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Introduction
This contribution provides a brief overview of a PSP correlation exercise between the two CE vendors that have provided PSP simulations in the past.
Discussion
CE vendors were encouraged to validate and correlate their respective PSP simulations after some discrepancies were observed [1][2][3].
Keysight and Spirent subsequently worked offline on a four-probe system layout published in [4] with the following probe locations
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The following simulation assumptions were made:
· Center Frequency: 28GHz
· Scenario&Channel Models: InO&CDL-A and UMi&CDL-C
· Simulated Antenna Pattern Offset: 0cm and 9.17cm (this offset radius is selected such that the entire virtual 4x4 array stays within the 10cm radius test zone)
· Probe Pattern: Omnidirectional 
· Range Lengths: 0.75m and 1m
It should furthermore be noted that a 300o (0o) offset direction of the channel model coordinate system in AZ (EL) with respect to the global coordinate system was used and DUT is shifted by of 9.17cm from the centre of the test zone in the direction of 300o. 
The PSP simulation results are tabulated in Table 1 and show very good alignment between the two companies.  
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Table 1: PSP simulation result comparison
	CE Vendor
	Array Offset
	KS Simulation with Spirent’s 4 probes @1.0m
	KS Simulation with Spirent’s 4 probes @0.75m

	
	
	PSP for InO&CDL-A
	PSP for UMi&CDL-C
	PSP for InO&CDL-A
	PSP for UMi&CDL-C

	Keysight
	0cm
	92.10%
	88.60%
	92.20%
	88.60%

	
	9.17cm
	82.20%
	83.50%
	77.20%
	80.40%

	Spirent
	0cm
	92.15%
	88.82%
	92.22%
	88.68%

	
	9.17cm
	82.19%
	83.20%
	77.17%
	80.29%


[bookmark: _Ref32508950][bookmark: _Ref32579370]Observation 1: The PSP simulations between the two CE vendors that have provided PSP simulations in the past are aligned
Additionally, the 2 strongest beam locations published in [2] were double checked and confirmed by Keysight. It should be noted that for NR FR2 MIMO, only the 1 strongest beam is generated by the BS. Clearly, very good agreement was observed. 
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(a)
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(b)
Figure 1: Comparison of two strongest beam locations, a) Spirent (from [2]), b) Keysight
[bookmark: _Ref32511627]Observation 2: Beamforming assumptions are aligned between the two CE vendors that have provided PSP simulations in the past
 
Conclusion
The following observations and proposals were made in this contribution
Observation 1: The PSP simulations between the two CE vendors that have provided PSP simulations in the past are aligned
Observation 2: Beamforming assumptions are aligned between the two CE vendors that have provided PSP simulations in the past
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