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Introduction
This is the email discussion summary for [94e Bis][205] NR_IAB_General, covering the following topics:
· Topic 1: General, updated TS/TR etc
· Topic 2: System parameters
· Topic 3: IAB Class

Briefly introduce background, the scope of this email discussion and provide some guidelines for email discussion if necessary.
List of candidate target of email discussion for 1st round and 2nd round 
· 1st round: TBA
· 2nd round: TBA

Topic #1: General, updated TS/TR etc
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2004802
	Qualcomm
	Updated TS 38.174 for approval




Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
CRs/TPs comments collection
Major close-to-finalize WIs and Rel-15 maintenance, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For Rel-16 on-going WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2004802
	Huawei: Update TS is ok

	
	Company B

	
	

	YYY
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Recommendations on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	
	





CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provides recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2004802
XXX
	agreeable
Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)

Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”



Topic #2: System parameters
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2003310
	CATT
	Observation: No need to clarify the uplink and downlink concept specifically for IAB node.

Proposal 1: The spec doesn’t explicitly list the exact multi-band, multi-carrier and band combinations supported by IAB-MT.
Proposal 2: For the multi-band, multi-carrier and CA requirements, IAB-MT requirements follow BS approach.
Proposal 3: The above two proposals apply to wide area, medium range IAB-MT.
Proposal 4: The number of transmitters for IAB-MT type 1-O is allowed to be 4. The number of receivers for IAB-MT type 1-O should be 8.

	R4-2003846
	Ericsson
	Proposal 1: Use the multi-carrier framework for the IAB-MT (at least for the “wide area” IAB-MT class)

	R4-2004172
	Ericsson
	TP to TS 38.174 covering:
5.1 General
5.3 Channel BW
5.4 Channel arrangement

	R4-2005027
	Samsung
	TP to TR 38.xyz (unallocated IAB TR) covering:
4.3 IAB classification
5.3 Channel BW
5.4 Channel arrangement




Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 2-1 – Multi-band/Multi-carrier
In this sub-topic papers discuss how to handle multi-carrier and multi-band definitions for the IAB-MT. The 2 papers which discuss the subject agree that the BS approach should be adopted for either all IAB-MT classes or jyst eth wide area IAB-MT class with eth other being FFS.
Issue 2-1: Multi-band/Multi-carrier
Both R4-2003310 and R4-2003846 propose using the BS approach for multi-carrier and multi-band, 
· Proposals
· Option 1: For the multi-band, multi-carrier and CA requirements, IAB-MT requirements follow BS approach for all IAB-MT classes.
· Option 2: For the multi-band, multi-carrier and CA requirements, IAB-MT requirements follow BS approach for all wide area  IAB-MT class only, other IAB-MT class FFS.
· Option 3: TBA
· Recommended WF
· Approve option 1

Sub-topic 2-2 – Min number of IAB-MT transceivers
This sub-topic addresses the minimum number of TRX’s defined for the IAB-MT type 1-O, for IAB-DU it was agreed to be 8 the same as the BS, however the IAB-MT was separated and left as FFS. What this value should be is discussed in this sub-topic.
Issue 2-2: Min number of IAB-MT transceivers
Only 1 proposal has been made prior to the meeting in R4-2003310
· Proposals
· Option 1: The number of transmitters for IAB-MT type 1-O is allowed to be 4. The number of receivers for IAB-MT type 1-O should be 8.
· Option 2: TBA
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Sub-topic 2-3 – TR/TS system parameter updates
The IAB channel bandwidth and the channel arrangements methodology has been agreed but not yet captured in the TR or the TS. This sub-topic deals with TP’s which have been submitted to capture these previous agreements. There are no open issues as such to discuss but the TP’s are to be reviewed directly.
Issue 2-3: TR/TS system parameter updates
Collect comments on the TP’s R4-2004172 and R4-2005027
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	ZTE
	Sub topic 2-1: support the option 1
Sub topic 2-2: support option 1 with  4 Tx and regarding 8RX, in general, we are fine about that, however we need to check the related impacts, especially on its demodulation requirements, 
Sub topic 2-3: no strong opinion on these parameters update.
….
Others:

	Ericsson
	Sub-Topic 2-1: option 1 is preferred, there is lacking contribution at this topic and so we recommend that we focus on wide area IAB-MT this time. 
Sub Topic 2-2: the number of layer is one thing, another thing is the beam forming to ensure better coexisting. In simulation we assume a 16X8 antenna array then the question is that what is minimal antenna size so the coexisting conclusion still hold? in 38.817-2, the 10dBi antenna gain is corresponding to 4X4 antenna array, so we think  8 can be still reused from BS.

	Samsung
	Sub topic 2-1: it is reasonable and benefit to apply BS approach on multi band and multi carrier case in view of WA IAB-MT which is assumed to share the hardware with IAB-DU if operating on the same operating carrier. However, as indicated in contributions present in the meeting the proposal is mainly for WA IAB-MT. For [WR/LA] IAB-MT class first of all the classification criteria and which class to be defined are not agreed yet. Furthermore, there is no conclusion on the corresponding RF requirements including power, power reduction even for single carrier case. Extend the proposal to those IAB-MT class will preclude the implementation flexibility to one sole solution, which can’t agree without careful study. 
Sub topic 2-2: in our contribution for receiver side it is suggested to consider 4RX antenna port for IAB-MT 1-H REFSENS as starting point. We may consider this further as whether for REFSENS the assumption of antenna port will be class specific as for IAB-MT 1-O and 2-O. 
Sub topic 2-3: {moderator} Moved these comments to the CR/TP review section 2.3.2 below.
. 

	Qualcomm
	Sub topic 2-1: Agree with Samsung view. It seems premature to extend the proposal to the second IAB-MT class without further analysis.
Sub-topic 2-3: Comments on TPs in Sec. 2.3.2

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Sub-topic 2-1: Agree with WF.
Sub-topic 2-2: The linkage to IAB-MT minimum requirements this proposal has need some clarification, as it is currently left open. For example, is the emission requirement scaling intended to be applied for IAB-MT in FR1? Also, it would be good to clarify why number receivers needs to differ from number of transmitters.
Sub-topic 2-3: {moderator} Moved these comments to the CR/TP review section 2.3.2 below.




	Huawei
	Sub topic 2-1: we are ok with option 1 but as the 2nd IAB-MT class is not yet agreed it may be better to not make agreements on it before the class is fully defined, hence option 12 may be more prudent.
Sub topic 2-2: The TRX minimum number was introduced so that the emission scaling factor for BS type 1-O could be fixed at 8 (the 1-H uses min(No TRx, 8)) under the assumption that any OTA BS would have at least 8 TRX anyway. We agree the limit for IAB-MT this is not necessarily the case and a number lower than 8 may be required, but if so there is no reason to mandate a minimum value, we can just set the scaling using the 1-H method. If there are other performance based reasons for a minimum number of requirements then these can be handles in other parts of eh spec as they are currently for 1-H.
Sub-topic 2-3: Comments in 2.3.2 below

	CATT
	Sub topic 2-1: The proposed WF is ok for us. Although there’re different views if the medium range or local area class should be the second class, we think BS approach applying to all of the classes can work for MT.
Sub topic 2-2: The proposal is from our side, we would like to see if there’s any comment.
Sub-topic 2-3: {moderator} Moved these comments to the CR/TP review section 2.3.2 below. 



 
CRs/TPs comments collection
Major close to finalize WIs and Rel-15 maintenance, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For Rel-16 on-going WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2004172
	Qualcomm: The text proposal looks generally good to us. Two suggestions: 
1) IAB-MT and IAB-DU should be spelled always in the same way, with the dash in the middle. 
2) Many sections (e.g. Sec. 5.4.2.3) seem to contain a spell out of FR1 IAB operating bands. We think it would be better to directly refer to the IAB operating bands table in Sec. 5.2. It would avoid additional work in the future.

	
	Nokia: It seems the change marks are not provided on top of the latest draft of TS 38.174 so it is unclear which content is proposed. The wording “For IAB-DU … specified as the same as BS in TS…” could be improved to “The BS requirements in TS…  …apply for IAB-DU.” Similar wording improvement should be done also for IAB-MT references. It seems like some sections could be missing, e.g. now IAB-DU channel bandwidth for CA is included but IAB-MT channel bandwidth for CA is not included. Versioned references for system parameters may be problematic as possible updates to UE/BS specifications would not be automatically reflected for IAB. This TP cannot be approved as it is now.

	
	Samsung: for channel raster and sync raster simplification can be considered to refer to TS38.104

	
	Huawei: 38.104 5.3.2 is referenced but this clause contains NB-IoT requirements – how are these excluded. The references point to text with UE channel bandwidth and BS channel bandwidth etc. This is not clearly explained what terms to use instead, this is consistent throughout the referencing.
The reference to the UE spec 38.101-1 sub clause 5.3.3 the referenced text contains the phrase “In the case that multiple numerologies are multiplexed in the same symbol due to BS transmission of SSB” how is the “BS” supposed to be interpreted here? If this type of referencing is to be used then these issues need to be resolved.
There are a number of specific references to non-versioned specs.
It was agreed to handle the IAB-MT channel BW’s like the BS (i.e. by declaration) but the UE spec is referenced. IN BS spec the table shows BW configuration, in UE its maximum BW configuration. Does this imply a requirement? Maybe not but can we discuss how the agreement to use BE declared BW’s is demonstrated in the specs.

	
	CATT: Couple of comments as followings,
1. I have a clarification question why 38.101 version number is explicitly captured in the TP in reference part but other specs are not. Although there was a bullet said “Specific references must be made to versioned documents”, I think we should discuss this aspect further. My understanding is that the latest spec should be referred, i.e. no version number in the reference specs. Otherwise any future correction CRs for these specs should be updated in TS38.714.
2. Which version is based on for this TP, such as clause 5.3.1 and 5.3.4, it seems it’s copied originally from 38.104?
There’re many wording like “ as the same as BS” or “as the same as UE”, my suggestion is removing them. There should be no misunderstanding if we don’t have these wording.

	
	

	
	

	R4-2005027
	Qualcomm: Looks good to us. We spotted only one typo in Table 5.2.2. Should indicate FR1 bands but it seems to list FR2 bands.

	
	Nokia: Contents of table 5.2-2 are erroneous and need to be corrected before approving this.

	
	Huawei: Not sure what this means “The IAB classification is defined as IAB-MT classification and IAB-DU classification respectively.” I guess it means they have their own classifications it could perhaps be written more clearly
BS with and without connector, we define as conducted and OTA, I know its same thing but better to use consistent terms
For IAB-MT better to add FFS to make it clear its not compete. Otherwise leave IAB-MT for now.
Table 5.2-1 and 2 as its still only a TP we can change section/table numbers etc. can we put FR1 1st, it is more usual.
5.3 needs some work on the text could be clearer.
5.4 “from angle of IAB-DU” I know what you mean but we use angles to describe directions so better to rephrase

	
	CATT: It seems the bands in Table 5.2-2 are not correct, n41 range, FR2 bands are in FR1 table.

	
	

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	2-1: Multi-band/Multi-carrier Sub-topic#1
	Tentative agreements: It seems agreeable that we can use the BS approach for IAB-MT WA but more study is needed before we agree on the 2nd IAB-MT class. This is in line with option 2.
Candidate options: For the multi-band, multi-carrier and CA requirements, IAB-MT requirements follow BS approach for all wide area  IAB-MT class only, other IAB-MT class FFS.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Agree option 2. Capture further work for the IAB-MT 2nd class in a WF.

	2-2: Min number of IAB-MT transceivers
	Tentative agreements: there is some support for option 1 but also many questions such as relationship to Demod requirements and emissions scaling requirements. Does not seem to be an agreeable option at the moment
Candidate options: 
Option 1: The number of transmitters for IAB-MT type 1-O is allowed to be 4. The number of receivers for IAB-MT type 1-O should be 8.
Option 2: 8 TRX (same as BS)
Option 3: 4 TRX 
Option 4: no minimum
Option 5: TBA
Recommendations for 2nd round: Discuss further, if no alignment then capture option in a WF

	
	



Suggestion on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	WF on IAB system parameters
	Huawei





CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2004172
XXX
	Some editorial comments
Question on the IAB-MT channel BW requirement (should it be simplified/same as BS)
Open issue on referencing techniques, specific references, clarity of BS/UE references
Referencing methodology is yet to be agreed, with various different methods used in the various TP’s, whilst it may not reach agreement in this meeting it is worth revising this TP so we can try to get a compromise on how to do the referencing.
To be Revised.. 
Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”

	R4-2005027
	Comment both editorial and on content. Technical content seems agreeable however so should be revised based on comments.
To be Revised



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)

Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”



Topic #3: IAB class
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2004148
	ZTE Corporation
	Proposal 1: for FR2 IAB-MT class, 
-	Wide Area IAB-MT nodes are characterised by requirements derived from Macro Cell scenarios with a IAB-DU to IAB-MT minimum distance along the ground equal to 133 m.
-	Medium Range IAB-MT nodes are characterised by requirements derived from Micro Cell scenarios with a IAB-DU to IAB-MT minimum distance along the ground equal to 40 m.
-	Local Area IAB-MT are characterised by requirements derived from Pico Cell scenarios with a IAB-DU to IAB-MT minimum distance along the ground equal to 10 m.
Proposal 2: for FR1 IAB-MT class, 
-	Wide Area IAB-MT nodes are characterised by requirements derived from Macro Cell scenarios with a IAB-DU to IAB-MT minimum distance along the ground equal to 333 m.
-	Medium Range IAB-MT nodes are characterised by requirements derived from Micro Cell scenarios with a IAB-DU to IAB-MT minimum distance along the ground equal to [100] m.
-	Local Area IAB-MT are characterised by requirements derived from Pico Cell scenarios with a IAB-DU to IAB-MT minimum distance along the ground equal to [10] m.

	R4-2004166
	Ericsson
	Proposal-1: local area IAB-MT should be considered as the second IAB-MT class in scope of the R16.
Observation #1: Whether the IAB is deployed in a planned manner or an unplanned manner impacts the type of requirements that are needed and should be part of the class.
Proposal-2: use the plan/unplanned criteria to further to differentiate the deployment scenario for coverage extension and capacity improvement for further micro IAB-MT class.
Proposal-3: use the [70m] as the minimum distance to parent IAB for wide area IAB-MT class.
Proposal-4: FFS on reasoning behind to define the minimum distance for pico IAB-MT.
Proposal-5: not defining the maximum distance to the IAB donor in the IAB-MT class definition.
Proposal-6: {max power handled in topic area [207]}
Proposal-7: {max power handled in topic area [207]}
Proposal-8: {max power handled in topic area [207]}
Observation#2: The permutation of the IAB-MT class is allowed at network level.
Proposal-9: FFS on the RF impact when allowing the different IAB-MT class permutation.

	R4-2004545
	Huawei
	Proposal 1: IAB-MT is described as being derived from IAB-MT to IAB-DU MCL
Proposal 2: the wide area IAB-MT node is described as follows:
Wide Area IAB-MT are characterised by requirements derived from Macro Cell scenarios with an IAB-DU to IAB-MT minimum coupling loss equal to [95] dB.
Proposal 3: Co-existence BS in the same geographical area (separate network) are at minimum desistance of 288m for FR1 and 60m for FR2.
Proposal 4: The 2nd IAB-MT class to be discussed should be the local.

	R4-2004546
	Huawei
	TP to TS 38.174 capturing proposal made in R4-2004545

	R4-2004646
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Proposal 1: define a minimum distance of 133m for the wide area IAB-MT
Proposal 2: define a minimum distance of 40m for the medium range IAB-MT
Proposal 3: {max power handled in topic area [207]}

	R4-2004968
	CMCC
	Observation 1: Wide Area, Medium Range and Local Area IAB-DU shall be defined.
Observation 2: IAB-MT shall be defined for macro and micro cell scenario.
Observation 3: The same classes of IAB-DU and IAB-MT based on the shared RF architecture can be the starting point of study. Different combinations of IAB-MT and IAB-DU classes shall not be excluded
Observation 4: For IAB-MT, different combination of donor node and child node cell scenarios will produce different MCL value. If MCL is used to define the IAB-MT class, we have to classify the MCL based on the different IAB deployment scenarios.  
Proposal: Use distance from the donor node as the baseline method to classify different classes of IAB-MT. Sub-classes can be further defined if necessary with other criteria.

	R4-2003313
	CATT
	Observation 1: IAB-MT maximum output power is more suitable to define the power class.
Observation 2: IAB-MT maximum output power may be different with IAB-DU in the same IAB-node.
Observation 3: IAB-MT having the same output power capability with BS is a reasonable assumption.
and proposals,
Proposal 1: IAB-MT class can be different with IAB-DU class for the same IAB-node.
Proposal 2: The following can be considered to define IAB-MT class if the distance from parent node criteria will be used:
--Medium range IAB-MT should support at least [20]m distance from parent node.
--Wide area IAB-MT should support at least [90]m distance from parent node.
Proposal 3: Local area IAB-MT is left open in R16 and can be discussed in future release if it’s needed.
Proposal 4: {max power handled in topic area [207]} 
For FR2, upper limit of the output power is left to manufacturer’s declaration.
Proposal 5: {min power handled in topic area [207]}

	R4-2003774
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Observation 1: Deployment scenario is the defining factor for the different IAB-MT classes.
Observation 2: Backhaul link conditions are expected to be more stable for the macro deployments, resulting in limited need for RRM requirements and Tx dynamic range, including power control requirements, compared to HetNet deployment. Coexistence study has shown coexistence is easier to guarantee in macro deployment.
Observation 3: Both deployment scenarios benefit from high output power being available
Observation 4: Coexistence study used same output power for both deployment scenarios.
Proposal 1: IAB-MT classes are defined as indicated below:
-	Wide Area IAB-MT are characterised by requirements derived from Macro/Micro deployment scenarios with stable link conditions.
-	[Local Area] IAB-MT are characterised by requirements derived from Pico deployment scenarios with varying backhaul link conditions. 
Proposal 2: IAB-MT and IAB-DU classes shall be possible to be combined freely in an IAB-Node.





Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 3-1 – Second IAB-MT class
It has previously been agreed to have an IAB-MT wide area class and a 2nd class either medium range or local area. This sub-topic discusses what the 2nd class should be.
Issue 3-1: Second IAB-MT class
· Proposals
· Option 1: Local area IAB-MT
· Option 2: Medium range IAB-MT
· Option 3: TBA
· Recommended WF
· 
Sub-topic 3-2 – Min distance or MCL or other IAB-MT class definition
The class definitions in the TS describe the deployment scenario currently use a single deployment parameter either min distance or MCL This sub-topic discusses the appropriate parameters to use to describe the IAB-MT deployment. Among other options, both minimum distance and MCL have been proposed as the parameter to describe the IAB-MT deployment scenario as well as some addition parameters.
In addition the minimum distances or MCL’s need to be agreed, if that is agreed as the defining criteria for class definition.
Issue 3-2: Min distance or MCL IAB-MT or other class definition
· Proposals
· Option 1: Min distance
· Min distance for wide area IAB-MT: (options: FR2: 70, 90, 133, FR1: 333)
· Min distance for medium range IAB-MT (if selected): (options: FR2: 20, 40, FR1: 100)
· Min distance for local area IAB-MT (if selected) : (options: FR2: 10, FR1: 10)
· No minimum distance definition
· Option 2: MCL
· Option 3: Deployment scenario and backhaul link conditions
· Option 4: Additional parameters in definition ; panned/unplanned and capacity/coverage
· Recommended WF
· TBA

0. Sub-topic 3-3 – IAB-DU and IAB-MT class combinations
The issue of combining different classes of IAB-DU and IAB-MT has been raised. Sub-topic 3-3 addresses this issue
Issue 3-3: IAB-DU and IAB-MT class combinations 
Proposals
· Option 1: IAB-MT and IAB-DU classes shall be possible to be combined freely in an IAB-Node
· Option 2: TBA
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	ZTE
	Sub topic 3-1:  we prefer option 2 for medium range BS. The medium range BS in  Manhattan grid scenario is more demanding from network deployment perspective and local area BS is usually for indoor deployment which cables could be connected and therefore IAB should be de-prioritized . I think this typical scenario was studied in Relay SI 10 years before. 
[image: ]

Sub topic 3-2: support option 1 as least giving basic limitation for practical deployment otherwise there will be lots of deployment issue at the end.
The reason why we use the mini distance for NR is due to no antenna connector, and mini distance for BS type 2-0 and BS type 1-O is the same which is due to the practical deployment.



	Ericsson
	Sub topic 3-1: the two IAB-MT class to be defined in 38.174 have dependency on IAB deployment scenario.  If we think of the MCL/min distance discussion of sub top 3-2, it could be rather different definition compared with MCL/min distance of wide area/medium range/local area BS, the same could be for some other RF parameter in the end.    As we believe in RAN4 the RF characteristic is tied tightly with the planned/unplanned deployment scenario, we see it will be easy to define local area as a unplanned deployment, so we recommend to use the local area IAB-MT as the 2nd IAB-MT.  
  Sub topic 3-2: This is topic that have most of different opinions and we need to align as much as possible for the detail reasoning. In our understanding, we see most of company deriving the definition criteria considering the link budget, deployment scenario, pairing consideration with IAB-DU. While some companies derive the min distance/MCL based on one set of the RF parameter (i.e the coexisting simulation assumption), other companies derive it considering more parameter set (i.e the variance of the antenna gain). So first we need align the meaning of the min distance/MCL, in our view, IAB-MT MCL/min distance definition share the same meaning with the similar definition in BS which is derived from typical deployment scenario. While different RF parameter set could qualify the same deployment scenario, we need find what the reasonable range of these parameters set. In deriving the RF parameter, several companies derive the parameter based what they believe the typical scenario. So alignment here is what is the typical scenario we should use to derive the min distance/MCL and what is the criteria? Here companies present different view:
1. Typical scenario and criteria used:
a. 4166:  homogenous deployment for WA 
i. Considering range of IAB-MT and IAB-DU antenna gain so the coverage cell radius of the paring IAB-DU cell , (10 min dBi antenna gain for WA IAB-MT) 
ii. min distance should consider the physical separation distance of adjacent carrier used for coexisting
b. 4148: homogeneous for WA
i. Coupling loss based on link budget using the coexisting simulation parameter: 141 dB and so distance is 133 m for FR2
c. 4545: homogeneous for WA, 
i. the “constant” of MCL (parent IAB-DU antenna G + PL+ IAB-MT antenna G), G can vary for different distance and frequency, definition based on 500m ISD.
ii. larger of the MCL distance above and the min separation distance to interfering BS which is 60m for FR2 and 288m for FR1.
d. 4646: homogeneous for WA.
i. Cell edge of IAB-DU macro cell size
ii.  133 m according to coexisting simulation assumption
iii. Min separation distance of 40m is considered to defined min distance of medium range IAB-MT.
e. 4968: MCL for IAB-MT = Legacy MCL – antenna gain difference(between IAB-MT and UE) –∆pathloss (caused by the different TX-RX height difference)
f. 3313: Link budget and TRP power of 38 dBm used to derive the UL distance
i. 90m for WA considering the 64 QAM UL.
So the alignment of the what the suitable parameter set to derive the min distance/MCL will be needed. Then whether the min separation distance should be considered also need to be discussed. Our opinion is that we need to consider different parameter set at least the IAB-MT and IAB-Du antenna gain range. If different min distance/MCL derived from different RF parameter set, should we define the minimal of all or we allow flexibility in spec? 
Sub topic 3-3: the concern on the allowing all permutation is from the coexisting with a lower output power device (IAB-MT) plus a high power device (IAB-DU) or vice verse. Whether the emission will be impacted by high transmission power device is not clear. Specially it seems 2nd IAB-MT class may promise a rather lower emission floor.  However, allowing the permutation at the network level, i.e one sector operate IAB-MT class differently with another IAB-DU class, it seems no problem. Meanwhile, there is no spec impact for this. In short, additional analysis may be needed after more RF parameter defined later for two IAB-MT class and we can revisit to allow different class operate at the same IAB box simultaneously.

	Samsung
	Sub topic 3-1: No strong view, but slight prefer to consider option1 as Local Area IAB-MT as starting point. 
Sub topic 3-2: minimum distance and MCL are typical criteria to abstract the deployment scenario of each class. For other options more consideration needed on how to capture those characteristics in specification. 
Sub topic 3-3: support option 1.

	Qualcomm
	Sub topic 3-1: we would need one clarification: what does it imply to agree on a specific name for the 2nd IAB class? We believe that the 2nd IAB class should include those deployment scenarios that are not covered by the Wide Area IAB-MT. Since wide area IAB-MT is shaping to have similar requirements as wide area BS, we believe that the 2nd class IAB-MT should cover both local area and medium range deployment scenarios and so requirements should be defined accordingly. For this reason, we are not very clear of the implications of choosing a particular name for the second IAB-MT class.
Sub topic 3-2: we support option 1. We are not sure of the advantages of MCL as differentiator of IAB-MT class. It seems to us that with either minimum distance or MCL, the output power and antenna gain of the IAB-MT/DU may have to be optimized in phase of deployment. In addition, a certain value of MCL may limit deployment flexibility since the MCL value will be derived under assumptions on Tx power and antenna gain to return a target Rx SNR. Since output power of IAB-MT will be declared, a fixed value of MCL may result too limiting for an IAB node targeting low power.
Because of these motivations and considering that MCL is more difficult to assess compared to minimum distance, we believe that we should focus on option 1 (minimum distance).
Sub topic 3-3: we support option 1.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Sub-topic 3-1: We prefer option 1, local area IAB-MT. For the two classes, we see that associations with legacy name “local area” align rather well with HetNet deployment scenario agreed for co-existence study, whereas micro and macro deployments are covered by the wide area class.
Sub-topic 3-2: We prefer option 3, i.e. deployment scenario and backhaul link conditions. In our view the class definitions should state the key factor motivating the difference in requirements between classes. RAN already agreed that certain RRM requirements can be omitted only from wide area class. This means that the link conditions are different for the two classes and this should be reflected in the class definition. Minimum distance or MCL is a less critical factor for backhaul link and does not motivate the differences in requirements in similar manner as it does for access link.
Sub-topic 3-3 We support option 1, i.e. IAB-MT and IAB-DU shall be possible to be combined freely in an IAB-Node.

	Huawei
	Sub topic 3-1: The layouts studied were a homogeneous micro/macro and a heterogeneous. The hetnet scenario is best covered using local area, so we prefer option 1.
Sub topic 3-2: It is important to remember that what defines the nodes class is the declaration that it is of that class. The description in this section is only an indication of the assumptions used when deriving the requirements, and indeed a very limited subset of the assumptions i.e. the min distance/MCL. For example:
“Wide Area Base Stations are characterised by requirements derived from Macro Cell scenarios with a BS to UE minimum distance along the ground equal to 35 m.”
This is not strictly speaking a requirement or a limitation, just a piece of information. As such all we need to do is decide the most appropriate piece of information. The danger with adding addition information is where do you stop, once you start making a list then it needs to be comprehensive, so avoiding a list and keeping it simple is advantageous. It seems min distance is most popular so we are ok to compromise with this.
Sub-topic 3-3:support option 1

	CATT
	Sub topic 3-1: We think medium range class should be included, the local area class can be FFS or leave it to the next release. This issue may depend on how to understand the deployment scenarios and the classes. If local area is the second class, then should the wide area class include the medium range scenario or the medium range scenario is totally excluded? We would like to hear the feedback. If the wide area class will include the medium range scenario, then the dynamic range should be large. They should be considered together.
Sub topic 3-2: There’re some errors in our contribution, we withdraw the minimum distance proposals from our side. For other proposals, we think MCL could be a choice. But we’re not sure if the same MCL can be used for both FR1 and FR2. Could MCL proponents clarify this? Regarding the minimum distance, our understanding is that distance is related to MCL and the distance is different for different frequencies. For MCL, distance is not the only method to reach it. For the minimum distance approach, we have another question that it was agreed that DU class definition reuses BS approach but the minimum distance from BS class actually was derived from 2GHz and is not correct for all of the frequencies. Should we also remove the minimum distance approach from DU if we agree MCL approach for MT? For the IAB node, it may be confusing how to handle the different distance request from MT and DU in the same IAB node.
Sub topic 3-3: We support option 1.


 
CRs/TPs comments collection
Major close to finalize WIs and Rel-15 maintenance, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For Rel-16 on-going WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2004546
	Huawei: The classification discussion is ongoing so this TP cannot be approved as is, if there is sufficient agreement we can revise to capture. If not the IAB-DU part could be captured in a revision.

	
	Company B

	
	

	YYY
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Issue 3-1: Second IAB-MT class
Sub-topic#1
	Tentative agreements: The views are split, Local has support of Ericsson, Samsung, Nokia and Huawei, Medium has support of ZTE and CATT. Qualcomm think the 2nd class should cover both options. Most agree the use case is for het net type deployment in urban areas with possibly unplanned cells. It is not agreed if this is represented by local or medium range however
Candidate options:
Option 1: local area
Option 2: medium range
Option 3: Both (new name?)
Recommendations for 2nd round: Try to agree the deployment scenario for the 2nd class, from that it may be easier to agree the correct name for the class. There are a number of open RF issue based around the 2nd class. The required RF performance should perhaps drive the class needed (i.e, Max power (if any), sensitivity requirement etc).

	Issue 3-2: Min distance or MCL IAB-MT or other class definition
	Tentative agreements: Not much agreement, it seems most support for min distance over MCL as at least 1 parameter to be defined so maybe we can reduce the options by agreeing at least min distance to be used. Some companies also which to add additional conditions based on deployment.
Candidate options:
Option 1: Min distance between IAB-MT and IAB-DU
Option 2: Min distance between IAB-MT and IAB-DU plus additional parameters to be further discussed
Recommendations for 2nd round:
If agreeable disuss appropriate min distance for FR1 and FR2. If additional parameters agreed then make a list of candidates and attempt to select agreeable parameters.
Capture agreements in WF.

	Issue 3-3: IAB-DU and IAB-MT class combinations
	Tentative agreements: Option 1 seems agreeable
Candidate options:
Option 1: IAB-MT and IAB-DU classes shall be possible to be combined freely in an IAB-Node
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Capture agreement above in WF



Suggestion on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	Can use same WF as section 2.4.1
	





CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2004546
XXX
	No comments but IAB-MT is clearly not agreeable, IAB-DU part should be acceptable.
To be revised
Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)

Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”
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Figure 4.8: Microcell deployment




