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Minutes from: GTEM User’s Group & Standards Ad Hoc

Conference Call on Cell Test Procedures

When: February 14, 2003
Attendees:
Stephen Berger


Mike Ramnath




Perry Wilson


Bill Belt

Dennis Camell


John Derr

John Wyncott


Tim Harrington 

Don Hierman


Kimball Williams

Call to Order:

At  2:38 the meeting was called to order by Stephen Berger. There was a short introduction of team members. This was the third recent phone conference on this subject  (12/18, 2/7, 2/14)

John Wyncott had again, sent out an overview on Comparative standard test Procedures, and what were a couple of the past main procedural, impasses to clear and rapid GTEM cell acceptance, and efficient use.

From the Test Procedures Document: 


“For years, the usability of the “Gigahertz” Capable GTEM cell  has been crippled by :

a) Prior Standards have required an OATS vs GTEM “EUT” PRETEST. This is in sharp contrast with OATS and Chamber testing which have no “ EUT Qualification” tests but rather a “SITE” PRETEST” NSA  (and Field uniformity) tests which are done regardless of the type of product to be tested, and is generally done only annually or bi-annually. 

b) The FCC has specifically restricted GTEMs to operate less than 1 GHz , where there is no such restriction on an OATS  or a chamber. No validation for test validity above a GHz is required for testing in an OATS or a Chamber. “
This phone session was formed to determine a path to a mutually acceptable GTEM based wireless product certification test procedure.

Tim Harrington had another commitment at 3 PM and therefore he requested that the Algorithm and Antenna Pattern & Gain agenda items needed to be addressed initially.  Tim referred to a couple of Helsinki papers that suggested that small Antenna testing be done in a GTEM.  (The papers by Dr. Icheln have been made available at the TG site:

www.temconsulting.com/committees/gtem)

Capturing Information/Lobes:

Perry discussed the basics relating to capture of an emission via knowledge of total radiated power as factored by Ant gain. With understanding of recent CISPR discussion regarding cell product-size acceptability, he felt that the products in question did, indeed, meet that compatibility.

This may require heightened awareness within standards committees.

It was agreed that for electrically small objects, as defined in a paper by Perry (available on the TG site), the 3-position method is sufficient to assure capture of the maximum emission.  For electrically large objects  more test positions will be required to improve confidence that the maximum has been achieved.  

Tim also mentioned that York had mentioned that a raster scan of the EUT may be performed to capture an emission profile.   (NOTE: “raster” to account for transverse plane ripple, may also need scan along length to account for possible longitudinal standing waves)

Stephen mentioned cabling and CISPR references to use of a simple ferrite bead or tube to reduce the impact of these cables. Analysis has suggested that cabling above a GHz is not a critical consideration, in general. 

Tim was obviously considering the Emission test “substitution” scenarios presented in the past, would provide additional comments in a few weeks.  Tim has worked with Ed Bronaugh regarding GTEM uncertainty. A CISPR paper on GTEM measurement uncertainty was submitted by Harrington and Bronaugh in 2001. 

Evidently, there is a mandate for a procedural document update relating to maintenance cycle and Heyno Garbe’s assistance on new updates. Don was evidently looking at future work for the SC77 task force. 

Tim reminded us that the 12 position GTEM algorithm was actually 4-times, 3-position tests, but with each starting position displaced by 90 degrees, thus having a better chance of capturing maximum angles of radiation. 

This prompted a comment from John, on the need for fast testing whenever possible. While full scans may be necessary for receiver Oscillator capture, perhaps transmitters need only be tested relative to the antenna/ load, being the dominant emitter. 

Perry said that the single source one position test may indeed be all that is needed in such conditions.  Perry will be talking to Stephen in person soon. Perry said that he is working on this on a time available basis, and while tests are conceptually planned, that progress has and will be slow. 

John reiterated that the existing method of  “per unit type” multiple test validation is too slow and subject to FCC interpretation which currently has no basis threshold for test acceptance or rejection. 

Don suggested that we meet with the FCC in about 3 months to review their expectations for acceptance.  Steve said that there is heightened interest by ETS to perform cell qualification tests.

Test procedurally, John suggested that we suggest product test specific portions from several standards, and interweave as required.

Closure:

The meeting ended by 4 PM. The next phone meeting is planned to occur in 3 to 4 weeks  (by March 14th). 

NOTE: Following this meeting an action plan was developed, circulated and posted to the TG site for review and comment.
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