBFD.xlsx" in "B.2_Semi-static SBFD.zip". The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
7.3.1.4.2.3	Summary of the observations
For Urban Macro (FR1) with 0% grid shift in SBFD deployment case 4, if the total capability of spatial isolation and digital isolation for co-site inter-sector CLI is no less than 93 dB:
-	In case of using SBFD Alt 4 and large packet size, 
-	For Operator#1, 
-	there may be no or large degradation of UL performance for legacy TDD for all load levels, 
-	and there may be limited or large degradation of DL performance for legacy TDD for all load levels. 
-	For Operator#2, 
-	semi-static SBFD may have higher mean UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for low and medium load levels, and higher or lower 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for low load level (the median gain value is about 14%), and similar or higher 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for medium load level (the median gain value is about 20%), and higher or lower mean and 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for high load level (the median gain value is about 18% for mean UL Average-UPT and 0% for 5% UL Average-UPT),
-	and semi-static SBFD may have similar or lower mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels (the median gain value is about 1% for mean DL Average-UPT at low load level, and about -3% for mean DL Average-UPT at medium load level, and about -6% for mean DL Average-UPT at high load level,, and about -4% for 5% DL Average-UPT at low load level, about -7% for 5% DL Average-UPT at medium load level, about -10% for 5% DL Average-UPT at high load level). 
-	In case of using SBFD Alt 2 and large packet size, 
-	For Operator#1, 
-	there may be no degradation of UL performance for legacy TDD for all load levels, 
-	and there may be limited degradation of DL performance for legacy TDD for all load levels. 
-	For Operator#2, 
-	semi-static SBFD may have higher mean and 5% UL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels,
-	and semi-static SBFD may have lower mean and 5% DL Average-UPT than legacy TDD for all load levels. 
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7.3.2.1	FR1
7.3.2.1.1	Scheme-1 (PUSCH repetition type A without joint channel estimation)
For coverage performance evaluation of SBFD in FR1, 11 sources ([CEWiT], [CMCC], [DOCOMO], [Ericsson], [Huawei], [InterDigital], [OPPO], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) provided 36 samples for evaluation results, assuming PUSCH repetition type A without joint channel estimation for SBFD(XXXXU), and single slot PUSCH transmission for legacy TDD (DDDSU). The following is observed:
-	6 samples (sample 1, 2, 3, 25, 26, 33) from 3 sources ([CEWiT], [DOCOMO], [Samsung]) are based on evaluation method option-1 (Example-1)
-	3 samples (sample 3, 25, 33) from 3 sources ([CEWiT], [DOCOMO], [Samsung]) show a MCL gain of {3.40~5.82}dB for SBFD, assuming INR of co-site inter-sector interference as {-5.44~-10.30}dB, total INR of all inter-site gNB-gNB CLI as {-3.40~15.40}dB, total INR of all UE-gNB interference as {-19.70~37.76}dB
-	3 samples (sample 1, 2, 26) from one source ([DOCOMO]) show a MCL gain of {0.00~0.90}dB for SBFD, assuming INR of co-site inter-sector interference as {-5.50~19.40}dB, total INR of all inter-site gNB-gNB CLI as {-3.40~1.40}dB, total INR of all UE-gNB interference as {-14.90~-19.70}dB
-	15 samples (sample 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 34, 35, 36) from 5 sources ([CMCC], [OPPO], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) are based on evaluation method option-1 (Example-2)
-	5 samples (sample 4, 7, 27, 30, 34) from 5 sources ([CMCC], [OPPO], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) show a MCL gain of {4.91~6.93}dB for SBFD, assuming low load with ∆ as {0.14~1.14}dB
-	5 samples (sample 5, 8, 28, 31, 35) from 5 sources ([CMCC], [OPPO], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) show a MCL gain of {4.71~6.44}dB for SBFD, assuming medium load with ∆ as {0.28~1.46}dB
-	5 samples (sample 6, 9, 29, 32, 36) from 5 sources ([CMCC], [OPPO], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) show a MCL gain of {3.38~6.38}dB for SBFD, assuming high load with ∆ as {1.45~2.47}dB
-	9 samples (sample 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18) from 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Qualcomm]) are based on evaluation method option-1 (Example-3)
-	2 samples (sample 10, 13) from 2 sources ([Ericsson], [Qualcomm]) show a MCL gain of {4.30~5.30}dB for SBFD, assuming low load
-	One sample (sample 16) from one source ([Ericsson]) show a MCL gain of 1.90dB for SBFD, assuming low load
-	One sample (sample 11) from one source ([Qualcomm]) show a MCL gain of 4.68dB for SBFD, assuming medium load
-	2 samples (sample 14, 17) from one source ([Ericsson]) show a MCL gain of {0.65~1.20}dB for SBFD, assuming medium load
-	One sample (sample 12) from one source ([Qualcomm]) show a MCL gain of 4.74dB for SBFD, assuming high load
-	2 samples (sample 15, 18) from one source ([Ericsson]) show a MCL gain of {0.21~0.48}dB for SBFD, assuming high load
-	4 samples (sample 21, 22, 23, 24) from one source ([Huawei]) are based on evaluation method option-2
-	2 samples (sample 21, 23) from one source ([Huawei]) show a MCL gain of {3.20~6.70}dB for SBFD, assuming 4 aggressor inter-site gNBs with 5dB INR for each inter-site gNB-gNB CLI, 4 aggressor UEs with 0dB INR for each UE-gNB interference, with or without UL resource muting
-	One sample (sample 22) from one source ([Huawei]) shows a MCL gain of 0.50dB for SBFD, assuming 4 aggressor inter-site gNBs with 20dB INR for each inter-site gNB-gNB CLI, 4 aggressor UEs with 5dB INR for each UE-gNB interference, without UL resource muting 
-	One sample (sample 24) from one source ([Huawei]) shows a MCL gain of 3.70dB for SBFD, assuming 4 aggressor inter-site gNBs with 20dB INR for each inter-site gNB-gNB CLI, 4 aggressor UEs with 5dB INR for each UE-gNB interference, with UL resource muting
The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
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7.3.2.1.2	Scheme-2 (SBFD with TBoMS PUSCH without joint channel estimation)
For coverage performance evaluation of SBFD in FR1, 4 sources ([CMCC], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) provided 13 samples for evaluation results, assuming SBFD with TBoMS PUSCH without joint channel estimation for SBFD(XXXXU), and single slot PUSCH transmission for legacy TDD (DDDSU). The following is observed:
-	One sample (sample 10) from one source ([Samsung]) are based on evaluation method option-1 (Example-1)
-	One sample (sample 10) from one source ([Samsung]) show a MCL gain of 5.73dB for SBFD, assuming INR of co-site inter-sector interference as -5.44dB, total INR of all inter-site gNB-gNB CLI as 15.40dB, total INR of all UE-gNB interference as 23.30dB
-	12 samples (sample 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13) from 4 sources ([CMCC], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) are based on evaluation method option-1 (Example-2)
-	4 samples (sample 1, 4, 7, 11) from 4 sources ([CMCC], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) show a MCL gain of {4.40~6.12}dB for SBFD, assuming low load with ∆ as {0.14~1.14}dB
-	4 samples (sample 2, 5, 8, 12) from 4 sources ([CMCC], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) show a MCL gain of {4.00~5.79}dB for SBFD, assuming medium load with ∆ as {0.43~1.46}dB
-	3 samples (sample 3, 6, 13) from 3 sources ([CMCC], [Samsung], [ZTE]) show a MCL gain of {3.06~4.72}dB for SBFD, assuming high load with ∆ as {1.45~2.19}dB
-	One sample (sample 9) from one source ([Xiaomi]) show a MCL gain of 2.83dB for SBFD, assuming high load with ∆ as 2.47dB
The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
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7.3.2.1.3	Scheme-3 (PUSCH repetition type A with joint channel estimation)
For coverage performance evaluation of SBFD in FR1, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) provided 16 samples for evaluation results, assuming PUSCH repetition type A with joint channel estimation for SBFD(XXXXU), and single slot PUSCH transmission for legacy TDD (DDDSU). The following is observed:
-	One sample (sample 11) from one source ([Samsung]) are based on evaluation method option-1 (Example-1)
-	One sample (sample 11) from one source ([Samsung]) show a MCL gain of 6.26dB for SBFD, assuming INR of co-site inter-sector interference as -5.44dB, total INR of all inter-site gNB-gNB CLI as 15.40dB, total INR of all UE-gNB interference as 23.30dB
-	12 samples (sample 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14) from 4 sources ([CMCC], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) are based on evaluation method option-1 (Example-2)
-	4 samples (sample 2, 5, 8, 12) from 4 sources ([CMCC], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) show a MCL gain of {5.76~6.75}dB for SBFD, assuming low load with ∆ as {0.14~1.14}dB
-	4 samples (sample 3, 6, 9, 13) from 4 sources ([CMCC], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) show a MCL gain of {5.50~6.66}dB for SBFD, assuming medium load with ∆ as {0.28~1.46}dB
-	4 samples (sample 4, 7, 10, 14) from 4 sources ([CMCC], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) show a MCL gain of {4.23~5.94}dB for SBFD, assuming high load with ∆ as {1.45~2.47}dB
-	3 samples (sample 15, 16, 17) from one source ([Qualcomm]) are based on evaluation method option-1 (Example-3)
-	One sample (sample 15) from one source ([Qualcomm]) show a MCL gain of 5.88dB for SBFD, assuming low load
-	One sample (sample 16) from one source ([Qualcomm]) show a MCL gain of 5.50dB for SBFD, assuming medium load
-	One sample (sample 17) from one source ([Qualcomm]) show a MCL gain of 4.77dB for SBFD, assuming high load
The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
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7.3.2.1.4	Scheme-4 (SBFD with TBoMS PUSCH with joint channel estimation)
For coverage performance evaluation of SBFD in FR1, 5 sources ([CMCC], [Qualcomm], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) provided 16 samples for evaluation results, assuming SBFD with TBoMS PUSCH with joint channel estimation for SBFD(XXXXU), and single slot PUSCH transmission for legacy TDD (DDDSU). The following is observed:
-	One sample (sample 11) from one source ([Samsung]) are based on evaluation method option-1 (Example-1)
-	One sample (sample 11) from one source ([Samsung]) show a MCL gain of 5.96dB for SBFD, assuming INR of co-site inter-sector interference as -5.44dB, total INR of all inter-site gNB-gNB CLI as 15.40dB, total INR of all UE-gNB interference as 23.30dB
-	12 samples (sample 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14) from 4 sources ([CMCC], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) are based on evaluation method option-1 (Example-2)
-	4 samples (sample 2, 5, 8, 12) from 4 sources ([CMCC], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) show a MCL gain of {5.19~6.35}dB for SBFD, assuming low load with ∆ as {0.14~1.14}dB
-	4 samples (sample 3, 6, 9, 13) from 4 sources ([CMCC], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) show a MCL gain of {5.07~5.99}dB for SBFD, assuming medium load with ∆ as {0.43~1.46}dB
-	4 samples (sample 4, 7, 10, 14) from 4 sources ([CMCC], [Samsung], [Xiaomi], [ZTE]) show a MCL gain of {4.16~5.15}dB for SBFD, assuming high load with ∆ as {1.45~2.47}dB
-	3 samples (sample 15, 16, 17) from one source ([Qualcomm]) are based on evaluation method option-1 (Example-3)
-	One sample (sample 15) from one source ([Qualcomm]) show a MCL gain of 6.88dB for SBFD, assuming low load
-	One sample (sample 16) from one source ([Qualcomm]) show a MCL gain of 6.10dB for SBFD, assuming medium load
-	One sample (sample 17) from one source ([Qualcomm]) show a MCL gain of 5.30dB for SBFD, assuming high load
The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
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7.3.2.2	FR2-1
7.3.2.2.1	Scheme-1 (PUSCH repetition type A without joint channel estimation)
For coverage performance evaluation of SBFD in FR2-1, 4 sources ([DOCOMO], [InterDigital], [Samsung], [ZTE]) provided 10 samples for evaluation results, assuming PUSCH repetition type A without joint channel estimation for SBFD(XXXXU), and single slot PUSCH transmission for legacy TDD (DDDSU). The following is observed:
-	5 samples (sample 1, 2, 5, 6, 10) from 2 sources ([DOCOMO], [Samsung]) are based on evaluation method option-1 (Example-1)
-	5 samples (sample 1, 2, 5, 6, 10) from 2 sources ([DOCOMO], [Samsung]) show a MCL gain of {6.10~8.46}dB for SBFD, assuming INR of co-site inter-sector interference as {-0.25~-22.00}dB, total INR of all inter-site gNB-gNB CLI as {-16.15~-42.00}dB, total INR of all UE-gNB interference as {-3.50~22.44}dB
-	3 samples (sample 7, 8, 9) from one source ([ZTE]) are based on evaluation method option-1 (Example-2)
-	One sample (sample 7) from one source ([ZTE]) show a MCL gain of 6.92dB for SBFD, assuming low load with ∆ as 0.22dB
-	One sample (sample 8) from one source ([ZTE]) show a MCL gain of 6.26dB for SBFD, assuming medium load with ∆ as 1.02dB
-	One sample (sample 9) from one source ([ZTE]) show a MCL gain of 5.86dB for SBFD, assuming high load with ∆ as 1.51dB
The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
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7.3.2.2.2	Scheme-2 (SBFD with TBoMS PUSCH without joint channel estimation)
For coverage performance evaluation of SBFD in FR2-1, 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) provided 4 samples for evaluation results, assuming SBFD with TBoMS PUSCH without joint channel estimation for SBFD(XXXXU), and single slot PUSCH transmission for legacy TDD (DDDSU). The following is observed:
-	One sample (sample 4) from one source ([Samsung]) are based on evaluation method option-1 (Example-1)
-	One sample (sample 4) from one source ([Samsung]) show a MCL gain of 7.66dB for SBFD, assuming INR of co-site inter-sector interference as -1.17dB, total INR of all inter-site gNB-gNB CLI as -16.15dB, total INR of all UE-gNB interference as 22.44dB
-	3 samples (sample 1, 2, 3) from one source ([ZTE]) are based on evaluation method option-1 (Example-2)
-	One sample (sample 1) from one source ([ZTE]) show a MCL gain of 5.63dB for SBFD, assuming low load with ∆ as 0.22dB
-	One sample (sample 2) from one source ([ZTE]) show a MCL gain of 4.94dB for SBFD, assuming medium load with ∆ as 1.02dB
-	One sample (sample 3) from one source ([ZTE]) show a MCL gain of 4.49dB for SBFD, assuming high load with ∆ as 1.51dB
The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
[image: 图表, 箱线图
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7.3.2.2.3	Scheme-3 (PUSCH repetition type A with joint channel estimation)
For coverage performance evaluation of SBFD in FR2-1, 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) provided 4 samples for evaluation results, assuming PUSCH repetition type A with joint channel estimation for SBFD(XXXXU), and single slot PUSCH transmission for legacy TDD (DDDSU). The following is observed:
-	One sample (sample 4) from one source ([Samsung]) are based on evaluation method option-1 (Example-1)
-	One sample (sample 4) from one source ([Samsung]) show a MCL gain of 8.76dB for SBFD, assuming INR of co-site inter-sector interference as -1.17dB, total INR of all inter-site gNB-gNB CLI as -16.15dB, total INR of all UE-gNB interference as 22.44dB
-	3 samples (sample 1, 2, 3) from one source ([ZTE]) are based on evaluation method option-1 (Example-2)
-	One sample (sample 1) from one source ([ZTE]) show a MCL gain of 7.01dB for SBFD, assuming low load with ∆ as 0.22dB
-	One sample (sample 2) from one source ([ZTE]) show a MCL gain of 6.98dB for SBFD, assuming medium load with ∆ as 1.02dB
-	One sample (sample 3) from one source ([ZTE]) show a MCL gain of 6.59dB for SBFD, assuming high load with ∆ as 1.51dB
The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
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7.3.2.2.4	Scheme-4 (SBFD with TBoMS PUSCH with joint channel estimation)
For coverage performance evaluation of SBFD in FR2-1, 2 sources ([Samsung], [ZTE]) provided 4 samples for evaluation results, assuming SBFD with TBoMS PUSCH with joint channel estimation for SBFD(XXXXU), and single slot PUSCH transmission for legacy TDD (DDDSU). The following is observed:
-	One sample (sample 4) from one source ([Samsung]) are based on evaluation method option-1 (Example-1)
-	One sample (sample 4) from one source ([Samsung]) show a MCL gain of 7.82dB for SBFD, assuming INR of co-site inter-sector interference as -1.17dB, total INR of all inter-site gNB-gNB CLI as -16.15dB, total INR of all UE-gNB interference as 22.44dB
-	3 samples (sample 1, 2, 3) from one source ([ZTE]) are based on evaluation method option-1 (Example-2)
-	One sample (sample 1) from one source ([ZTE]) show a MCL gain of 6.44dB for SBFD, assuming low load with ∆ as 0.22dB
-	One sample (sample 2) from one source ([ZTE]) show a MCL gain of 5.81dB for SBFD, assuming medium load with ∆ as 1.02dB
-	One sample (sample 3) from one source ([ZTE]) show a MCL gain of 5.38dB for SBFD, assuming high load with ∆ as 1.51dB
The distribution of the above evaluation results can be visualized as below.
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