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1
Update on ADTF testing
Open discussion
CATR: performing ADTF test in RC & RC+CE; we can complete these tests by next Tuesday; the B41 device for ADTF test that we had used in the first round has been taken back by CMCC; they will find another device to perform this, but we have not yet received the new device (issue with size of device not fitting the ref antenna fixture); for MPAC and RTS we have done some conducted ADTF testing and can complete this weekend

KS: question on ref antennas: are these from Keysight, Beijing or the CTIA antennas?

CATR: we are using B7 and B13 nominal for RC & RC+CE, and these are the same samples that we used in August

Chair: can we confirm via email?

R&S: can these be available before the next meeting?

Vod: will the results be available by tdoc request deadline?

CATR: yes

2
Additional DUT data for harmonization: device selection & logistics
Open discussion

Chair: can we get an update on companies interested in providing devices?

KS: KS1 and KS2 was provided to CATR in the past; KS1 is available now, and KS2 may be also available

SPI: we may be able to provide some devices; lab that will be used will determine logistics

Chair: can we understand the logistics of getting these devices to the lab and then take a look at the likelihood of the performance metric being different than what has already measured?
ETS: OK, but we can ask the carriers for information

KS: are we still talking about the bias evaluation?

ETS: this is about addressing a broader range of real devices; do the offsets still hold?

Chair: let’s take a look at lab support for this activity; is CATR OK to continue this activity?

CATR: yes, we can continue to support; we can measure 2 devices per band

Chair: what is a deadline to receive devices?

CATR: if we can receive the devices during the week of the adhoc meeting, that would be OK

ETS: for this activity it may be more helpful to test more devices in one band rather than test different bands
SPI: with 2 per band it would be hard to get a mix of outliers

Chair: can we get a list of devices that are available by end of this week with a view to ship next week?

KS: can we assume that KS1 and KS2 are part of the plan? Some data had been gathered with these

Chair: does anyone have concerns? Should we wait for Spirent to check what they can provide?

R&S: we were under the impression that these devices are already “in”

SPI: can we understand what has been done with these devices?
KS: out understanding is that B13 is complete; B7 for one device

Chair: any concerns with including this devices once information becomes available on what has been already measured?

ETS: the carriers should have a pretty good idea about field performance of these phones; they should be able to give us performance outliers
Proposal 1a: Once information becomes available via the reflector on what has been already measured with KS1 and KS2, these devices are considered to be part of the DUT measurement activity

SPI: please add “assuming that two additional devices per band can be accommodated”

Proposal 1b: Once information becomes available via the reflector on what has been already measured with KS1 and KS2, these devices are considered to be part of the DUT measurement activity, assuming that two additional devices per band can be accommodated

CATR: I can confirm that RTS and RC has been done with KS1 and KS2

KS: it makes sense to complete MPAC with those devices and then include additional devices

SPI: will it be possible to test additional two devices?

CATR: yes, but we have a concern with shipping phones to China; hand-carry is a better option

SPI: ok to hand-carry

KS: can we get better information regarding support for RTS? Perhaps take it offline
Chair: any concerns with P1b?

KS: the inclusion of KS1 and KS2 seems to be conditional on including additional two devices

SPI: but based on CATR’s response we already know what’s been measured

Proposal 1c: Based on progress already made with KS1 and KS2, these devices are part of the OTA activity, and two additional devices per band can be included
No concerns

3
Initial views on statistical uncertainty of throughput measurement
Open discussion

R&S: would prefer to re-use prior work; R&S had looked at this last year, but there was an issue with device firmware
Chair: can we request interested companies to bring a proposal on this to the next meeting? Perhaps this could be a reference to prior work in RAN5?

Vod: can we make a specific proposal?

R&S: we can check with our RAN5 representative

SPI: there was no further work done on E-UTRA in 37.901

Chair: do we need to open a full study into this topic in MIMO OTA?

SPI: we would want to do this with the applicable channel models, but if we do this with the models in 37.901, we could request RAN5 to look into this

R&S: do we have to include the channel models?

SPI: the TPT statistical uncertainty would be related

Option 1: confine the study to the models used in MIMO OTA and perform the study in our group

Option 2: restrict models to those used in 37.901 and ask RAN5 to look into this

Chair: can companies share views on these options via the reflector prior to the adhoc?

HW: is it possible to derive impact on Option 1 from Option 2?

SPI: without a reference modem defined, not sure how it can be done

4
Channel model implementation MU work plan
Open discussion
KS: this is a tough subject given the time that is left; it is challenging to come up with solid numbers between now and February

BT: we had discussed before to keep CM validation and MU separate; our proposed approach: we perform CM validation and verify that the statistics fulfil the test tolerances; as long as these are within limits, then we don’t add to the MU

ETS: the CM implementation has been add to the MU in CTIA

Intel: to clarify the BT proposal, should we define the CM tolerance such that it makes negligible impact on MU?

CTTC: one possibility: we had used two labs during the “ABCD” activity; those labs had some differences; since we agreed that these results were sufficient, we can start by identifying those differences as the starting point for these tolerance values

KS: the “ABCD” activity dealt with large differences in some instances; the relationship between the channel model and performance is very non-linear; the next stage beyond what CTTC described is very difficult; for instance, with spatial correlation, the impact on performance is device-dependent; we should target selecting tolerances that are reasonable, but their impact on MU would depend on device type; this is a new challenge
BT: selecting 20,000 SF gives us confidence in the TPT measurement; a similar approach can be taken here; agree with KS in that it is probably difficult to find solid numbers; yes, CTIA has added this term as a placeholder, but there is a lot of work to be done
ETS: the first step should be to finalize the validation procedure

Chair: are there views on a high-level work plan?

KS: RTS/MPAC alignment can suggest some approaches; otherwise, we are in the realm of reference receivers

ETS: the first step should be to complete the validation procedure; referring specifically to the RC: the Rayleigh test and the isotropy test
BT: we should close TBD items in all sections in the validation portion

Chair: can we expect proposals on closing TBD items in the validation procedure in the TR?

BT: we will need to make sure we have time for this

5
Measurement results that do not reach the target throughput value for the FoM: proposals
Open discussion

R&S: on the subject of inverse averaging, do we want to move forward with inverse averaging?

ETS: we are assuming that we are going to stay with a power-related metric; the decision on averaging methods is a question of how much weight to assign to the “bad” results

KS: a dB figure is more meaningful to an antenna designer than a TPT value, but to a user or a carrier it is the TPT value that is more meaningful; we would prefer a form of throughput averaging

SPI: from a NW planning perspective the power measurement is more useful

ETS: if we take two devices, both of which give an avg performance of 50% TPT: dev1 gives 50% TPT for all orientations, dev2 gives 100% TPT for half the orientations, and 0 for half

Chair: can we request specific proposals on this for the next meeting? Perhaps early drafts on the reflector?

KS: in the OTA world, how do we handle exceptions?

Vod: we’ve gone through this discussion; we shouldn’t go through this from the beginning; this issue with how many curves can/cannot provide full throughput can be managed via an exception approach, as was proposed by operators; regarding precedence, there aren’t in the OTA world, but there are some in other areas of the specifications (spurious emissions, blocking requirements); regarding any decisions we make in this group, these are captured in documents and are RAN4 decisions
6
Agree on a work plan on how to address the recognized differences between RTS and MPAC results
Open discussion

KS: there is work ongoing with this; one initiative that Spirent is looking at is to attempt to recreate the conditions seen in instances of poor alignment; another approach is to capture the correlation as perceived by the device during a test in the chamber; the Spirent activity is a conducted ADTF activity using antenna patterns captured in RTS

SPI: this is a good summary

KS: if we can recreate these different conditions, then we may be able to do some radiated testing; we may need to get the exact device in order to exactly reproduce the issue; this may also be related to the impact of CM parameters on MU; 5 out of 64 results are showing what we consider to be unacceptable differences; this may be a subtlety of something in the CM; another approach, based on MMI’s work in CTIA, is to use a DUT that can instantaneously record perceived correlation in order to get a “view from the device” to explain these differences in performance; a difficulty here is with DUT tools; we may also get further insight from the ADTF results from CATR, but it is possible that the ref antenna patterns may not trigger the problem
Chair: are there any concerns in the group with these approaches?
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