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1. [bookmark: _Toc490748208]REL15  (main agenda 9.12) [1]
R4-1708389	AAS Ad-hoc agenda and minutes	Huawei
Decision: 		The document was not treated.



[bookmark: _Toc490748209]General	(main agenda 8.28.1) [7]

TR 

R4-1708390	TR 37.843 v0.4.0 - updated TR		Huawei
Decision: 		The document was Approved

R4-1708617	TP to TR37.843: cleanup	Huawei

Ericsson: definitions for Tx off can’t see need for notes, they apply for other definitions also, for OSDD – removed “declarations” why?

Decision: 		The document was Revise in R4-170xxxx


R4-1707902	TP to TR 37.843: Update to the requirements classification (directional vs. TRP)	Huawei

Chair: why both single direction and directional requirement?
Ericsson: the definition of directional requirement, the dual polarized bit could be misleading. It implies always has dual polarisation. Need to work on text. Use co-location not proximity.
Huawei: agree with comments, intention to improve classification descriptions, but issues with testability got mixed.
Ericsson: core is applicable over whole area conf may be in 1 direction, this is for core requirement.

Decision: 		The document was noted


R4-1707903	TP to TR 37.843: General architecture update for hybrid and OTA AAS BS: RIB interface	Huawei

CATT: if requirement are specified at RIB should path loss be considered.
Ericsson: proposal is ok, concern how we expand this, this needs to be captured in NR. To CATT, the intention is farfield we need to define but Path loss is taken out.
Chair: should we mention PL in definitions?
Ericsson: definitions of EIRP and EIS should capture this.
CATT: The addition of RIB looks like there is a distrtance so we worry about path loss.
Ericsson: maybe we should bring RIB definitions in.
Chair: revise and check other terminology.

Decision: 		The document was Revise in R4-170xxxx


Other

R4-1707494	Discussion on OTA coverage range	CATT	

Huawei: last paragraph redefines terms, I don’t think its necessary
NEC: example 3 is subset of example 2 is it needed?
Ericsson: we don’t see need as general case in 2 dimensions is agreed, agree with the last paragraph redefining things
Huawei: for clarification if example 3 is reduction of existing example should it be rectangle or oval?
CATT: example 3 is not so important, we just want to raise case that we don’t know how OTA coverage range is defined. We don’t know if its rectangular or something else, we wish to make it clear. 

Decision: 		The document was Revise in R4-170xxxx


R4-1708120	On the complexity of the eAAS specification	Ericsson

· Support for both single RAT and MSR
· Support for UTRA TDD
· Simplified multiband support
· UTRA P-CPICH etc. requirements

Huawei: we think it’s a good idea and are checking internally
Docomo: we agree with approach, it’s better to focus on some types, OTA in NR is required so important to focus in AAS.
Nokia: In general we agree it would be good to simplify specifications, but not sure currently.
Ericsson:  Intention was to initiate discussion.
CMCC: What’s the UTRA TDD
Huawei: UTRA TDD is version of 25.105
Ericsson: we can always use the hybrid, so these BS can still be built if required.
Docomo: Current WID includes all, how will this be managed?
Chair: if we all agree we can probably manage to update the WID, suggest this is either agreed or not by next meeting Ericsson to do WF

Decision: 		The document was noted

New document: WF on Specification simplification – Ericsson.


R4-1708331	Proposal on Hybrid Requirements set for eAAS BS	NEC

Docomo: what is benefit to flexible hybrid requirement? if all OTA requirement. is applied BS doesn’t need to have conducted interface. If at least 1 conducted requirement. applied BS needs connected interface, generally conducted is easier than OTA.
Huawei: After dependencies are considered, we don’t think there are enough choices left so there is no point in having flexible requirements.
Ericsson: we think a 2nd fixed set if justifiable is better approach, but right now due to time its probably not worth it. We don’t see gain to leave it fully flexible.
NEC: Assuming we have connectors, conducted requirement. we have to connect to antenna connector, if there are many its not easy to connect if there are many. For TRP OTA measurement it may take much time but for single direction OTA may be easier. That could be benefit.
Chair: could we leave this open so more sets can be added by CR if needed.
NEC: we think the effort is only including a table as part of declaration, so not much effort. Additional benefit if large No or Connectors then OTA may become simpler.
Ericsson: some meetings ago we had complete flexible approach but we could not find justification.
NEC: we are not proposing complete flexibility, there are conditions on flexibility.
Ericsson: we have been here before, we think it is not possible due to dependencies.
NEC: as it is still open, almost the same issue is coming up in most CR’s, in our mind its open.
Chair: does anybody else see benefit in this? Nobody.  Can we close the issue?

Agreement: we will have just the 2 requirement sets, hybrid (REL13) and the new OTA for Rel 15, for future release we may want to come back

Decision: 		The document was noted



[bookmark: _Toc490748210]Draft CRS for TS 37.105	(main agenda 2.28.2)  [10]

R4-1708391	DRAFT CR to TS 37.105 - Sections 1-5	Huawei

· How to capture OTA and hybrid architectures - do we need sub-clause 4.10?
· Applicability table handling - is it ok?
· Classification descriptions

Ericsson: maybe we can define the interfaces in the terminology rather than diagrams. Term non-AAS should be replaced
Huawei: please get back to me by end of the week.
Ericsson: how do we refer to requirement. sets in the text?

Decision: 		The document was Revise in R4-170xxxx


R4-1708328	TP for Draft CR to TS 37.105 on BS classification for eAAS BS	NEC
Include in section 1-5 above

Decision: 		The document was noted

R4-1708392	DRAFT CR to TS 37.105 - Section 9.2, 9.3 Tx output power	Huawei

· Does not include 9.3.3-6 Control channel requirements.
· Does per cell need to be stressed more clearly -  its in general section – does it need repeating

Ericsson: if we set requirements for a geographical sell in-front of antenna, in cell you set requirement, but they may be high in a neighbour.
Nokia: Geographical cell, number of Tx is 8 for E-UTRA
Huawei: Yes, please check text says that.
Huawei: the text on section 9.1 Ncells symbol definition needs clarifying.

Decision: 		The document was Revise in R4-170xxxx

R4-1708325	Draft CR to TS 37.105 – Section 9.6 transmitted signal quality	NEC

· Discuss - Transmitter groups language
· not necessary in core - but test case needs to be identified in conformance, should this be captured in TR 1st.
· Pulse shape filter - sections (option 3 ok?)

NEC: Square brackets are added on discussion points. Clarification on Tx groups, it says between reference signals, reference signal within 1 beam? We need to somehow qualify?
NEC: its not the number of cases, but the significance, the time is important when 2 ref signal for the same UE’s. If we remove it it could be applicable to cases where it shouldn’t
Ericsson: we have some sympathy with NEC but it could e dealt with in conformance.
NEC: its ok, for TS lets avoid it but in TR we can maintain some clarification.


Decision: 		The document was Revise in R4-170xxxx

R4-1708495	Draft CR to TS37.105 - subclauses 9.7.2 occupied bandwidth and 9.7.3 ACLR	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

· occupied BW - Requirement type and coverage range
· ACLR absolute limits (ref or copy)
· ACLR absolute limits need to be stated as TRP

Ericsson: does this apply for max power?
Huawei: applies for all only test max power?
Huawei: description of mean filtered power to mean filtered TRP?
Nokia: do you mean OBW or ACLR?
Ericsson: my comment was more general.
Nokia: “The requirement applies when the AAS BS is operating at the maximum manufacturer’s declared rated TRP and all its transmitter units are active.” Is in text 
Huawei: that probably more conformance should not be in core
Ericsson: can be more descriptive.
Docomo: “For the OTA occupied bandwidth requirement, beam characteristics are not important.” From OBW can be removed not TS text.
Ericsson: do we need to call it OTA occupied BW?
Huawei: OTA addition to title mentioned by Ericsson, for OBW it’s done but not ACLR. Align OTA sections with existing sections.
Decision: 		The document was Revise in R4-170xxxx

R4-1707731	Draft TS 37.105 Specification text for Section 9.7.1, 9.7.4, 9.7.5 Unwanted Emissions	Ericsson 

· Definitions (can replace conducted ones) (done)
· Missing sections /descriptive text (done)
· Regulator additional limits which are originally in EIRP? (36.104 table 6.6.3.3-4, etc)

Huawei: still some basic limits
Nokia: editorial comments will reply by email.
NEC: We think there are still some open technical issues.
Chair: please discuss with Ericsson by email today or tomorrow.
Ericsson: we need to put text together this meeting.
Chair: suggest leaing the EIRP sections for this meeting, cpme back with proposals next meeting


Decision: 		The document was Revise in R4-170xxxx

R4-1708393	DRAFT CR to TS 37.105 - Section 9.7.7, 10.7 Tx/Rx spurious emissions	Huawei

· Do we add EMC levels to RF core requirements?
· RSE and EMC core separately and add in Conf spec
· co-location definitions and wording
· Protection of own BS? Is it needed?
· Use the MSR tables for SR requirements (same numbers, only issue is SR UTRA band No's are roman numerals and MSR are digits
· Limits in tables should be MSR, SR UTRA, SR E-UTRA etc
· Maybe the wording for FCC needs to be made more clear ?

NEC: Co-location definition and wording is open. Distance “d ” is also undecided.
Huawei: we believe “d” once decided will be part of core definitions.
NEC: Descriptions of scenarios for co location are confusing
Huawei: agree lets improve.
Ericsson: check figures for CAT B.
Chair: need to do only mandatory (CATA,B) for this meeting rest is October

Decision: 		The document was Revise in R4-170xxxx

R4-1708096	Draft TS 37.105 specification text for OTA transmitter Intermodulation requirement in sub-clause 9.8	Ericsson

· language for multi-band RIB's

Docomo: the definition of co-location reference antenna, its not specific enough
Chair: lets come back to definition later
NEC: table states int sign level into co-location ref ant is PRated,t,TRP it should not be TRP
Ericson: this is equivalent to how we set up the test today, we set to same power as victim is capable of, Distance and ef antenna correspond to the isolation. Should e same as existing spec.


Decision: 		The document was Revise in R4-170xxxx

R4-1708394	DRAFT CR to TS 37.105 - Section 10.2,10.3 Rx sensitivity		Huawei

· Value of  D_OTA_margin
· OTA REFSESN value in reference direction
· Investigate not using REFSENS but putting the wanted signal level in each of the interference sections.

Ericsson: we have some sympathy with Nokia’s idea, so we think this is feasible.

Proposal remove OTA REFSENS as a min requirement, define wanted signal level for interference tests separately (this will be same definition as OTA EFSENS)

Docomo: don’t understand proposal
	Sec 10.2 is OTA sensitivity based on declared
	Sec 10.3 OTA EFSENS fixed min value based on declared OTA REFSENS RoAoA
Does this mean we don’t have OTA REFSENS with fixed value but just as reference for interference.
Ericsson: it’s worth pointing out that unlikely to meet any other requirements if you don’t meet REFSENS.
Chair: leave it open for now.

NEC: sec 3.2 symbols, beam width definitions, its already used in 37.145-2 differently. We will have confusion, use another symbol.

Decision: 		The document was Revise in R4-170xxxx


R4-1708395	DRAFT CR to TS 37.105 - Section 10.4, 10.5, 10.8, 10.9 Rx in band performance	Huawei

Chair: This is not urgent for this meeting so we will not present, please send comments on reflector

Decision: 		The document was noted


[bookmark: _Toc490748211]Core Requirements	(main agenda 2.28.3)

[bookmark: _Toc490748212]Co-location Requirements  (main agenda 8.28.3.1) [8]

R4-1708097	Lowset detecable level for OTA spurious emission	Ericsson

“indication of the lowest detectable TRP level is calculated to - 58 dBm/100 kHz. “
NEC: assumption of 2GHz is for carrier freq, PL is different for spurious.
Docomo: NF of RX, 20dB is high
Nokia: margin m- what criteria do you use, example is 10dB
Ericsson: PL is used just as example, it will work for in-band signals but cannot be used for emissions region. NF, wideband LNA NF is approx 15-20dB if you need netter you need something else expensive. Margin is based on antenna gain estimated for single element.
Docomo: measurement limit is higher than conducted base do that how do you set core requirement, and conf requirement respectively.
Ericsson: reason is to show we can do all eqn. except co-location, so it backs up agreement we have different co-location

Decision: 		The document was noted

R4-1708411	Dynamic range for EIRP/TRP measurements in a Near Field Test Range	MVG Industries

“Based on the fact that TRP can be estimated from EIRP and TRP, it can be said that the minimum TRP is around -53 dBm/5MHz”

Ericsson: Shows in region of 90dBm/100kHz, is ok in band where we have beam forming. Not sure how it’s used for unwanted emissions. Any plans for non-beam formed emissions.
Nokia: fig 4, since it’s measured on radiated mode is it gain not directivity – this has a consequence on overall sensitivity.
MVG: to Ericsson, no plans for single element, to Nokia, check and get back

Decision: 		The document was noted


Antenna Separation ‘d’

R4-1707565	Discussion for determining the value of “d” for co-location	NTT DOCOMO, INC.

Huawei: 25=w/2 only works for passive antenna - we should fix d.
Nokia: agree
Ericsson: agree about d. Also signal victim will see, in co-location the edge element will see strongest signal – this is exactly the case of reality. Interference signal will not be uniformly distributed.
Docomo: Understand nearest pair is strongest effect, intention is that next column also has effect. If width of enclosure is high, d should be set to zero.


Decision: 		The document was noted

R4-1708501	eAAS co-location requirements	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell	

NEC: the result was 1.6m, the method assumes path loss, it comes from understanding the scenario, which is why d is so large.
Ericsson: This only talks about path loss, need to clarify the scenario, typically the antenna gain at 90deg is -10dB, this is also included. 
Docomo: the reason PL to achieve 30dB at several 100 MHz it should be at high freq. d is to high.
Huawei: Doesn’t include antenna isolation, we should consider the original scenarios for co-location.


Decision: 		The document was noted

R4-1708399	Discussion on co-location requirements open issues	Huawei

NEC: The description of the scenarios are confusing, some are labelled 90deg yet when you refer to intended its 90deg? Helpful define angel with respect to what. With respect to boresight maybe.
Nokia: definitions of h is not clear, do we need multiple reference antennas
Huawei: reference antenna is definition, test antenna may be different, test antenna for conf may be a dipole, part of conf work is to calc how to translate reference antenna description to actual test description with test antenna of some type.
Ericsson: d is reasonable, reference antenna must be of same time of course – we need to work on details, agree in conf we can describe another antenna. Conformance we need to consider transforming Ref antenna to test antenna (maybe dipole).
Docomo: note 3, the declared direction must include the worst case, note 1 states => 90 deg depends on beam?, note 2 if u assume co-location scenario on 3, its better to set ref antenna direction same as AAS BS direction.
CMCC: reference antenna wide freq band antenna. Is 10cm min?
	Nokia: single it may be wideband, it may be specified in conformance.
Huawei: all the bands are the 3GPP bands in the requirements. My understanding is it should be fixed.
Ericsson: concerns with idea that core requirement will cover all cases, we talk about a single d, d cannot be relevant for all cases.
Docomo: if you set angle based on worst case, do you mean beam pattern need to be declared, based on that we find angle.
Nokia: related to emissions, emissions from AAs BS as well as ref antenna
	Huawei: ref antenna for remissions is passive, output of ref antenna is the level.
Docomo: do we mean same polarization
	Huawei: god point we need to study.

Decision: 		The document was noted


General discussion on co-location

Chair: “d” can we agree on 10cM?
Nokia :  we will check get back before end
NEC: can we wait until Ericsson distribution ITR document
Ericsson: we cant agree d until we agree definition. 
Docomo: if we think real deployment 10cm is ok.

New document: WF on co-location	 Nokia
(target, get agreement on definition of scenario based on 8399 as starting point, try do capture scenario description, angles etc, and get agreement on d. Seems 10cm is starting point)

%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%% end of meeting %%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%%


R4-1708098	Co-location concept considerations	Ericsson
Decision: 		The document was not treated


TP’s

R4-1708400	TP to TR 37.843 - capture agreements on co-location requirements		Huawei
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1708401	TP to TR 37.843 - capture agreements on TX IMD	Huawei
Decision: 		The document was not treated


[bookmark: _Toc490748213]TX ON/OFF (main agenda 8.28.3.2) [2]
R4-1707493	Discussion on ON/OFF power	CATT	
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1708402	Discussion on Tx off power and Tx ON/OFF transient requirements.	Huawei
Decision: 		The document was not treated


[bookmark: _Toc490748214]Other Transmitter Requirements (main agenda 8.28.3.3) [8]
TP’s

R4-1708407	TP to TR 37.843 – Correcting BS power class limits	Huawei
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1707738	TP for TR 37.843: Implementation of agreements		Ericsson
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1707475	TP for TR 37.843 on co-existence in the same geographical area	Ericsson
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1707894	TP to TR 37.843: SEM for UTRA	Huawei
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1707901	TP to TR 37.843: Fixed scaling and losses for the transmitter unwanted emissions	Huawei
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1708408	TP to TR 37.843 – Occupied BW OTA requirement type	Huawei
Decision: 		The document was not treated

Other
R4-1708500	eAAS BS spectrum emission mask requirements for below 6 GHz	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell	
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1707904	Transmit pulse shape filter requirement for OTA AAS BS	Huawei
Decision: 		The document was not treated


[bookmark: _Toc490748215]Out of Band Blocking (main agenda 8.28.3.4) [2]

R4-1707477	Further discussion on OOB blocking challenges	Ericsson
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1708405	Further discussion on out of band blocking	Huawei
Decision: 		The document was not treated


[bookmark: _Toc490748216]Other Receiver Requirements (main agenda 8.28.3.5) [13]

D_RX_margin
R4-1707476	Proposal for DRX	Ericsson 
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1708396	Value of D_RX_OTA_Margin for calculation of OTA REFSENS	Huawei
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1708498	OTA reference sensitivity - directivity factor	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell	
Decision: 		The document was not treated



OTA REFERENCE Sensitivity and blocking


R4-1707839	Discussion on eAAS Receiver OTA Requirements	CMCC
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1707840	TP for TR 37.843 For RX OTA Requirement	CMCC
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1708116	On receiver requirements	Ericsson
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1708499	Revisiting OTA reference sensitivity and OTA sensitivity	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell	
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1708403	More discussion on OTA blocking		Huawei
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1708406	Directivity margin applied to REFSENS and blocking	Huawei
Decision: 		The document was not treated


TP’s

R4-1708117	TP to TR 37.843: Definition of RoAoA for OTA reference sensitivity	Ericsson
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1708329	TP to TR 37.843: OTA sensitivity requirements for eAAS	NEC
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1708397	TP to TR 37.843 -  Capturing agreements on OTA REFSENS	Huawei
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1708398	TP to TR 37.843 - capture agreements on Tx and Rx loss factors	Huawei
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1708404	TP to TR 37.843 - capture on blocking		Huawei
Decision: 		The document was not treated



[bookmark: _Toc490748217]EMC requirements (main agenda 8.28.6) [7]

R4-1707474	Draft TS 37.113 Specification text for Section 8.2	Ericsson
Decision: 		The document was not treated

Emissions

R4-1708189	TP to EMC requirements of TR 37.843	ZTE Corporation	
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1707478	RF & EMC emissions combining - frequency ranges	Ericsson
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1707479	How to capture the combined emissions requirement in the specification	Ericsson
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1708615	Definition of core/conformance requirements for RF RSE and EMC RE requirements	Huawei
Decision: 		The document was not treated

Immunity


R4-1707480	Discussion on RI testing of OTA AAS BS and the consequences for receiver blocking	Ericsson
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1707481	TP on radiated immunity - spatial exclusion	Ericsson
Decision: 		The document was not treated

[bookmark: _Toc490748218]Performance Requirements	(main agenda 8.28.4)

[bookmark: _Toc490748219]RF conformance/test (main agenda 8.28.4.1) [6]

R4-1707732	Framework on Uncertainty Budget for ACLR		Ericsson
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1707736	TP for TR 37.843: Introduce new test method		Ericsson
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1707737	TP for TR 37.843: Section 10 Conformance Testing Aspects	Ericsson
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1707893	Work arrangement and the Draft TS 37.145-2 specification for Rel-15		Huawei
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1707905	TP to TR 37.843: Reuse of the FRC’s for radiated requirements		Huawei
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1708186	AAS BS: declaration and testing the maximum radiated power		Ericsson LM
Decision: 		The document was not treated

[bookmark: _Toc490748220]Demodulation Requirements (main agenda 8.28.4.2) [2]

R4-1708616	DRAFT CR to TS 37.105 - BS performance requirements: General		Huawei
Decision: 		The document was not treated

R4-1707906	TP to TR37.843: new High Speed requirements for PRACH		Huawei
Decision: 		The document was not treated

[bookmark: _Toc459213471][bookmark: _Toc459213543][bookmark: _Toc490748221]Reserved TP’s withdrawn/Missing
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