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1. Introduction

In RAN1#74, a WF on evaluation assumptions for the second phase calibration is submitted [1], and due to the lack of time the relevant discussion has held in the email discussion [74-09] after the meeting. Conclusion from the email discussion is as follows:
Continue discussion on the following alternatives for the purpose of Case 2 and Case 3 evaluations:  
Alt 1: Both Case 2 and Case 3 for both calibration and baseline performance

Alt 2: Case 2 for calibration only, Case 3 for baseline performance

Alt 3: Both Case 2 and Case 3 for calibration only, FFS for the baseline performance setup

Antenna configurations for Cases 2 and Case 3 are FFS. 

In this contribution, we provide our views on the second phase evaluation cases.
2. Discussion
RAN1 made a working assumption on evaluation campaigns in this study item [2], with adopting a phased approach consisting of two phases. The first phase evaluation (Case 1) is for geometry, coupling loss, and elevation related parameters (without modelling of fast fading) with K = 1, M, where K is the number of antenna elements per port, and M is the number of antenna elements with same polarization in each column. The number of columns is denoted by N.

For the second phase evaluation (Cases 2 and 3), however, the evaluation purposes of Cases 2 and 3 need to be clarified based on the conclusion from the email discussion. Note the main difference between Case 2 and Case 3 is that Case 2 considers K = 1 with one-to-one element-to-port mapping, whereas Case 3 considers K = M with M-to-one element-to-port mapping by applying the agreed complex weights [3] generated by a fixed electric tilt value.
Alt 1 is stating the evaluation purposes for both Case 2 and Case 3 are both calibration and baseline performance evaluations, but there raised some strong concerns during the email discussion in that there seems no need to evaluate both cases for the same purpose of calibration as well as baseline performance. Furthermore, since the baseline performance is recognized as the performance of what we can produce based on the “best pre-release” schemes and evaluation assumptions, it is argued that producing the baseline performance with antenna ports with K = 1 is not so realistic considering current real deployment scenarios.

Instead, Case 2 is regarded to have a unique characteristic of one-to-one element-to-port mapping so that an ULA antenna configuration with M = 4 and N = 1 as an example has 4 vertical ports, meaning we can investigate and calibrate a vertical spatial channel characteristics by such Case 2 evaluation. In this regard, Alt 2 seems more reasonable compared to Alt 1 in that Case 2 can be used for calibration purpose only, and Case 3 is considered for the baseline performance evaluation. It means that the baseline performance for this study item is to be generated based on Case 3 only, since Case 3 with M = 10 and antenna spacing of 0.5lambda for example can mimic the 3D antenna pattern specified in [4] and is regarded to be appropriate for producing the baseline performance.
Alt 3 can also be considered in that both Case 2 and Case 3 are to be used for calibration only with simplified simulation assumptions as much as possible, and the baseline performance setup is to be separately designed with more realistic simulation assumption in order to come up with the corresponding meaningful evaluation results to be captured in the TR. Note the detailed output metrics for each Case 2 or Case 3 should also be discussed and decided for the three alternatives.
During the email discussion [74-09], there was another discussion on UE attachment modeling which is to be considered as one of detailed evaluation assumptions for the second phase evaluation cases. Our view is that the one specific UE attachment method to be decided in next meeting (where the relevant discussion is found in our companion contribution [5]) should be used for the whole second phase evaluation campaign, regardless of the potential decision on the selection among Alt 1, 2, and 3 discussed above.
3. Conclusion
In this contribution, we discussed the purpose and assumptions for the second phase evaluation cases and provided our views on the identified three alternatives made from the email discussion [74-09]. Alt 1 seems not agreeable in that producing the baseline performance for both Cases 2 and 3 is not deemed necessary. Since Case 2 is regarded to have a unique characteristic of one-to-one element-to-port mapping so that a vertical spatial channel characteristics on multiple vertical ports can be investigated and calibrated, it seems more reasonable to take Alt 2 or Alt 3 such that RAN1 should further decide whether the baseline performance is derived based on Case 3 only, or the baseline performance setup is newly designed.
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