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Introduction
In 3GPP RAN1 #111, some agreements on the evaluation on AI/ML based CSI feedback enhancement have been made as follows [1]. In this contribution, we present our views on various aspects, including evaluation methodology, KPI and some preliminary results on AI/ML for CSI feedback enhancement based on [1][2].
Agreement
For the evaluation of an example of Type 3 (Separate training at NW side and UE side), the following evaluation cases for sequential training are considered for multi-vendors
· Case 1 (baseline): Type 3 training between one NW part model and one UE part model
· Note 1: Case 1 can be naturally applied to the NW-first training case where 1 NW part model to M>1 separate UE part models
· Companies to report the dataset used between the NW part model and the UE part model, e.g., whether dataset for training UE part model is the same or a subset of the dataset for training NW part model
· Note 2: Case 1 can be naturally applied to the UE-first training case where 1 UE part model to N>1 separate NW part models
· Companies to report the dataset used between the NW part model and the UE part model, e.g., whether dataset for training NW part model is the same or a subset of the dataset for training UE part model
· Companies to report the AI/ML structures for the combination(s) of UE part model and NW part model, which can be the same or different
· FFS: different quantization methods between NW side and UE side
· Case 2: For UE-first training, Type 3 training between one NW part model and M>1 separate UE part models
· Note: Case 2 can be also applied to the M>1 UE part models to N>1 NW part models
· Companies to report the AI/ML structures for the M>1 UE part models and the NW part model
· Companies to report the dataset used at UE part models, e.g., same or different dataset(s) among M UE part models
· Case 3: For NW-first training, Type 3 training between one UE part model and N>1 separate NW part models
· Note: Case 3 can be also applied to the N>1 NW part models to M>1 UE part models
· Companies to report the AI/ML structures for the UE part model and the N>1 NW part models
· Companies to report the dataset used at NW part models, e.g., same or different dataset(s) among N NW part models
· FFS: whether/how to report overhead of dataset


Agreement
For evaluating the generalization/scalability over various configurations for CSI compression, to achieve the scalability over different input dimensions of CSI generation part (e.g., different bandwidths/frequency granularities, or different antenna ports), the generalization cases of are elaborated as follows
· Case 1: The AI/ML model is trained based on training dataset from a fixed dimension X1 (e.g., a fixed bandwidth/frequency granularity, and/or number of antenna ports), and then the AI/ML model performs inference/test on a dataset from the same dimension X1.
· Case 2: The AI/ML model is trained based on training dataset from a single dimension X1, and then the AI/ML model performs inference/test on a dataset from a different dimension X2.
· Case 3: The AI/ML model is trained based on training dataset by mixing datasets subject to multiple dimensions of X1, X2,..., Xn, and then the AI/ML model performs inference/test on a single dataset subject to the dimension of X1, or X2,…, or Xn.
· Note: For Case 2/3, the solutions to achieve the scalability between Xi and Xj, are reported by companies, including, e.g., pre-processing to angle-delay domain, padding, additional adaptation layer in AI/ML model, etc.
· FFS the verification of fine-tuning
· FFS other additional cases
Agreement
For evaluating the generalization/scalability over various configurations for CSI compression, to achieve the scalability over different output dimensions of CSI generation part (e.g., different generated CSI feedback dimensions), the generalization cases of are elaborated as follows
· Case 1: The AI/ML model is trained based on training dataset from a fixed output dimension Y1 (e.g., a fixed CSI feedback dimension), and then the AI/ML model performs inference/test on a dataset from the same output dimension Y1.
· Case 2: The AI/ML model is trained based on training dataset from a single output dimension Y1, and then the AI/ML model performs inference/test on a dataset from a different output dimension Y2.
· Case 3: The AI/ML model is trained based on training dataset by mixing datasets subject to multiple dimensions of Y1, Y2,..., Yn, and then the AI/ML model performs inference/test on a single dataset of Y1, or Y2,…, or Yn.
· Note: For Case 1/2/3, companies to report whether the output of the CSI generation part is before quantization or after quantization.
· Note: For Case 2/3, the solutions to achieve the scalability between Yi and Yj, are reported by companies, including, e.g., truncation, additional adaptation layer in AI/ML model, etc.
· FFS the verification of fine-tuning
· FFS other additional cases
Agreement
· For the evaluation of the high resolution quantization of the ground-truth CSI in the CSI compression, Float32 is adopted as the baseline/upper-bound of performance comparison.
Agreement
For the evaluation of quantization aware/non-aware training, the following cases are considered and reported by companies:
· Case 1: Quantization non-aware training, where the float-format variables are directly passed from CSI generation part to CSI reconstruction part during the training
· Fixed/pre-configured quantization method/parameters is applied for the inference phase
· Companies to report the design of the fixed/pre-configured quantization method/parameters, e.g., quantization resolution, vector quantization codebook, etc.
· Case 2: Quantization aware training, where quantization/dequantization is involved in the training process



· Case 2-1: Fixed/pre-configured quantization method/parameters are applied during the training phase; the same quantization codebook is applied for the inference phase
· Companies to report the design of the fixed/pre-configured quantization method/parameters, e.g., quantization resolution, vector quantization codebook, etc.
· Case 2-2: The quantization method/parameters are updated in together with the AI/ML models during the training; when training is finished, the final quantization codebook is applied for the inference phase
· Companies to report how to update the quantization method/parameters during the training
· Note: the above cases apply for training Type 1/2/3
· Others are not precluded.
Agreement
For the evaluation of an example of Type 3 (Separate training at NW side and UE side) with sequential training, companies to report the set of information (e.g., dataset) shared in Step 2
· For NW-first training
· Dataset construction, e.g., the set of information includes the input and output of the Network side CSI generation part, or includes the output of the Network side CSI generation part only, or other information if applicable.
· Quantization behavior, e.g., whether the shared output of the Network side CSI generation part is before or after quantization.
· For UE-first training
· Dataset construction, e.g., the set of information includes the input and label of the UE side CSI reconstruction part, or includes the input of the UE side CSI reconstruction part only, or other information if applicable.
· Quantization behavior, e.g., whether the shared input of the UE side CSI reconstruction part is before or after quantization.
Agreement
For evaluating the generalization/scalability over various configurations for CSI compression, to achieve the scalability over different input/output dimensions, companies to report which case(s) in the following are evaluated
· Case 0 (benchmark for comparison): One CSI generation part with fixed input and output dimensions to 1 CSI reconstruction part with fixed input and output dimensions for each of the different input and/or output dimensions.
· Case 1: One CSI generation part with scalable input and/or output dimensions to N>1 separate CSI reconstruction parts each with fixed and different output and/or input dimensions
· Case 2: M>1 separate CSI generation parts each with fixed and different input and/or output dimensions to one CSI reconstruction part with scalable output and/or input dimensions
· Case 3: A pair of CSI generation part with scalable input/output dimensions and CSI reconstruction part with scalable output and/or input dimensions
Agreement
For the evaluation of the high resolution quantization of the ground-truth CSI in the CSI compression, if R16 Type II-like method is considered, companies to report the R16 Type II parameters with specified or new/larger values to achieve higher resolution of the ground-truth CSI labels, e.g., L,, , reference amplitude, differential amplitude, phase, etc.

Discussion on CSI compression
Intermediate KPI
As discussed in RAN1 #111, most companies prefer use SGCS as the intermediate KPI. Besides GCS/SGCS, multiple kinds of other intermediate KPIs are also proposed in RAN1 #110bit-e for discussion. However, from our opinion, the intermediate KPI is only utilized for AI/ML model performance calibration, instead of for drawing the conclusion. Therefore, too diverse intermediate KPIs are not helpful for calibration between companies. We suggest using a unified intermediate KPI should be agreed for performance calibration between companies. 
For rank > 1 condition, if SGCS is only an intermediate KPI to evaluate the CSI recovery accuracy, at least Method 3 with ‘separately calculated for each layer’ is adopted. Then both of the average over all layers (Method 1) and weighted average over all layers (Method 2) can be directly calculated based on the results from Method 3. From our understanding, the intermediate KPI is only used for AI/ML model performance calibration, hence a simple way with Method 3 is enough for this purpose, and whether Method 1 or Method 2 is reported is up to companies. 
Proposal 1: For intermediate KPI, use SGCS as the evaluation metric for calibration
· For rank>1, Method 3 is selected for calibration, whether Method 1 or Method 2 is used is up to companies
· Other intermediate KPIs are not suggested
Quantization issue
As agreed in RAN 1#111 the quantization issue of CSI feedback for CSI compression sub use case should be studied. From our understanding, a basic principle is the quantization/dequantization method should be aligned between UE and NW.  According to whether the quantization/dequantization function is involved in the AI model training phase, Case 1 and Case 2 are agreed for quantization non-aware training and quantization aware training, respectively. Moreover, Case 2-1 and Case 2-2 are further defined based on whether the quantization method/parameters are updated together during the AI model training. 
From our understanding, different training types on the use of quantization schemes should also be considered. For training type 1, it is quantization non-aware and the alignment of quantization modules can be solved through implementation. For training type 2 and type 3, they are quantization aware training, especially when quantization modules are involved in the CSI model training process, it may be necessary to specify the quantization methods to ensure the encoder and encoder to be well trained and could work together. 
Proposal 2: For training collaborative Type3, study whether/how to align the quantization and dequantization method between UE and NW
Generalization
As for generalization issue, the input/output CSI dimension keeps the same with different configuration(s)/scenario(s) for both training and inference stages. Therefore, the AI/ML model trained on one dataset with Scenario#A/Configuration#A or mixing dataset from multiple scenarios/configuraions can be directly inferenced/tested on dataset from Scenario#A/Configuration#B or Scenario#B/Configuraion#B. 
Firstly, the generalization performance on different scenarios, such as various deployment scenarios (e.g., UMa, UMi, InH), various outdoor/indoor UE distributions for UMa/UMi (e.g. 10:0, 8:2, 5:5, 2:8, 0:10), various carrier frequencies (e.g. 2GHz, 3.5GHz) and other aspects (e.g. antenna spacing, antenna virtualization, ISDs, UE speeds, etc.) can be evaluated. 
Secondly, the generalization performance on different configurations, such as various bandwidths (e.g. 10MHz, 20MHz), various antenna port layouts, e.g., (N1/N2/P), other aspects of configurations (e.g. various numerologies, various rank numbers/layers, etc.) which have no effect on the input/output dimension of AI/ML model, can be evaluated. 
However, although the baseline SLS EVM has been agreed to construct the dataset, there are still multiple kinds of combinations of scenarios and configurations to generate different mixing datasets for generalization evaluation. From our opinion, in the initial stage, companies are encouraged to provide generalization performance results on various kinds of datasets as diverse as possible to get more insights about AI-based CSI compression. In the second stage, it would be better to construct one or several typical dataset(s) with aligned mixed configuration(s)/scenario(s) to draw the conclusion on generalization performance in this SI. 
Scalability
For scalability issue, different input/output dimensions for various configurations with one AI/ML model should be studied, including various frequency granularities (e.g. size of sub-band), various size of CSI feedback payloads, various antenna port numbers (e.g. 32ports, 16ports) and other aspects of configurations which lead to different input/output CSI dimensions. 
In current stage, since the scalability issue has not been well studied, companies are encouraged to provide the details of methodologies to achieve the scalability of AI/ML model, including the pre-processing on the input and post-processing on the output of the AI/ML model, and the advanced training method to obtain the AI/ML model with good scalability. 


Figure 1: Zero-padding pre-processing on the input CSI of the encoder: (a) zero-padding on antenna port dimension; (b) zero-padding on sub-band dimension
Specifically, the zero-padding pre-processing on the input CSI of the encoder at the UE side can be utilized. For example, as shown in Figure 1 (a), the AI/ML model trained on dataset from Configuration#A with 32 port can be inferenced/tested on dataset from Configuration#B with 16 port and zero-padding on the antenna port domain. Similarly, as shown in Figure 2 (a), the AI/ML model trained on dataset from Configuration#A with 13 sub-band can be inferenced/tested on dataset from Configuration#B with 8 sub-band and zero-padding on the sub-band domain. 
Meanwhile, the clipping post-processing on the output CSI of the decoder at the NW side should be utilized correspondingly. For example, for Figure 1 (a), the output CSI on the first 16 port should be reserved with real CSI input and another part of output CSI on the latter 16 port should be clipped with zero-padding input. For Figure 1 (b), the output CSI on first 8 sub-band should be reserved with real CSI input and another part of output CSI on the latter 5 sub-band should be clipped with zero-padding input.
For different CSI feedback payloads, referred to as the output of encoder and the input of decoder, the bitstream truncation operation can be considered. Specifically, we have two kinds of datasets from Configuration#A with CSI feedback payload  bits and Configuration#B with CSI feedback payload  bits with . When the AI/ML model trained on Configuration#A is adopted on Configuration#B, the first  bits can be reserved, and the latter  bits can be truncated during the interface feedback. Then, the truncated   bits can be regarded as default 0 or 1 for the decoder input.
For the scalability evaluation, we also suggest that companies to report the details of methods and configurations in current stage. Next, it would be better to construct one or several typical dataset(s) with aligned different configurations to draw the conclusion on scalability performance in this SI. 
Based on the above discussions, we have the following proposals:
Proposal 3: Suggest to study generalization issue and scalability issue separately.
· Focus on the same input and output CSI dimension with different configuration(s)/scenario(s) for generalization performance evaluation
· Focus on different input and output CSI dimensions with different configuration(s) for scalability performance evaluation
· E.g., different numbers of antenna ports, different number of sub-bands and different CSI feedback payloads
Proposal 4: Suggest to construct some typical datasets with aligned scenarios/configuration(s) to draw the conclusion on generalization performance.
· Companies to report the details of utilized scenarios/configurations in the current stage
Proposal 5: Suggest to construct some typical datasets with aligned configuration(s) to draw the conclusion on scalability performance
· Companies to report the details of utilized methods and configurations in the current stage
Proposal 6: For scalability evaluation, zero-padding, clipping and truncation can be considered for pre-processing and post-processing.
Fine-tuning
For generalization evaluation, Case 1, Case 2 and Case 3 have been agreed in RAN1 #110bis-e to evaluate the generalization performance of AI/ML based CSI feedback. Whether Case 2A with fine-tuning belongs to the generalization verification is still controversial, and the potential performance benefits of fine-tuning for CSI feedback can be optionally considered by companies. However, we think some important points about fine-tuning should be studied before performance evaluation and drawing conclusions.
First of all, the EVM for fine-tuning should be defined. In Case 2A, the AI/ML model is trained on dataset from Scenario#A/Configuration#A, and then the AI/ML model is updated based on a fine-tuning dataset different than Scenario#A/Configuration#A, e.g. Scenario#B/Configuration#B, Scenario#A/Configuration#B. Here, we denote the dataset from Scenario#A/Configuration#A as original dataset, and the dataset different than Scenario#A/Configuration#A used for AI/ML model updating as fine-tuning dataset. The following aspects should be considered:
· Size of fine-tuning dataset: different size of fine-tuning dataset may lead to different performance. For example, using 2k samples may achieves better fine-tuning performance than using 200 samples. Generally, the fine-tuning performance may improve with more samples in fine-tuning dataset for AI/ML model update. Therefore, the size of fine-tuning dataset should be considered in EVM.
· Sampling distribution of fine-tuning dataset: the sampling distribution is also very critical. Since the size of fine-tuning dataset is relatively smaller, when the limited samples are badly selected, e.g. non-uniformly selected from limited drops or biased UE distributions, the AI/ML may be overfitted on the limited samples in fine-tuning dataset, and the fine-tuning performance may even degrade compared to the performance without fine-tuning.
· Diversity between fine-tuning dataset and original dataset: the diversity between fine-tuning dataset and original dataset also affects the fine-tuning performance. If there is large difference between fine-tuning dataset and original dataset, the AI/ML model trained on original dataset may be not a good starting point for updating on fine-tuning dataset. Therefore, given a fine-tuning dataset, a proper original dataset should be selected for better fine-tuning performance.
· Fine-tuning delay: from our understanding, fine-tuning is more likely to be performed in online training. Therefore, the time cost for fine-tuning, defined as fine-tuning delay should also be considered.
Moreover, to evaluate the performance of fine-tuning, direct training on fine-tuning dataset from random initialization of AI/ML model without Scenario#A/Configuration#A as the original dataset and inference on the testing dataset, e,g. from Scenario#A/Configuration#B, Scenario#B/Configuration#B should also be considered as a baseline besides the Rel-16 eType II baseline. Therefore, based on the above discussions, we have the following proposals:
Proposal 7: Regarding the EVM for fine-tuning, at least the following factors should be considered:
· Size of fine-tuning dataset
· Sampling distribution of fine-tuning dataset
· Diversity between fine-tuning dataset and original dataset
· Fine-tuning delay
· Performance gain
· Other aspects related to fine-tuning
Proposal 8: For the baseline of fine-tuning evaluation, direct training on fine-tuning dataset from random initialization and inference on the testing dataset should be considered as a benchmark.
AI/ML model
In this contribution, we use the encoder at UE side and decoder at NW side with Transformer backbone. The complexity with FLOPs and model size with trainable parameters are listed in Table 1. 
Table 1 FLOPs and trainable parameters
	AI/ML model
	FLOPs
	Trainable parameters

	Encoder
	~21.4M
	~10.7M

	Decoder
	~21.4M
	~10.7M

	Total
	~42.8M
	~21.4M


We used a model named EVCsiNet-T (as shown in Figure 2), in which each vector of sub-band in the input CSI matrix is firstly processed by an embedding layer and then 6 self-attention based blocks are sequentially introduced before a mixed 3bits/2bits quantization layer. As for the decoder part, after dequantization layer, a dense layer with 64 nodes is employed, followed by 6 self-attention based blocks as well. Finally, a reshape layer is implemented to obtain the output with the shape of the original CSI. The SGCS loss function is used to train the EVCsiNet-T. 


Figure 2: Illustration of EVCsiNet-T model for CSI feedback compression
From our opinion, companies are encouraged to disclose their utilized dataset(s) and/or reference model(s), which would be very helpful for crosscheck between companies.  Furthermore, common dataset(s) and/or reference model(s) would be more efficient for performance calibration and drawing final conclusions. The reference model in our simulations for AI/ML based CSI feedback enhancement can be find in https://wireless-intelligence.com/#/download. However, how to establish common dataset(s) and/or reference model(s) in 3GPP frame remains further study.
Proposal 9: Companies are encouraged to disclose their utilized dataset(s) and reference model(s)
· FFS: to establish common dataset(s) and/or reference model(s) for performance calibration and drawing final conclusions.
Performance evaluation
SLS throughput
In this section, we give some performance evaluation results with 32Tx4Rx antenna configuration. The SGCS for rank 1 and rank 2 on sub-band level for different CSI feedback overhead are provided in Figure 3 and Figure 4, where the R16 eType II is used as the comparable baseline. For rank 1, the CSI feedback overhead is (67, 92, 120, 174, 231, 250, 285, 335) bit for EVCsiNet-T-layer 1 and eType II. For rank 2, the CSI feedback overhead is (67, 92, 120, 174, 231, 250, 285, 335) bit for both EVCsiNet-T-layer 1 and EVCsiNet-T-layer 2, where the AI/ML model is trained on dataset for layer 1 and dataset for layer 2 with the same architecture EVCsiNet-T, respectively.  And the SGCS for rank 2 is calculated by the average of SGCS of layer 1 and layer 2. The training and testing dataset for each layer is 600k and 5k, respectively. 
Please note that “rank2” refers to the dynamic transmission of single-layer and 2-layer MIMO scheduled by NW in the evaluation of SLS throughput. 

Figure 3. Comparison of SGCS between AI based CSI feedback and R16 eType II baseline (rank 1)

Figure 4. Comparison of SGCS between AI based CSI feedback and eType II baseline (rank 2)
Observed from Figure 3 and Figure 4 AI based CSI feedback with EVCsiNet-T can achieve higher SGCS performance compared with R16 eType II baseline for both rank 1 (5%~8%) and rank 2 (8%~16%), especially with lower feedback payload. Meanwhile, compared with rank 1, the AI based CSI feedback has larger performance gain in rank 2. 



Figure 5: Comparisons of SLS throughput between AI based CSI feedback and R16 eType II baseline with ideal channel estimation



Figure 6: Comparisons of SLS throughput between AI based CSI feedback and R16 eType II baseline with realistic channel estimation 
Observed from Figure 5 and Figure 6, AI based CSI feedback can achieve higher SLS throughput for all conditions, such as rank 1/2, FTP/Full buffer and ideal/realistic channel estimation, especially with lower CSI feedback overhead. Specifically, for rank 1 with realistic channel estimation, full buffer model can provide about 3%~6% and FTP model can provide about 1%~3% performance gain. Similar to SGCS comparison results, the performance gain is also larger for rank 2 configuration, about 4%~10% performance gain with FTP model. Based on the above evaluation results, we have the following observations:
Observation 1: Compared to rank 1 achieving 5%~8% SGCS gain and 1%~3% SLS throughput gain, AI based CSI feedback achieves 8%~16% SGCS gain and 4%~10% SLS throughput gain for rank 2.
Observation 2: Compared to higher feedback overhead achieving 1% for rank 1 and 4% for rank 2 SLS throughput gain, AI based CSI feedback achieves larger SLS throughput gain with lower feedback overhead, about 3% for rank 1 and 10% for rank 2.
Observation 3: Compared to FTP model achieving 1%~3% SLS throughput gain for rank 1, AI based CSI feedback achieves larger SLS throughput gain for full buffer model about 3%~6%.
Generalization evaluation
The generalization performance is presented in this part. As shown in Table 2, the intermediate KPI with SGCS trained on UMa/UMi/mixing datasets and inferenced on UMa/UMi with 67/174bit CSI feedback payload is given. Each training data consists of 600k samples, and each testing set includes 5k samples. For the mixing dataset, it includes 300k UMa samples and 300k UMi samples.
Table 2 Generalization performance evaluation
	Training set
	Testing set: payload

	
	UMa:67bit
	UMi:67bit
	UMa:174bit
	UMi:174bit

	UMa#600k
	0.786
	0.773
	0.878
	0.850

	UMi#600k
	0.772
	0.784
	0.844
	0.860

	UMa#300k + UMi#300k
	0.781
	0.775
	0.875
	0.857


Obviously, the SGCS of the AI/ML model trained on UMa degrades slightly when testing on UMi and vice versa. Meanwhile, the AI/ML model trained on mixing dataset can achieve relatively higher SGCS compared with the condition when training set and testing set are mismatching. Therefore, based on the results above, we have the following observations:
Observation 4: For different scenarios, the SGCS degradation is slight (about 1%~3%) when training set and testing set are mismatching.
Observation 5: For different scenarios, training on mixing dataset can improve the generalization performance of AI/ML model.
Fine-tuning evaluation
The fine-tuning performance is presented in this part, where the UMa is used as the training set to obtain the initial AI model. Then the AI model is fine-tuned and tested at the UMi and CDL-C, respectively. The SGCS performance evaluation is given in Table 3. The Epoch=50 indicates that the AI model fine-tuning has been finished, the corresponding SGCS is the final fine-tuning performance. The upper-bound for UMi means to use UMi#600k as the training set to directly train the AI model for UMi scenario. The upper-bound for CDL-C means to use CDL-C#100k as the training set to directly train the AI model for CDL-C scenario. 
Table 3 Fine-tuning SGCS performance evaluation 
	Training set
	Fine-tuning
set
	SGCS

	
	
	Epoch = 1
	Epoch=50
	Upper-bound
	eTypeII

	UMa
#600k
	UMi#1k
	0.773
	0.774
	0.784
	0.713

	
	UMi#10k
	0.775
	0.776
	
	

	
	UMi#100k
	0.777
	0.779
	
	

	
	CDL-C#200
	0.772
	0.772
	0.854
	0.668

	
	CDL-C#2k
	0.772
	0.780
	
	

	
	CDL-C#20k
	0.779
	0.807
	
	


For both the fine-tuning on UMi and CDL-C, the fine-tuning with insufficient datasets can not achieve the equivalent SGCS performance as upper-bound. The fine-tuning performance also increases with larger fine-tuning datasets.
Generally, the difference between UMi and UMa is moderate, both these two scenarios include 80% indoor UEs and 20% outdoor UEs, wherein the major 80% indoor UEs follow similar distribution and characteristics. Therefore, the initial AI model trained on UMa can perform well on UMi scenario with good generalization performance. Hence, the fine-tuning gain on SGCS performance is very small with insufficient UMi fine-tuning dataset.
For the LLS CDL-C channel, it can be regarded as one typical case in UMa scenario with given cluster and delay distribution. The CDL-C possess more concentrated characteristics in spatial and frequency domain, hence the upper-bound SGCS performance for CDL-C is higher than UMa and UMi. And the fine-tuning gain on SGCS performance is visible with relatively larger fine-tuning dataset (CDL-C#20k), which vanishes when fine-tuning dataset is small (CDL-C#200). Based on Table 3, we have the following observations:
Observation 6: For AI model trained on UMa and fine-tuned on UMi, the fine-tuning gain on SGCS performance is small with insufficient UMi fine-tuning dataset.
Observation 7: For AI model trained on UMa and fine-tuned on CDL-C, the fine-tuning gain on SGCS performance is about 3.6% for larger fine-tuning dataset, which vanishes when fine-tuning dataset is small.
Observation 8: For AI model trained on UMa and fine-tuned on UMi and CDL-C, the fine-tuning with insufficient datasets cannot achieve the equivalent SGCS performance as upper-bound.
· Note: upper-bound indicates using sufficient training set, which is from the same scenario as testing set.
Furthermore, the convergence speed for fine-tuning is also evaluated in Table 4. Here fine-tuning solution means trained on UMa and then fine-tuned on set CDL-C#2k and CDL-C#20k. The compared baseline is directly trained on set CDL-C#2k and CDL-C#20k with the random AI model initialization as the starting point. 
Table 4: Fine-tuning convergence speed evaluation
	Training set
	Solution

	SGCS

	
	
	Epoch=0
	Epoch = 1
	Epoch=5
	Epoch=10
	Epoch=20
	Epoch=50

	CDL-C#2k
	Fine-tuning
	0.742
	0.772
	0.778
	0.779
	0.780
	0.780

	
	Baseline
	/
	0.100
	0.277
	0.414
	0.481
	0.610

	CDL-C#20k
	Fine-tuning
	0.742
	0.772
	0.789
	0.792
	0.798
	0.807

	
	Baseline
	/
	0.351
	0.605
	0.639
	0.715
	0.804


Obviously, for both 2k and 20k dataset, the fine-tuning solution converges faster than baseline. Specifically, for smaller dataset CDL-C#2k, the fine-tuning can achieve about 27.9% SGCS performance gain compared with baseline after 50 epochs. While for larger dataset CDL-C#20k, fine-tuning and baseline achieve similar SGCS performance after 50 epochs.  Based on Table 4, we have the following observations:
Observation 9: Fine-tuning converges faster than baseline for both CDL-C#2k and CDL-C#20k datasets. Compared with baseline, fine-tuning achieves about 27.9% SGCS performance gain on smaller dataset CDL-C#2k and similar SGCS performance gain on larger dataset CDL-C#20k.
· Note: baseline indicates using directly trained on CDL-C#2k and CDL-C#20k with random AI model initialization as starting point.
Scalability evaluation
The scalability performance is presented in this part, where the CDL-C channels with 300ns delay spread are utilized. Here, three kinds of configurations, including 32port#67bit, 16port#67bit and 16port#49bit are considered. Each dataset includes 100k samples, where 95k for training and 5k for testing. The intermediate KPI with SGCS for different training sets and testing sets are listed in Table 5.
Table 5 Scalability performance evaluation 
	Training set
	Testing set

	
	32 port#67bit
	16 port#67bit
	16 port#49bit

	32 port#67bit
	0.855
	0.693
	/

	16 port#67bit
	/
	0.886
	0.734

	16 port#49bit
	/
	/
	0.861

	32 port#67bit + 16 port#67bit
	0.853
	0.898
	/

	32 port#67bit + 16 port#49bit
	0.834
	/
	0.821


Here, when AI/ML model trained on 32-port dataset and tested on 16-port dataset, or trained on mixing datasets with 32 port and 16 port, the zero-padding pre-processing and clipping post-processing is utilized for 16-port dataset. When AI/ML model trained on 67bit and tested on 49bit, or trained on mixing datasets with 67bit and 49bit, the bitstream truncation and default 0 is utilized for 49bit dataset. 
Obviously, for the scalability on various number of antenna ports, the AI/ML model only trained on 32 port will suffer considerable performance degradation in the testing with 16 port, while the AI/ML model trained on mixing datasets with 32 port and 16 port can improve the SGCS significantly when testing on 16 port. Meanwhile, for the scalability on various CSI feedback payloads, the AI/ML model only trained on 67bit performs will suffer significant performance degradation in the testing with 49bit, while the AI/ML model trained on mixing datasets with 32 port#67bit and 16 port#49bit can improve the SGCS when testing on 49bit. Therefore, the scalability performance of AI/ML model can be improved by trained on mixing datasets including various configurations. Based on the results above, we have the following observations:
Observation 10: The scalability performance of AI/ML model for various number of antenna ports and CSI feedback payloads can be improved by trained on mixing datasets.
We simulate the performance with 1 common decoder at NW and 2 UE-specific encoders at different UE sides with different configurations. Specifically, 32 port#67bit is configured for UE 1 and 16 port#49bit is configured for UE 2. The same encoder structure with EVCsiNet-T is utilized for both two UEs, and the aligned decoder structure with EVCsiNet-T is utilized for NW. The AI/ML model is trained on the mixing datasets with 32 port#67bit and 16 port#49bit, Table 6 shows the testing results for both two configurations.
Table 6 Multi-encoder performance
	Training set
	Encoder 1, 32 port#67bit
	Encoder 2, 16 port#49bit

	32 port#67bit + 16 port#49bit
	0.835
	0.858



As given in Table 6, AI/ML model with common decoder and multi-encoder at different UE sides with different configurations can achieve good performance for both two UEs. Furthermore, training on the mixing datasets with UE-specific encoder can achieve 0.858 for UE 2, which is larger than 0.821 with common encoder in Table 5.
Observation 11: Using common decoder with UE-specific encoder achieves higher SGCS than using common decoder with common encoder.

Similarly, we also simulate the performance with 1 common encoder at UE side and 2 gNB-specific decoders at NW side with different configurations. Specifically, 32 port#67bit is configured for gNB 1 and 16 port#49bit is configured for gNB 2. The same decoder structure with EVCsiNet-T is utilized for both two gNBs, and the aligned encoder structure with EVCsiNet-T is utilized for UE. The AI/ML model is trained on the mixing datasets with 32 port#67bit and 16 port#49bit, Table 7 shows the testing results for both two configurations.
Table 7 Multi-decoder performance
	Training set
	Decoder 1, 32 port#67bit
	Decoder 2, 16 port#49bit

	32 port#67bit + 16 port#49bit
	0.848
	0.867


As given in Table 7, AI/ML model with common encoder and multi-decoder at different NW sides with different configurations can achieve good performance for both two configurations. Furthermore, training on the mixing datasets with gNB-specific decoder can achieve 0.858/0.867 for UE 1/2, which is larger than 0.834/0.821 with common decoder in Table 5.
Observation 12: Using common encoder with gNB-specific decoder achieves higher SGCS than using common encoder with common decoder.
Type 3 training evaluation
The performance of type 3 training for CSI compression is evaluated in Table 8. Here type 1 training with UMa#600k is used as the baseline for comparison. The overhead indicates the size of transmitted training data, including the CSI eigenvector dataset from UE to NW, and the bitstream dataset from NW to UE in NW-first training and UE to NW in UE-first training. For CSI eigenvector transmission, the float32 format is used to transmit the CSI label, thus totally  is required for 600k size dataset. For bitstream transmission with 67bit CSI feedback payload, totally   is required. Therefore, for 600k, 300k, 100k and 50k training data, the total type 3 training overhead is about 1909M, 954M, 319M and 160M.
Table 8: Type 3 training evaluation
	Solution
	Type 1 training
	Type 3 training overhead (Mbytes)

	
	
	1909
	954
	319
	160

	NW-first
	0.787
	0.780
	0.772
	0.751
	0.735

	UE-first
	
	0.785
	0.779
	0.768
	0.759


Compared with baseline using type 1 training, NW-first/UE-first type 3 training has 0.9%/0.3% SGCS performance loss with 1909Mbytes overhead and 6.6%/3.6% SGCS performance loss with 159Mbytes overhead. For both of NW-first and UE-first type 3 training, the SGCS performance decreases with smaller overhead over the air interface. The UE-first method achieves higher SGCS performance compared with NW-first method, since a better decoder can be trained with fixed input bitstream from well trained encoder at the UE-side. Based on Table 8, we have the following observations:
Observation 13: Compared with type 1 training, NW-first type 3 training has 0.9%~6.6% and UE-first type 3 training has 0.3%~3.6% SGCS performance loss with 160M~1909M overhead, respectively.
Discussion on CSI prediction
In 3GPP RAN1 #111, the following working assumption about CSI prediction is achieved:
Working Assumption
For the AI/ML based CSI prediction sub use case, the nearest historical CSI w/o prediction as well as non-AI/ML/collaboration level x AI/ML based CSI prediction approach are both taken as baselines for the benchmark of performance comparison, and the specific non-AI/ML/collaboration level x AI/ML based CSI prediction is reported by companies.
· Note: the specific non-AI/ML based CSI prediction is compatible with R18 MIMO; collaboration level x AI/ML based CSI prediction could be implementation based AI/ML compatible with R18 MIMO as an example
· It does not imply any restriction on future specification for CSI prediction
· FFS how to model the simulation cases for collaboration level x CSI prediction and LCM for collaboration level y/z CSI prediction


Evaluation methodology 
As for CSI prediction for time domain, if it is selected as one sub use case, the EVM used for CSI compression sub use case should be the baseline for simplicity. Then, other specific parameters for CSI prediction (e.g. UE speed, outdoor/indoor UE distribution, CSI feedback periodicity) should be further considered. 
Regarding the input of AI model for CSI prediction, both raw channel matrixes and eigenvectors can be used. For raw channel prediction, the input/output of AI/ML model would be the channel matrix , where  are the numbers of Tx port, Rx port and subcarrier. For eigenvector prediction, the input/output of AI/ML model would be the eigenvector , where  is the number of sub-band.  Generally, selecting raw channel as the input/output may lead to a much huger dataset with massive storage space compared to eigenvector, which is inconvenient for dataset construction and AI/ML model training. Moreover, as for the intermediate KPI, normalized mean square error (NMSE) and SGCS can be used for raw channel and eigenvector, respectively. But using eigenvector for CSI prediction and SGCS as the intermediate KPI would be more intuitive since it has been widely used in CSI compression sub use case. In our following text, both the eigenvector input and raw channel input are e


Figure 7 CSI prediction assumption 1
Take eigenvector input as an example, two aspects of CSI prediction assumptions can be considered. As shown in Figure 7, the input of CSI model includes K historic eigenvectors  from K CSI-RS measurement (in red color). The output of CSI prediction model includes 4 future eigenvectors  on the next 4 interval slots (in yellow color). Then the observation window is K and the prediction window is 4. For the interval slots in prediction window, the predicted CSI eigenvectors from AI/ML model output can be used for transmission. This is considered to deal with the impact of scheduling delay and outdated CSI on the use of CSI information, the CSI accuracy on the interval slots can be improved using AI/ML model by compensating the difference of CSI resulted from the scheduling delay. Similarly, different UE speeds (e.g. 30km/h, 60km/h, 90km/h and 120km/h) and CSI-RS periods (e.g. 5ms, 10ms and 20ms) can be considered with various lengths of observation window and prediction window.


(a)


(b)
Figure 8 CSI prediction assumption 2
Secondly, as shown in Figure 8, it is proposed to reduce the CSI-RS overhead. In Figure 8 (a), the K historic eigenvectors CSI-RS with long periodicity (e.g. 40ms/80ms/160ms) can be used as the input of CSI prediction model (in red color). In Figure 8 (b), the input of CSI prediction model consists of K historic eigenvectors  from K CSI-RS measurement (in red color). For both (a) and (b) configurations, the output of CSI prediction model includes T future eigenvectors  on T CSI-RS transmission instances (in yellow color). Then the observation window is K and the prediction window is T. For the interval slots in prediction window, the nearest predicted CSI eigenvector is directly utilized for transmission. For this assumption, the CSI-RSs in prediction window are not required, and the CSI-RS overhead can be reduced with proportion of . For different UE speeds (e.g. 30km/h, 60km/h, 90km/h and 120km/h) and CSI-RS periods (e.g. 5ms, 10ms and 20ms), we can select different lengths of observation window and prediction window, therefore obtain different CSI-RS overhead reduction proportions using AI/ML based CSI prediction in time domain.
Actually, both two assumptions for CSI prediction can be studied for different purposes. Furthermore, in the training stage of assumption 1, the CSI eigenvectors for every slot should be stored, which increases the complexity and storage load of dataset construction. As comparison, for assumption 2, only eigenvectors on CSI-RS instances are required as the input and label, the CSI eigenvectors for interval slots are not required, which decreases the complexity and storage load of dataset construction. 
Based on above discussions, we have the following proposals:
Proposal 10: In R18 time domain CSI prediction, following two aspects should be studied to evaluate the performance gain and identify the potential spec impacts.
· Impact on throughput caused by scheduling delay and outdated CSI
· Reduction of CSI-RS overhead
Proposal 11: Regarding the EVM on CSI prediction, evaluate the performance with different numbers of observation window K and prediction window T according to CSI-RS period 
UE-side model
As discussed in RAN1 #111, the UE-sided CSI prediction is agreed as the sub use case. For UE-sided AI model, the input and output should be considered as the following.
The input of AI/ML model can be the estimated raw channel(s) or eigenvector(s) in the observation window. The output of AI/ML model should be the predicted raw channel(s) or eigenvector(s) in the prediction window. Then, during CSI feedback phase, the codebook based eType II (with possible enhancement) and AI based CSI feedback can be used to report the eigenvector(s) in prediction window.  However, for raw channel(s) feedback, it seems conventional codebook based algorithms cannot be used currently. Therefore, only AI based raw channel compression and feedback is workable, or the post-processing by calculating the eigenvector(s) from the predicted raw channel(s) is required for CSI feedback. 
For UE-side model training, similar to the CSI compression sub use case, the ideal channel estimation can be used to construct training dataset and the ideal CSI can also be used as the target CSI for training. Then the ideal channel estimation can be used for CSI prediction performance calibration with intermediate KPI, and the realistic channel estimation should be used for SLS throughput evaluation for drawing the conclusions. Moreover, in SLS evaluation, the CSI compression and recovery error in prediction window should be considered as well.
Based on the discussions above, we have the following proposal:
Proposal 12: For UE-sided CSI prediction, the following items should be considered
· Ideal channel estimation for training stage and intermediate KPI calibration
· Realistic channel estimation together with CSI feedback error for SLS performance evaluation
· Possible CSI feedback enhancement for the output of CSI prediction (e.g. eType II based, AI based CSI feedback)
· FFS: how to perform raw channel feedback in observation and prediction window
AI/ML model
In this contribution, we use the MLP-Mixer backbone with ~46.02M FLOPs and model size with ~23.07M trainable parameters for eigenvector based CSI prediction The corresponding AI/ML structures are illustrated in Figure 9. 


Figure 9: structure of MLP-Mixer
The MLP-Mixer model is composed of dimensional transform block, 10 blocks of mixer layer and a fully-connected layer. The output dimension of the full-connected layer in MLP-Mixer can be adjusted according to the different lengths of prediction window.
Performance evaluation
Multi-UE evaluation
We give some performance evaluation results for CSI prediction in Table 9 to evaluate the availability of AI/ML based CSI prediction for multi-UE scenario. The UE-side model with eigenvector as the input and the output is adopted. The observation window is set as K=4, the prediction window is set as T = [5,10,15,20]ms. The intermediate KPI with SGCS of the AI based CSI prediction is compared with the sample-and-hold non-AI baseline. The dataset includes 5 drops CSI eigenvector samples, where each drop includes 570 UE and each UE includes 397 slots with CSI-RS interval 5ms. For each drop, the first 90% UE and 90% slots are utilized for training. For testing set, we have Set1 and Set2, respectively. For Set1, the 10% UE of each drop is used for testing. For Set2, the 10% samples of each UE of each drop is used for testing.
Table 9 AI based CSI prediction evaluation for multi-UE scenario
	SGCS
	5ms
	10ms
	15ms
	20ms

	
	Set1
	Set2
	Set1
	Set2
	Set1
	Set2
	Set1
	Set2

	Non-AI
 (sample-and-hold)
	0.870
	0.871
	0.805
	0.793
	0.730
	0.720
	0.675
	0.667

	AI
	0.922
	0.930
	0.843
	0.839
	0.767
	0.764
	0.709
	0.706

	Gain
	0.052 (6.0%)
	0.059 (6.8%)
	0.038 (4.7%)
	0.046 (5.8%)
	0.037 (5.1%)
	0.044 (6.1%)
	0.034 (5.0%)
	0.039 (5.8%)


For all T=1,2,3,4 and both Set1 and Set2, AI based CSI prediction can achieve higher SGCS compared with non-AI solution. The performance gain decreases with farther prediction instances. 
Observation 14: Regarding AI based CSI prediction in multi-UE scenario, AI achieves higher SGCS compared with sample-and-hold baseline
Single-UE evaluation
Considering that UE-sided CSI prediction can be realized with different AI models at different UEs, the CSI prediction for single-UE is further evaluated besides the multi-UE scenario. Here, two different UEs with 80k samples for each UE are provided. The channel variation in time domain is fast for UE 0 and slow for UE 1. The CSI prediction result with prediction window ms is presented in Figure 10 (a). The CSI prediction result with prediction window ms is presented in Figure 10 (b). For both two conditions, the observation window is set as . 
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Figure 10: CSI prediction for single-UE
Table 10 AI CSI prediction gain for Figure 10 (a)
	SGCS Gain
(Relative SGCS Gain)
	1ms
	2ms
	3ms
	4ms

	UE 0
	0.017 (1.7%)
	0.051 (5.8%)
	0.109 (14.5%)
	0.197 (31.6%)

	UE 1
	0.001 (0.1%)
	0.003 (0.3%)
	0.010 (1.0%)
	0.017 (1.7%)



In Table 10, the CSI prediction performance gain increases for both UE 0 and UE 1. Specifically, the performance for both AI based CSI prediction and baseline deceases with farther CSI prediction instance. But AI based CSI prediction can achiever larger SGCS performance gain than baseline in farther CSI prediction instance. For UE 0, the channel variation is fast in time domain, so the performance of baseline using sample-and-hold decreases rapidly with larger T. The AI based CSI prediction can obtain 31.6% SGCS performance gain at T=4ms. As comparison, the channel variation for UE 1 is slow in time domain, hence the baseline using sample-and-hold still performs well at T=4ms, and the AI based CSI prediction only has 1.7% performance gain.
Table 11 AI CSI prediction gain for Figure 10(b)
	SGCS Gain
(Relative SGCS Gain)
	5ms
	10ms
	15ms
	20ms

	UE 0
	0.239 (47.5%)
	0.223 (73.3%)
	0.089 (27.0%)
	0.030 (8.9%)

	UE 1
	0.027 (2.8%)
	0.052 (5.9%)
	0.068 (8.8%)
	0.034 (5.1%)


In Table 11, AI based CSI prediction achieves highest about 73.3% performance gain at T=10ms for UE 0 and 8.8% performance gain at T=15ms for UE 1. For UE 0 with fast channel variation, the CSI prediction accuracy for both AI and baseline become very bad with SGCS<0.4. While for UE 1 with slow channel variation, the AI based CSI prediction can still achieve SGCS>0.7 at T=20ms.
Based on the results above, we have the following observation:

Observation 15: Regarding AI based CSI prediction in single-UE scenario, AI achieves higher SGCS compared with sample-and-hold baseline
· AI achieves higher CSI prediction performance gain for UE with fast channel variation
· AI achieves higher CSI prediction performance gain with father CSI prediction instance within the same CSI-RS feedback period
Besides the above results, to better descript the channel variation in time domain, we also provide the NMSE of raw channel and SGCS of eigenvector comparison using sample-and-hold baseline. 
Table 12 NMSE and SGCS comparison
	UE index
	KPI
	1ms
	2ms
	3ms
	4ms

	UE 0
	SGCS
	0.964
	0.871
	0.749
	0.623

	
	NMSE (dB)
	-12.84
	-6.91
	-3.54
	-1.25

	UE 1
	SGCS
	0.997
	0.990
	0.981
	0.970

	
	NMSE (dB)
	-17.85
	-11.85
	-8.36
	-5.90


As shown in Table 12, NMSE increases and SGCS decreases with farther CSI prediction instance. For UE 0 when NMSE increases from -12.84dB to -1.25dB, the SGCS decreases from 0.964 to 0.623. However, for UE 1, when NMSE increases from -17.85dB to -5.90dB, the SGCS only decreases slightly from 0.997 to 0.970. Compare the T=1ms for UE 0 and T=4ms for UE 1, we find that UE 1 has larger SGCS than UE 0 (0.970>0.964), while UE 1 has worse NMSE performance than UE 0. Based on these results above, we find that the NMSE performance cannot completely match to the SGCS performance, especially for different UEs. Considering that CSI eigenvector is finally utilized, we prefer to select CSI eigenvector as the input of AI model for CSI prediction.
Observation 16:  NMSE performance cannot completely match to the SGCS performance, especially for different UEs.
Proposal 13: Suggest to use multiple kinds of intermediate KPIs (e.g. SGCS, NMSE) for CSI prediction evaluation, conclusions should be drawn based on eventual KPI (e.g. SLS throughput) instead of intermediate KPIs.
Conclusion
In this contribution, we provide some discussions and preliminary results about the evaluation on AI/ML for CSI feedback enhancement. Based on the discussions and evaluations, we have following observations and proposals:
Observation 1: Compared to rank 1 achieving 5%~8% SGCS gain and 1%~3% SLS throughput gain, AI based CSI feedback achieves 8%~16% SGCS gain and 4%~10% SLS throughput gain for rank 2.
Observation 2: Compared to higher feedback overhead achieving 1% for rank 1 and 4% for rank 2 SLS throughput gain, AI based CSI feedback achieves larger SLS throughput gain with lower feedback overhead, about 3% for rank 1 and 10% for rank 2.
Observation 3: Compared to FTP model achieving 1%~3% SLS throughput gain for rank 1, AI based CSI feedback achieves larger SLS throughput gain for full buffer model about 3%~6%.
Observation 4: For different scenarios, the SGCS degradation is slight (about 1%~3%) when training set and testing set are mismatching.
Observation 5: For different scenarios, training on mixing dataset can improve the generalization performance of AI/ML model.
Observation 6: For AI model trained on UMa and fine-tuned on UMi, the fine-tuning gain on SGCS performance is small with insufficient UMi fine-tuning dataset.
Observation 7: For AI model trained on UMa and fine-tuned on CDL-C, the fine-tuning gain on SGCS performance is about 3.6% for larger fine-tuning dataset, which vanishes when fine-tuning dataset is small.
Observation 8: For AI model trained on UMa and fine-tuned on UMi and CDL-C, the fine-tuning with insufficient datasets cannot achieve the equivalent SGCS performance as upper-bound.
· Note: upper-bound indicates using sufficient training set, which is from the same scenario as testing set.
Observation 9: Fine-tuning converges faster than baseline for both CDL-C#2k and CDL-C#20k datasets. Compared with baseline, fine-tuning achieves about 27.9% SGCS performance gain on smaller dataset CDL-C#2k and similar SGCS performance gain on larger dataset CDL-C#20k.
· Note: baseline indicates using directly trained on CDL-C#2k and CDL-C#20k with random AI model initialization as starting point.
Observation 10: The scalability performance of AI/ML model for various antenna ports and CSI feedback payloads can be improved by trained on mixing datasets.
Observation 11: Using common decoder with UE-specific encoder achieves higher SGCS than using common decoder with common encoder.
Observation 12: Using common encoder with gNB-specific decoder achieves higher SGCS than using common encoder with common decoder.
Observation 13: Compared with type 1 training, NW-first type 3 training has 0.9%~6.6% and UE-first type 3 training has 0.3%~3.6% SGCS performance loss with 159M~1904M overhead, respectively.
Observation 14: Regarding AI based CSI prediction in multi-UE scenario, AI achieves higher SGCS compared with sample-and-hold baseline
Observation 15: Regarding AI based CSI prediction in single-UE scenario, AI achieves higher SGCS compared with sample-and-hold baseline
· AI achieves higher CSI prediction performance gain for UE with fast channel variation
· AI achieves higher CSI prediction performance gain with father CSI prediction instance within the same CSI-RS feedback period
Observation 16:  NMSE performance cannot completely match to the SGCS performance, especially for different UEs.

Proposal 1: For intermediate KPI, use SGCS as the evaluation metric for calibration
· For rank>1, Method 3 is selected for calibration, whether Method 1 or Method 2 is used is up to companies
· Other intermediate KPIs are not suggested
Proposal 2: For training collaborative Type3, study whether/how to align the quantization and dequantization method between UE and NW
Proposal 3: Suggest to study generalization issue and scalability issue separately.
· Focus on the same input and output CSI dimension with different configuration(s)/scenario(s) for generalization performance evaluation
· Focus on different input and output CSI dimensions with different configuration(s) for scalability performance evaluation
· E.g., different numbers of antenna ports, different number of sub-bands and different CSI feedback payloads
Proposal 4: Suggest to construct some typical datasets with aligned scenarios/configuration(s) to draw the conclusion on generalization performance.
· Companies to report the details of utilized scenarios/configurations in the current stage
Proposal 5: Suggest to construct some typical datasets with aligned configuration(s) to draw the conclusion on scalability performance
· Companies to report the details of utilized methods and configurations in the current stage
Proposal 6: For scalability evaluation, zero-padding, clipping and truncation can be considered for pre-processing and post-processing.
Proposal 7: Regarding the EVM for fine-tuning, at least the following factors should be considered:
· Size of fine-tuning dataset
· Sampling distribution of fine-tuning dataset
· Diversity between fine-tuning dataset and original dataset
· Fine-tuning delay
· Performance gain
· Other aspects related to fine-tuning
Proposal 8: For the baseline of fine-tuning evaluation, direct training on fine-tuning dataset from random initialization and inference on the testing dataset should be considered as a benchmark.
Proposal 9: Companies are encouraged to disclose their utilized dataset(s) and reference model(s)
· FFS: to establish common dataset(s) and/or reference model(s) for performance calibration and drawing final conclusions.
Proposal 10: In R18 time domain CSI prediction, following two aspects should be studied to evaluate the performance gain and identify the potential spec impacts.
· Impact on throughput caused by scheduling delay and outdated CSI
· Reduction of CSI-RS overhead
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 11: Regarding the EVM on CSI prediction, evaluate the performance with different numbers of observation window K and prediction window T according to CSI-RS period 
Proposal 12: For UE-sided CSI prediction, the following items should be considered
· Ideal channel estimation for training stage and intermediate KPI calibration
· Realistic channel estimation together with CSI feedback error for SLS performance evaluation
· Possible CSI feedback enhancement for the output of CSI prediction (e.g. eType II based, AI based CSI feedback)
· FFS: how to perform raw channel feedback in observation and prediction window
Proposal 13: Suggest to use multiple kinds of intermediate KPIs (e.g. SGCS, NMSE) for CSI prediction evaluation, conclusions should be drawn based on eventual KPI (e.g. SLS throughput) instead of intermediate KPIs.
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Appendix
Table A1. Evaluation results for CSI compression without model generalization/scalability, [FTP], [Max rank value = 2], [RU=70%] [type 1 training]
	
	
	OPPO-FTP/Full buffer

	CSI generation part
	AL/ML model backbone
	Transformer

	
	Pre-processing
	/

	
	Post-processing
	/

	
	FLOPs/M
	21.4

	
	Number of parameters/M
	10.7

	
	[Storage /Mbytes]
	/

	CSI reconstruction part
	AL/ML model backbone
	Transformer

	
	[Pre-processing]
	/

	
	[Post-processing]
	/

	
	FLOPs/M
	21.4

	
	Number of parameters/M
	10.7

	
	[Storage /Mbytes]
	/

	Common description
	Input type
	CSI eigenvector

	
	Output type
	CSI eigenvector

	
	Quantization /dequantization method
	Scalar quantization, 3bit&2bit

	Dataset description
	Train/k
	595

	
	Test/k
	5

	
	Ground-truth CSI quantization method
	Float32

	[Other assumptions/settings agreed to be reported]
	/

	Benchmark
	R16 eType II

	Intermediate KPI I#1 (SGCS) of benchmark, [layer 1]
	CSI feedback payload 67bit
	0.71

	
	CSI feedback payload 96bit
	0.75

	
	CSI feedback payload 117bit
	0.79

	
	CSI feedback payload 174bit
	0.83

	
	CSI feedback payload 231bit
	0.85

	
	CSI feedback payload 250bit
	0.87

	
	CSI feedback payload 285bit
	0.87

	
	CSI feedback payload 335bit
	0.88

	Intermediate KPI I#1 (SGCS) of benchmark, [layer 2]
	CSI feedback payload 67bit
	0.53

	
	CSI feedback payload 96bit
	0.57

	
	CSI feedback payload 117bit
	0.65

	
	CSI feedback payload 174bit
	0.73

	
	CSI feedback payload 231bit
	0.75

	
	CSI feedback payload 250bit
	0.77

	
	CSI feedback payload 285bit
	0.77

	
	CSI feedback payload 335bit
	0.80

	Gain for intermediate KPI I#1 (SGCS), [layer 1]
	CSI feedback payload 67bit
	0.06

	
	CSI feedback payload 96bit
	0.05

	
	CSI feedback payload 117bit
	0.03

	
	CSI feedback payload 174bit
	0.04

	
	CSI feedback payload 231bit
	0.03

	
	CSI feedback payload 250bit
	0.02

	
	CSI feedback payload 285bit
	0.03

	
	CSI feedback payload 335bit
	0.03

	Gain for intermediate KPI#1 (SGCS), [layer 2]
	CSI feedback payload 67bit
	0.16

	
	CSI feedback payload 96bit
	0.23

	
	CSI feedback payload 117bit
	0.15

	
	CSI feedback payload 174bit
	0.12

	
	CSI feedback payload 231bit
	0.13

	
	CSI feedback payload 250bit
	0.10

	
	CSI feedback payload 285bit
	0.11

	
	CSI feedback payload 335bit
	0.11

	Gain for Mean UPT,
 [rank 1] (FTP/Full buffer)
	CSI feedback payload 67bit
	3%/6%

	
	CSI feedback payload 96bit
	2%/5%

	
	CSI feedback payload 117bit
	1%/3%

	
	CSI feedback payload 174bit
	1%/4%

	
	CSI feedback payload 231bit
	1%/3%

	
	CSI feedback payload 250bit
	1%/2%

	
	CSI feedback payload 285bit
	1%/4%

	
	CSI feedback payload 335bit
	1%/3%

	Gain for Mean UPT,
 [rank 2]
	CSI feedback payload 67bit
	11%

	
	CSI feedback payload 96bit
	9%

	
	CSI feedback payload 117bit
	3%

	
	CSI feedback payload 174bit
	4%

	
	CSI feedback payload 231bit
	4%

	
	CSI feedback payload 250bit
	1%

	
	CSI feedback payload 285bit
	4%

	
	CSI feedback payload 335bit
	3%

	Gain for 5% UPT [rank 1] 
	CSI feedback payload 67bit
	4%

	
	CSI feedback payload 96bit
	4%

	
	CSI feedback payload 117bit
	<1%

	
	CSI feedback payload 174bit
	4%

	
	CSI feedback payload 231bit
	<1%

	
	CSI feedback payload 250bit
	1%

	
	CSI feedback payload 285bit
	2%

	
	CSI feedback payload 335bit
	1%

	FFS others
	/
	/



rank1

R16 	67	96	117	174	231	285	250	335	0.71	0.75	0.79	0.83	0.85	0.87	0.87	0.88	AI	32	67	96	120	174	231	250	285	335	0.69	0.77	0.8	0.82	0.87	0.88	0.89	0.9	0.91	



rank2

R16 	118	175	213	326	439	547	475	644	0.62	0.66	0.72	0.78	0.8	0.82	0.82	0.84	AI	64	134	192	240	348	462	500	570	670	0.73	0.8	0.81	0.86	0.88	0.88	0.89	0.91	



Full buffer rank1-ideal CE

R16 	67	96	117	174	231	285	250	335	0	2.2900763358778553E-2	5.7251908396946494E-2	9.0330788804071194E-2	0.10050890585241734	0.10687022900763354	0.12340966921119589	0.1323155216284988	AI	32	67	96	120	174	231	250	285	335	2.2900763358778553E-2	6.2340966921119456E-2	8.0152671755725269E-2	9.7964376590330859E-2	0.12977099236641232	0.13994910941475824	0.14376590330788797	0.15267175572519087	0.16412213740458026	



FTP rank1-ideal CE

R16 	67	96	117	174	231	285	250	335	0	1.2349189669371041E-2	2.9590502029523069E-2	4.4777349872200833E-2	4.8739318083857786E-2	5.2395715315378899E-2	5.7531577908203957E-2	6.0959468981558462E-2	AI	32	67	96	120	174	231	250	285	335	6.4041464458630681E-3	2.7491531083857046E-2	3.6292154532292731E-2	4.3993558814647615E-2	6.0074418332347168E-2	6.3862243942421237E-2	6.6286201424146096E-2	6.8679392717254872E-2	7.4589189239241849E-2	



FTP rank2- ideal CE

R16 	118	175	213	326	439	547	475	644	0	3.7391671493911982E-2	0.10578188286466372	0.15064874762858005	0.16566286518727247	0.17946632100176063	0.19590095744475033	0.20820878281720701	AI	64	134	192	240	348	462	500	570	670	0.10914938436973998	0.12843256973709805	0.14864099292927113	0.1965316669189352	0.2118371262773231	0.21443644139648299	0.22270258213050509	0.24113814494937369	



Full buffer rank1-realistic CE
R16 	67	96	117	174	231	285	250	335	0	2.0779220779220786E-2	5.1948051948051965E-2	8.181818181818179E-2	9.0909090909090828E-2	9.0909090909090828E-2	0.10779220779220777	0.11298701298701297	AI	32	67	96	120	174	231	250	285	335	1.8181818181818077E-2	5.7142857142857162E-2	6.883116883116891E-2	8.3116883116883145E-2	0.11818181818181817	0.12337662337662336	0.12467532467532472	0.12987012987012969	0.1376623376623376	R16 	67	96	117	174	231	285	250	335	0	2.0779220779220786E-2	5.1948051948051965E-2	8.181818181818179E-2	9.0909090909090828E-2	9.0909090909090828E-2	0.10779220779220777	0.11298701298701297	AI	32	67	96	120	174	231	250	285	335	1.8181818181818077E-2	5.7142857142857162E-2	6.883116883116891E-2	8.3116883116883145E-2	0.11818181818181817	0.12337662337662336	0.12467532467532472	0.12987012987012969	0.1376623376623376	



FTP rank1-realistic CE

R16 	67	96	117	174	231	285	250	335	0	1.2444948356711283E-2	2.8281639706890571E-2	4.3246384305320795E-2	4.7048579545282854E-2	4.810053331609776E-2	5.3857133623800957E-2	5.5798853633151735E-2	AI	32	67	96	120	174	231	250	285	335	8.991290197288837E-4	2.4205809635932773E-2	3.0596662863162649E-2	3.6279266996920967E-2	5.4907879293816686E-2	5.7640301276177253E-2	5.8940519761206955E-2	6.1647269601586396E-2	6.4258579478837508E-2	



FTP rank2- realistic CE

R16 	118	175	213	326	439	547	475	644	0	4.0342939629358199E-2	0.10841138740826217	0.15520926278023572	0.16947949416287877	0.18029860647198714	0.19574467091156267	0.20810539986265608	AI	64	134	192	240	348	462	500	570	670	0.10721149578858369	0.12605168620159679	0.14259837149223831	0.19635314232858869	0.21239693358435208	0.2128430680974116	0.21897496508004743	0.23912833257809685	
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