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1
Handling LS and untreated documents
R4-167226
Reply LS on TR 37.901





Source: RAN5, Orange

Abstract: 

Discussion: 

PCTEST: GCF was asking RAN5 to extend 37.901 (application layer data throughput) to radiated testing; RAN5 came to the conclusion that we need to wait for the RAN4 MIMO OTA WI; an SI could be initiated
Decision: 

The document was Noted

R4-167887
Response LS to PAG-16-46: LS PAG-16-046 to 3GPP RAN5 on TR 37.901from GCF-PAG





Source: CTIA MIMO OTA Subgroup (MOSG), (Verizon Wireless, Sprint)

Abstract: 

Discussion: 

Decision: 

The document was Noted



R4-167888
LS on the CTIA MIMO OTA Test Plan Status





Source: CTIA MIMO OTA Subgroup (MOSG), (Verizon Wireless, Sprint)

Abstract: 

Discussion: 

Decision: 

The document was Noted
<additional note: the following additional information was received from the RAN4 Chairman on the MIMO OTA reflector>

Dear MIMO-OTA experts. 
I received below e-mail from GCF PAG and attached LS. Due to some mistake, this LS was not sent to RAN4 officially. I also noticed a draft LS to GCF will be discussed within this week Oct RAN4 meeting. Please take the attached LS into account when you prepare the LS to GCF.

GCF has defined a new Performance Item which aims to evaluate the absolute value of data throughput for any LTE device.

GCF would like to remind CTIA that for PAG testing there is no PASS/FAIL criteria but only the absolute value is captured. 

GCF PAG would like to apply the Multi-Probe Anechoic Chamber (MPAC) methodology as defined in the CTIA test plan to the new MIMO OTA Performance Item. However, the frequency bands to be applied  are for all GCF bands ( European, US, Asian bands). 

Therefore GCF PAG would like to request the following actions to CTIA 

Actions

1- GCF PAG would like to kindly ask if CTIA think that the MIMO OTA test plan is mature enough to be used in the GCF Performance Item ?  

2- GCF PAG would like to ask if the MIMO OTA test methodology is applicable for device testing regardless of the frequency bands? 
3- GCF PAG would like to know if CATLs are updated to perform new MIMO OTA test plan?  

Discussion:

CTTC: the difference between 3GPP and CTIA is that we are still considering some methods for harmonization; there are some limitations for MPAC, such as the DUT size, and this is dependent on frequency band
Intel: from our side it may be useful to let GCF know that if they were to use the two test plans (CTIA and 3GPP) for performance and certification processes, there could be some issues with certification

R&S: can you clarify? Are you talking about longer test times?
Intel: SIR vs. UE noise-limited tests may give different results that cannot be compared for the same UE

R4-167333
Estimation of harmonization testing time consumption





37.977 v..





Source: CATR

(Replaces R4-167211)

Abstract: 

This contribution provides the testing time consumption estimation, and proposes the group to give more detailed information on the testing procedure and devices.

Discussion: 

Decision: 

The document was Noted.


R4-168561
AD_1 and AD_3 test results





Source: Keysight Technologies UK Ltd

Abstract: 

Discussion: 

Keysight: the results can be available later this week. 

CTTC: this is a problem that needs to be looked at

Decision: 

The document was Noted.

2
Open issues with harmonization part
CATR presented 7333
Keysight: the test time for RTS is not consistent with the figures that were typical; TPT part is the same as MPAC, and we have antenna measurement time and calibration
Question 1: The validation procedure for lab alignment.

CTTC: this is related to MPAC
PCTEST: some aspects are applicable to all methods (such as presenting the validation data); agree, this would not include golden phones testing

CTTC: we have the same understanding
Question 2: For harmonization testing, the number of devices, bands and orientations for each device.
CTTC: the number of devices, bands, and orientations is bounded; we should clarify that we will have 5 devices per band -> 6 bands -> 30 different tests

CATR: these responses are satisfactory

Chair: what agreements could we take that would help?

CATR: we can talk offline further

Other issues

PCTEST: we need a document that identifies the harmonization devices and which ones are supporting which bands; it should be generated after this meeting and circulated to the reflector

R&S: we can volunteer to prepare this list

PCTEST: Concerning the MPAC implementation at the harmonization lab, has there been an update on reference dipoles and loops?

Chair: yes, there was an email; will address this during the week

3
Open issues with performance part
R&S: have any labs other than MVG/TIM stepped forward for the performance part?
CTTC: CATR + this lab means we already have two labs; can we start testing after this meeting?

PCTEST: we still need to meet lab alignment requirements; this can happen between meetings; there is not a full set of validation data yet; loops and dipoles question needs to be resolved
CTTC: this is a reasonable approach; we can further align over the email reflector

On issues brought up by Keysight regarding MPAC lab alignment
Keysight: we intend to work with one of the system vendors to investigate; we will update the group by next meeting; we would like the first labs that would get the performance devices to perform the UMa tests; beyond that we wouldn’t need the UMa tests from the lab alignment activity
4
Capture topics for the WF
The following documents are intended to capture the group’s decisions:
R4-167318
MIMO OTA Way Forward

R4-167319
LS to GCF and RAN5 on progress with MIMO OTA

R4-167320
LS to CCSA on progress with MIMO OTA

R4-167321
LS to CTIA on progress with MIMO OTA





Source: Intel Corporation

Discussion: 

Keysight: there was confusion with 8862; we would like to reduce the test burden on AAD devices; we may not need too many data points
PCTEST: we should capture the agreement on positioning in the WF; also the harmonization device list

CTTC: concerned we are running out of time to complete the WF; we need to speed up the work

R&S: there were discussions regarding adhoc meeting in January?
Chair: my understanding was that the group did not have consensus this is needed last meeting

R&S: we believe this adhoc would be useful

5
References
[1] RP-160914, “Radiated performance requirements for the verification of multi-antenna reception of UEs in LTE,” Intel Corporation, 3GPP RAN #72, June 2016

[2] TS 37.144, V13.0.0, “UE and MS over the air performance requirements,” 3GPP RAN #72, June 2016

[3] TR 37.977, V14.0.0, “Verification of radiated multi-antenna reception performance of UEs,” 3GPP RAN #72, June 2016

[4] TR 36.978, V13.0.0, “UE antenna test function definition for two-stage MIMO OTA test method,” 3GPP, December 2014



Page 4/4

