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1. Introduction
In RAN1#78b three homogeneous deployment scenarios were agreed for evaluation – 3D-UMa with 500m ISD, 3D-UMa with 200m ISD and 3D-UMi with 200m ISD. In addition a non co-channel heterogeneous scenario was also agreed. In this contribution we discuss the need and suggest methods to prioritize some simulation cases to focus the discussions and aid convergence of opinions.
2. Prioritization of antenna and TXRU configurations
As mentioned above a total of 3 homogeneous deployment scenarios and a heterogeneous deployment scenario have been agreed – two more heterogeneous scenarios are under discussion. In addition, two carrier frequencies, 2 GHz and 3.5 GHz have been agreed for certain scenarios.  
In terms of the antenna array model, it was agreed in RAN1#79bis that a 2D uniform planar array represented by (M, N, P) will be used for evaluation. M represents the number of rows and M=8, 4. N represents the number of columns and N=1, 2, 4. P is the number of polarization dimensions and P= 1, 2. The TXRU configurations can be represented by (MTXRU, N, P) where MTXRU is the number of TXRUs associated with the co-polarized antenna elements within a column. MTXRU can take values 1, 2, 4 or 8.

It is clear from the above that some mechanism of prioritization is necessary so that not all combinations of scenarios, carrier frequencies, antenna and TXRU configurations need to be evaluated necessarily.
In general, we recognize that the agreed scenarios comprises of statistically identical cells and antenna tilts, flat terrain and fixed eNB heights – in these situations with the 3D channel models we expect that the system performance will be dominated by N. Note that in many realistic deployments this is not true and the total number of TXRUs (horizontal or vertical) can significantly determine performance. In any case using the principle that a larger value of N would likely result in a generally better system performance, we arrive at the following:
· For 64 TXRUs, a) [N=4, M=8, P=2, MTXRU=8] for homogeneous only (not for small cells), 2 GHz
· For 32 TXRUs, a) [N=4, M=8, P=2, MTXRU=4] at 2 GHz b) [N=4, M=4, P=2, MTXRU=4] for small cells at 3.5 GHz
· For 16 TXRUs, a) [N=4, M=8, P=2, MTXRU=2] for homogeneous at 2 GHz. In order to provide an opportunity to look at more than 8 antenna ports within this form factor [N=2, M=8, P=2, MTXRU=4] can also be considered b) [N=4, M=4, MTXRU=2] for small cells at 3.5 GHz
· For 8 TXRUs, a) [N=2, M=8, P=2, MTXRU=2] and [N=4, M=8, P=2, MTXRU=1] for homogeneous at 2 GHz (phase-1) b) [N=4, M=4, P=2, MTXRU=1] for small cells at 3.5 GHz (phase-1)
· For 4 TXRUs, a) [N=2, M=8, P=2, MTXRU=1] for homogeneous at 2 GHz
The prioritization above is also shown in Table 1 below-
Table 1: Prioritization of TXRU configuration for a fair comparison
	
	N=1
	N=2
	N=4

	M=8, P=2, homogeneous at 2 GHz 
	
	4TXRU (1D)
8TXRU (2D) 

16 TXRU (2D)
	8 TXRU (1D, phase-1)
16 TXRU (2D)
32 TXRU (2D)
64 TXRU (2D) 

	M=4, P=2, small cells at 3.5 GHz 
	
	
	8 TXRU (1D, phase-1)
16 TXRU (2D)
32 TXRU (2D) 


3. Prioritization of scenarios

In this section we discuss the possibility of prioritizing among the agreed scenarios. The motivation for prioritization is to reduce the simulation burden and focus the evaluation discussions to enable progress. In general all the agreed scenarios so far serve different purposes, which is why they were adopted in the first place so prioritization would be somewhat contrary to the original intention. Therefore any prioritization of scenarios needs careful consideration.
The 3D-UMi scenario with M=8 shows the utilization of the elevation dimension in below rooftop environments, which is quite different from the small cell scenario where antenna array is restricted to M=4. So both the small cell scenario and the 3D-UMi scenario address different deployment needs. The two 3D-UMa scenarios provide a different environment with above rooftop deployments. Considering ISD of 200m and 500m, we believe the 200m ISD scenario is closer to typical cases of dense urban deployments that are attractive for AAS – therefore the 3D-UMa scenario with 500m ISD could be a scenario that can be considered for deprioritization if necessary.
4. Conclusion
In this contribution, we discussed a method for prioritization of antenna/TXRU configuration in order to focus the discussions around evaluations going forward. A possible framework of prioritization that allows the possibility of different comparisons of interest (including phase-1 results) is provided in Table 1. We also observe that it is not straightforward to prioritize scenarios but the 3D-UMa scenario with ISD=500 may be considered for deprioritization if necessary.
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