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Introduction
5G channel model is an important component to enable 5G performance evaluation. It is necessary to make a calibration among the companies. At the RAN1 #84bis meeting, parameters for calibration have been discussed and most of the parameters have been determined in [1]. Afterwards, companies have finished the large-scale calibration using the email discussion in [84b-16]. Although the large-scale calibration results are relatively well aligned among different companies, different assumptions have been taken by companies in implementing the indoor distance (din) and O-to-I standard deviation. The implementation of din has two different understandings, i.e., link-specific and UE-specific implementation. Link-specific implementation means that din for each sector is different. On the other hand, there are two different understandings about the UE-specific implementation, one is that UE to all the sectors have the same din, another one is that din is the same for 3 sectors at a same site, but different for different sites. Similarly, there is misalignment about the O-to-I standard deviation. Some companies consider that O-to-I shadow fading and O-to-I standard deviation are separately modeled. On the contrary, other companies consider O-to-I standard deviation should replace O-to-I shadow fading. Although large-scale calibration is completed, these issues need to be aligned to avoid possible misalignment for the full calibration and further evaluation results. 
In this contribution, we provide the evaluation results with different implementations on indoor distance and standard deviation for UMa and UMi O-to-I scenario at 30GHz frequency band and present our views on appropriate implementations. This is a revision of R1-165184.
Discussion
Evaluation results presented below are obtained by following all simulation assumptions for large-scale calibration in [2]. For simplicity, UE-specific implementation means that UE to all the sectors have the same din in this evaluation.
2.1 Indoor distance (din)
In this evalution, different indoor distance implementations, i.e., link-specific and UE-specific are compared w.r.t. the coupling loss and geometry performance. Results are summarized in Figure 1~4.
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Figure 1 Coupling loss for UMa 30GHz
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Figure 2 Geometry for UMa 30GHz
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Figure 3 Coupling loss for UMi 30GHz
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Figure 4 Geometry for UMi 30GHz

From the simulation results, we can observe a gap of 0.3dB at 50% CL and 0.3dB at 50% geometry for the UMa scenario. For the UMi scenario, a gap of 0.8dB is observed at 50% CL and 0.7dB at 50% geometry. 
Observation 1: Different assumptions in din result in marginal performance difference with respect to coupling loss and geometry.
Considering that O-to-I paths from different sectors probably travel similar paths, e.g., through nearest window, it seems straightforward that din is UE-specific, i.e., UE to all the sectors have the same din, which can be also more simple implemetation and align with most of the companies.
Proposal 1:  Use the UE-specific din, i.e., UE to all the sectors has the same din.
2.2 O-to-I Standard deviation
In this evalution, the following different O-to-I standard deviation implementations, are compared w.r.t. the coupling loss and geometry performance. 
Variant 1: O-to-I shadow fading and O-to-I standard deviation are separately modeled.
Variant 2: O-to-I standard deviation replaces O-to-I shadow fading.
Evaluation Results are summarized in Figure 5~8.
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Figure 5 Coupling loss for UMa 30GHz
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Figure 6 Geometry for UMa 30GHz
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Figure 7 Coupling loss for UMi 30GHz
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Figure 8 Geometry for UMi 30GHz

From the simulation results, we can observe a gap of 1.5dB at 50% CL and 1.8dB at 50% geometry in the  UMa scenario. A gap of 1.4dB at 50% CL and a gap of 2.1dB at 50% geometry are observed in the UMi scenario. Hence, the different assumption in O-to-I standard deviation will influence the results, especially in geometry. 
Observation 2: The different assumption in O-to-I standard deviation will influence the results, especially in geometry.
According to the discussion in [3], the standard deviation of the building penetration loss is reused the 7 dB shadow fading used in the 3D channel model to ensure consistency with the < 6GHz channel model previously used. Hence, we prefer to adopt variant 2 for the full calibration, i.e., replace the O-to-I shadow fading with O-to-I standard deviation.
Proposal 2:  Replace the O-to-I shadow fading with O-to-I standard deviation.
Summary
In this contribution we impact of different assumptions of O-to-I parameters on the coupling loss and geometry performance. Based on the evaluation results, the proposed viewpoint can be summarized as:
Proposal 1:  Use the UE-specific in din, i.e. UE to all the sectors has the same din.
Proposal 2:  Replace the O-to-I shadow fading with O-to-I standard deviation.
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