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The RAN4#71 AAS ad hoc meeting was held from 7:00pm–21:00pm on May 19, 2014. 
The following companies and organizations were presented: Alcatel-Lucent, CATT, CMCC, DT, Ericsson, Huawei, NSN, NTT DoCoMo, Kathrein, KDDI, NEC, Orange, Rohde & Schwarz, Samsung, Satimo, Telecom Italia, Vodafone, ZTE, Sumitomo Electric
Colour code: Approved, Revised, Noted
1
Upgraded TR and Corrections (2)
R4-143416, Approval, AAS TR 37.842 Ver 0.2.0, Rapporteur
Approved
R4-143808, Approval, TP for TR 37.842: Definitions, symbols and abbreviations in AAS BS WI TR, Ericsson
Revised
R4-143025, Approval, TR 37.842: TP on AAS WI scope and objectives, ZTE, Tejet
Ericsson: The current assumption is reuse scenarios from legacy BS has been used. It is not clear to us that this cannot be done for multiband and CA.

NEC: We are essentially OK with this proposal but do not want make change at this moment.

Huawei: Those features definitely can be supported by AAS, and we prefer not to make the conclusion that such feature cannot be carried over.

ZTE: We feel that something needs to be done to reach a completion in time.

NSN: What is the value of the specification if we do not cover these issues?
ZTE: The spec itself is still considered an MSR spec, but what we want to do is reduce the work.

Noted
2
Simulation results on UE specific beam forming (2)

R4-142658, Discussion, Revised results of UE specific beam forming for AAS coexistence simulation, ZTE, Alcatel-Lucent,  Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
ZTE: This reaffirms the current ACLR values. 

Ericsson: These results are aligned with simulation assumptions and with our expectations.

Huawei:
We would suggest paying attention to the potential UE ACS variation. We prefer not to mention your cell edge results until further cross check is performed.

ZTE:
We have not varied the UE ACS so we cannot conclude anything except the nominal. We want the TP agreed as is.

Ericsson:
We believe the ZTE simulations are correct and should be captured as is.

ALU: Company results should be captured even if their results do not coincide with other companies’.
R4-143725, Approval, Text proposal on UE specific beam forming, Huawei
ZTE: further work UE specific beam forming is OK with us. How do you conclude that the cell edge interference increases compared to legacy system.
Huawei: By beam steering in both vertical and horizontal directions, the energy is re-distributed in the cell, and the distribution of UE interference is different for the legacy system. The criteria for the 5% UE of the lowest throughput need careful study. We would like to raise attention to the group about this issue. Figure 7 in our paper shows the effects.
Ericssson:
Before we concluded, UE specific beam forming would not drive the specs. How about the simulation assumptions given the different conclusions from ZTE? If there are differences – are these in the scope of this WI?

Huwei: We use simulation assumptions exactly the same as in the simulation assumption table. Besides we run simulations with more antenna columns.
ALU:
Is there anything here contradicting the results from the previous paper?

Huawei: Our results show more impact on average but that is OK. We are skeptical to the impacts on cell edge users in previous paper. We need to know more about this.

Ericsson: What would drive the results to be different between those two papers?

Huawei: More cross checking is needed.

Ericsson: Do we need to do that in this WI? 

Huawei: UE ACS probably will stay like this but it may affect the AAS deployment configurations.
ZTE:
You use large array sizes. Why do you use so large number of columns?

Huawei: We do not agree it is too large.

ALU:
Maybe results from companies should be captured as it is.
Ericsson: We think the ZTE simulations are using the correct parameters, as agreed. We agree to have them captured. 
What is different with the Huawei simulations?

Huawei: Again, we simulated exactly the scenario defined in the simulation assumptions. But we also simulated more columns to get insight further. Let us have more off-line discussion before revising the two documents.

Way forward: More offline discussions.

3
Conformance testing (6)

R4-142684, Discussion, Near Field Measurement Technique and Preliminary Results for Radiated AAS BS testing, SATIMO Industries
Noted
Huawei:
 Is there a figure for the accuracy of the connected power measurements compared to the OTA power measurements?

Satimo: Yes. We can provide uncertainty figure which are in line with the 3GPP specs.

R&S:
How do you relate the sensitivity measurement to the legacy sensitivity?

Satimo: Figure 8 shows the setup.
R&S:
It is not clear to me how this related to the current sensitivity definitions.

Ericsson: This is a well know method for UE and provides good results. But the R&S question is not replied. The uncertainty depends on the size of the antenna.
ALU:
Measurement accuracy compared to the far field method is worse in our view. What are your comments?

Satimo: We will provide some results next meeting.

R4-142632, Discussion, Radiated Measurements Accuracy, Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Noted
Ericsson: The results for the free space test range appear to be for a very long range – maybe too long to be reasonable.

R4-142633, Discussion, CW for AAS Conformance Test, Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Noted
Satimo: We have shown that the phase retrieval allows the use of modulated signals.

Ericsson: The CW part of a two step approach. We would like to see proof that this two step approach is a valid test with reasonable uncertainty. It is hard to be sure the two step approach is less complex than alternatives. We prefer measuring PIM in modulated signals.

Orange:
 At this stage there is not enough justifications will give the same results as the modulated measurements.

ALU:
We did not understand the questions.
Vodafone: we have concerns using CW. We prefer real signals since it models better the real use case.

TIM:
More measurements are needed. CW and real signal has been showing good agreement between the Satimo and the NSN contributions. Based on these contributions it would be good to see contributions highlighting problems with the CW approach.
NSN:
We agreed to study the issue further, but we believe this is not a useful way forward unless we have a feedback on the type of test results that are needed.
Ericsson: Any test needs to demonstrate that he declared EIRP while fulfilling all other requirements (e.g. radiated emission).

R4-143406, Discussion, On relation between core and test requirement, Ericsson
Noted
NSN:
Is Ericsson suggesting reuse of e.g. TS34.114?

Ericsson: To NSN. We only want to reuse something existing rather than re-inventing. To NEC: We need to introduce the concept of uncertainty budget for AAS BS.

NEC: We are concerned about mixing accuracy with test tolerance. We have to choose the appropriate test methods without prejudice to the product accuracy.

R&S:
Test tolerances differ from uncertainty. The tolerances can be either narrower or greater than the test uncertainty.

Agilent: Product requirements and test uncertainty are essentially separate parameters. They shall be considered separately.
R4-143716, Approval, Isolation of core and performance for radiated output power, Huawei
Noted
NSN:
We do not understand the reason for deferring the specifics of the manufacturer to the “performance” phase.

Ericsson:
The details on how we do the declarations are a task for the conformance spec work, but we need to define the beams in relation to the core requirements.
R4-143717, Discussion, On testing methods of antenna characteristics without core requirements, Huawei
Noted
Ericsson:
It is strange to have a test without a core requirement. NGMN reference only captures the passive antenna characteristics.
NSN:
We need a strong justification to start developing antenna testing. This is not in the scope of the existing WI. Consider the RAN4 workload!

Huawei: We just raised the question in our paper for discussion but we did not propose to work on those aspects. We shall learn from past experiences on whether antenna testing can be done in 3GPP or other SDO.
TIM:
In our opinion we should leave open the discussion for possible inclusion of test methods for other antenna aspects and related requirements, as basically the AAS has an antenna integrated in it and it should be characterized.
Way forward: Ericsson will lead offline discussions and produce a WF on this issue.
4
Radiated Receiver Requirements (10)

Opinions (or with TPs)
R4-142761, Discussion, Figure of merit for specification of AAS OTA sensitivity, NSN
Noted
Vodafone:
 We do not understand why it should be diffident from the conducted requirements. Why declaration?
NEC:
We need to declare the sensitivity (EIS) since in AAS there are vast variations of applications and configurations and would not be possible to specify a reference sensitivity that would capture all possible implementations and applications..
NSN:
Agree with NEC. Otherwise we need to develop a reference system, which is undesirable.
Vodafone:
 We envision the radiated requirements substituting the connected ones. In the case of these cases we may need a reference.

Ericsson: We support NSN view (and have a similar paper).

Kathrein: We would suggest to discuss all papers in session before creating the WF.
R4-142762, Discussion, Signal choice for AAS OTA receiver requirement, NSN
R4-142763, Discussion, Performance criteria for AAS OTA sensitivity, NSN
R4-142764, Discussion, Receiver configuration for AAS uplink radiated requirements, NSN
R4-143347, Discussion, On radiated receiver sensitivity requirement body text for AAS RF core specification, Ericsson
R4-143393, Approval, On radiated receiver sensitivity requirement for AAS base stations, Ericsson
Text proposals
R4-142765, Approval, TP for OTA receiver AAS requirements, NSN
R4-143382, Approval, TP on radiated receiver Requirements for AAS BS TR, NEC
R4-143807, Approval, TP for TR 37.842: Addition of body text to section 7.2, Ericsson
R4-143722, Approval, Text proposal on radiated receiver requirements, Huawei
Chair: The status of the remaining TDocs is not handled and the decision will be made based on the status of the WF.
Way forward: 
NSN will compile different views and produce a WF.
Ericsson: It would be good to draft a TP on this topic during the week. 
NSN volunteers their TP as a ground container.
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