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1. Introduction
It was agreed during discussion of FD-MIMO simulation assumption that geographical distance based wrapping method is mandatory while radio distance based method is optional. From the evaluation of contribution [1], there is a large performance difference between geographical and radio based wrapping methods, and it was proposed to use radio based wrapping for evaluation of Cat.2 baseline. In this contribution, we provide the performance evaluation results with similar simulation assumption as [1].
2. Performance evaluation

The performance of Cat.2 baseline as described in [2] is evaluated in this section. The simulation assumption is the same as that in [1], and two baseline configurations are as copied below from [1].
Table I:  Beamformed CSIRS with baseline config.1 [1]
	Scenario
	Antenna config
	Virtualization
	# of TXRU ports
	# of beams
	CSI_RS beam angles (deg)
	Cell selection

	3D UMi
	8x4
	4x1: 100 deg
	16
	4
	81.01, 88.21, 95.38, 102.64
	port 0

	
	
	2x1: 100 deg
	32
	4
	81.01, 88.21, 95.38, 102.64
	port 0


Table II:  Beamformed CSIRS with baseline config.2 [1]
	Scenario
	Antenna config
	Virtualization
	# of TXRU ports
	# of beams
	CSI_RS beam angles (deg)
	Cell selection

	3D UMi
	8x4
	4x1: 108 deg
	16
	2
	108, 118 
	port 0

	
	
	2x1: 130 deg
	32
	4
	108, 118, 128, 138
	port 0


The performance with full-buffer traffic is shown in Table III. It is observed that with full-buffer traffic, the performance difference between the two wrapping methods is about 10% on cell edge user SE. Furthermore, Config.2 shows similar performance difference resulting from radio-based wrapping as Config.1.
Table III: Performance of FD MIMO, full buffer traffic
	Configuration
	Cell edge user SE (bps/Hz/user)
	Gain on cell edge user SE
	Cell average SE (bps/Hz)
	Gain on cell average SE

	Config.1
	16TXRU
	Geo based
	0.064
	0.0%
	3.67
	0.0%

	
	
	Radio based
	0.059
	-7.5%
	3.46
	-5.8%

	
	32TXRU
	Geo based
	0.085
	0.0%
	4.31
	0.0%

	
	
	Radio based
	0.074
	-13.5%
	4.01
	-6.8%

	Config.2
	16TXRU
	Geo based
	0.074
	0.0%
	3.40
	0.0%

	
	
	Radio based
	0.068
	-8.1%
	3.40
	-0.1%

	
	32TXRU
	Geo based
	0.104
	0.0%
	4.52
	0.0%

	
	
	Radio based
	0.091
	-12.4%
	4.42
	-2.2%


3. Conclusion

In this contribution, the Cat.2 performance is evaluated based on different wrapping methods. The following observation could be made from evaluation results under full-buffer traffic:

· The performance difference between the two wrapping methods is about 10% on cell edge user SE.
·  Config.2 shows similar performance difference resulting from radio-based wrapping as Config.1.
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