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Teleconference agenda
Date: September 1st, 2016
Time: 5:30 – 7:00 USA PST
Participants: Intel Corporation, ETS-Lindgren, Keysight, Motorola Mobility, Rohde & Schwarz, PCTEST, Bluetest, AT&T, CTTC, Telecom Italia
	Agenda item
	Description

	1
	Review available performance and harmonization lab(s) and align device shipping logistics

	2
	Review availability of performance aspect B (set of reference loops/dipoles) and align shipping details

	3
	Discuss potentially adding more devices to the harmonization pool (and, if agreed, align device shipping logistics)

	4
	Review the AD clarification proposal; other proposals to clarify the AD testing condition are encouraged


1
Labs and device shipping logistics
Which labs are interested in participating in the performance part?
What are the device shipping logistics to kick off the performance part?

Which lab is interested in participating in the harmonization part?

What are the device shipping logistics to kick off the harmonization part?

Discussion:

Bluetest: CATR is not on the call; they may be open for testing; we should try to confirm that they can join the harmonization part
Chair: I can reach out offline to some companies and check

Telecom Italia: we are discussing internally if we can join the performance part with our lab
Chair: does the group need to clarify anything regarding devices to help potential labs to make their decisions?

No comments
2
Reference loops/dipoles
Aspect B:

A specific set of reference dipoles and loop antennas, if necessary, (e.g. dipoles and loops with documented serial numbers which are provided to each participating lab in serial fashion) shall be utilized to perform chamber range calibration and V/H verification across laboratories to ensure alignment of data for at least two low FDD operating bands, two high FDD operating bands, and two high TDD operating bands. The tolerance for declaring alignment should be agreed by RAN4 prior to starting the reference device testing.
What are the IDs of the reference loops/dipoles for B7 and B13?
R&S: we need to know the manufacturer

PCTEST: we need ref loops and dipoles to cover all the PS1 bands

Chair: my understanding was that agreement only covers the AD activity (two bands)
MMI: our understanding matches PCTEST; we should ship ref antennas for all PS1 bands

PCTEST: this impacts harmonization also since we agreed that the MPAC implementation at the harmonization lab has to align with one other performance lab
Chair: there are no companies on the call who can provide these antennas; we need to check offline
What are the reference loops/dipoles shipping logistics to kick off the alignment activity of the performance part?
No details
3
Harmonization pool of devices

	UE
	Availability
	Current Location
	ATF Support (FDD Bands only)
	PS1 Bands

	
	
	
	
	FDD3
	FDD7
	FDD13
	FDD20
	TDD38
	TDD41

	KS_1
	NOW
	Beijing, CN
	X
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 

	RS_1
	NOW
	USA
	X
	X
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 

	RS_2
	September 9, 2016
	USA
	X
	X
	X
	 
	X
	X
	X

	RS_3
	September 9, 2016
	USA
	X
	X
	X
	 
	X
	X
	X

	CTTC_1
	September 23, 2016
	Europe
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	X

	CTTC_2
	September 23, 2016
	Europe
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	X

	BT_1
	???
	China
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	X

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Is there an update on the availability of the BT_1 device?

Bluetest: it will be available September 12th; this device also supports B7; we are checking whether ATF is supported
R&S: we may not need this device for B7

Are there additional devices that companies would like to add?
R&S: we are working on providing four more devices for B13 and probably all the other FDD bands; still checking
PCTEST: what are we considering to be the number of devices? Is this based on the number of physical devices or on the number of bands? Are we ensuring we have at least 5 per band?
R&S: we are targeting 5 devices per band

Keysight: we are looking to add a TDD device

PCTEST: we should consider outlier devices (on the UMi side); we should also consider some samples from the prev. campaign

Chair: is there a company who can provide additional devices?

R&S: we can provide them

CTTC: outliers need to come from the performance pool
PCTEST: using devices from the previous campaign will help the statistics since we are using different alignment procedures and the data should be more reliable
Bluetest: we had agreed in the harmonization plan that we will start harmonization with 5 devices per band and will then augment with 3 additional devices; we should focus on getting 5 devices

Bluetest: can R&S share some additional information on when these devices can be available?

R&S: we expect to have 2 devices available within 2 weeks; the others are still checking

4
AD clarification

	UE 
	Availability
	Current Location
	ATF Support (FDD Bands)
	Test Conditions

	
	
	
	
	Band
	UE Orientation

	AD_1
	Now
	Europe
	X
	FDD7
	L0 & P0

	AD_2
	Now
	China
	X
	FDD7
	P45 & Face Down

	AD_3
	Now
	Europe
	X
	FDD13
	P0 & Face Down

	AD_4
	Now
	USA
	X
	FDD13
	P0 & L -45


Clarification Proposal:

· The alignment procedures shall use the same testing conditions as defined in 8.1.1 of TS 37.144 and record the measured data in the agreed spreadsheet format.

· The test shall capture SCMe UMi [and SCMe UMa] performance of the alignment devices in the above testing conditions

· As an additional alignment robustness check, the testing conditions identified in the table shall be measured with the SCMe UMa channel model

· These alignment procedures are applicable to MPAC
Discussion:

CTTC: can we clarify this concerns MPAC and RTS only?
Keysight: agree with CTTC

PCTEST: we need to clarify that the primary test condition is 8.1.1 of the TS
R&S: we need to differentiate between the alignment in 3009 and CM validation; we should have two tables: one based on 37.144 and another table for the robustness check
Chair: regarding channel models: is it ok to include SCMe UMa in the alignment activity (take the brackets down)?

PCTEST: we support

CTTC: we have a concern with including UMa; what if labs align on UMi and not UMa, but performance is defined for UMi only

Keysight: until we have UMa perf requirements, you could have labs that align on UMi and not on UMa

Bluetest: concerned with doubling the work for the alignment; we prefer to let the lab decide

Keysight: we can down-select the bands for the robustness check

Bluetest: what if a lab goes through the alignment exercise with good result but fails robustness check?

Keysight: if we are targeting UMi for performance & harmonization, then no issue

Bluetest: if we show that the baseline is unstable by the additional alignment tests and that is not shown in the first process; have we identified devices for this alignment check?

PCTEST: we are missing two devices for TDD bands, and we should try to take an outlier for UMi and include in this pool
Chair: is a company willing to provide two TDD devices?

Bluetest: BT_1 device could be used; shipping could be an issue
Keysight: we can check; should have an answer next week
R&S: we can provide a device from the prev. harmonization campaign

CTTC: is the additional alignment robustness check needed for the harmonization MPAC lab?

Keysight: depends on the scope of harmonization; are we considering UMi only or also UMa?

CTTC: we only consider UMi in harmonization

R&S: use the tables we provided offline

Chair: I will generate a new slide with this information and send via reflector

Modified Clarification Proposal:

· The alignment procedures shall use the same testing conditions as defined in 8.1.1 of TS 37.144 and record the measured data in the agreed spreadsheet format.

· The test shall capture SCMe UMi performance of the alignment devices in the above testing conditions

· Test results with SCMe UMa performance of the alignment devices in the above testing conditions are not precluded for informative purposes

· As an additional alignment robustness check, the testing conditions identified in the table shall be measured with the SCMe UMa channel model
[R&S proposes to create a second table for this; Keysight proposes to down-select the bands for this]
· The robustness check is not required for the MPAC test system used by the harmonization lab if 2 or more MPAC systems are used for the performance part
· These alignment procedures are applicable to MPAC
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