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1.
Introduction

During RAN4#78bis contributions listing an uncertainty budget for far filed and near field methods were presented and discussed.  Some contributions within these budgets propose uncertainty element such as random errors, miscellaneous uncertainty, or the like.  

The motivation for this contribution is to highlight the dangers of including these elements as part of the uncertainty budgets.
2.
Discussion

Random uncertainty has been included in several companies’ uncertainty budgets during past meetings.  The elements listed in the uncertainty table consist of random errors due from the nature of the set-up, such as rotator joints, wall/ground reflection etc.  To include a separate item by itself without declaring the origin of the uncertainty budget other than “random errors” or “miscellaneous uncertainty” should itself be very small if any.  If the elements itself are small and thus the combined values are small [1] then it could be considered negligible.    Since values in the uncertainty budget are the root sum square of all values, a large number of contributions that are random or miscellaneous would need to be considered to impact the overall uncertainty value.  
However, if the uncertainty itself is not small, and is generated by a specific aspect of the test method then it should be labelled as so.  It is not enough to quantify an uncertainty as miscellaneous or random.  The purpose of the uncertainty budget is to capture all relevant and significant uncertainty errors.  
As part of a thorough study, any uncertainty labelled as “miscellaneous” or other any other such ambiguous label should be strongly discouraged.  Uncertainties which are listed as unquantifiable, unknown or the like make discussions and studying each test method in detail difficult.  It brings up the immediate concern as to what elements have been classified as miscellaneous or not.  There would also be different interpretations from different companies as to what elements are grouped in this miscellaneous uncertainty.  As the main purpose of bringing an uncertainty budget for each test method in RAN4 is to study and understand the composition of the uncertainty for each test method.  If the collection of these miscellaneous contributions are collected differently the understanding and study of the uncertainty budget becomes problematic for fruitful discussions.

As such, it is of our opinion that such errors not be listed as part of the uncertainty budget.  If however the uncertainty is known then a proper heading and description of what the error is contributed by should then be done.  
Additionally, the work done to evaluate each test method includes the understanding of calibration and measurement uncertainties and thereby also determining what error factors can be calibrated out before the measurement stage.
3.
Conclusions

In conclusions, all uncertainty contributions listed as miscellaneous, random errors, unquantifiable or the like should not be considered as part of the uncertainty budget with all test methods for the reasons summarized below:
· A collection of small values combined listing to one significant contribution should be split and classified individually in order to give a complete understanding of each uncertainty contribution

· Ambiguous classification of uncertainties should be avoided in order to provide complete understanding to others reviewing the proposed uncertainty budget
· Classifying unquantifiable or random uncertainties leads to ambiguity and hinders meaningful discussions 

In an effort to converge and align different test methods it is important to avoid elements which cannot be fully understood or ambiguous uncertainty elements should not be permitted into proposed test method uncertainty budgets.  
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