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Introduction
This is the second meeting to discuss IAB feature list in RAN4. In last meeting (RAN4#94e-b) WF R4-2005606 was approved and LS R4-2005608 was sent to RAN1/RAN2. The views for the feature list was still controversial in last meeting, this email discussion’s target is to have further discussion and reach more agreements.
There are some contributions providing some general views in this meeting and RAN2 is also discussing the frame work, moderator thinks it may help the discussion if companies have some common understanding on the frame work and guideline.
The structure of the summary is Frame work and guide line, Feature list details and Other issues. The targets of this email thread for 1st round and 2nd round are as follows,
· 1st round: 
· Collect the views for frame work and general guidelines. Try to have common understanding to make the section 2 feature list details discussion more efficient.
· Collect the views for the features which were not agreed in the last meeting. Try to find more features with common views.
· Collect views on some other issues raised in this meeting.
· 2nd round: 
· Reach the final agreements on the frame work and feature list.
· Decide how to handle the other issues.
Topic #1: Frame work and guide lines
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2006279
	CATT
	Proposal 1: RAN4 only discuss a minimum set of mandatory features for local area IAB-MT. The wide area IAB-MT can declare the supported features.
Proposal 2: The minimum set of mandatory features is related to the initial access or establishing an RRC connection with network.
Proposal 3: Whether the features will be supported for wide area IAB-MT can be declared by the manufacturer.
Proposal 4: All optional features remain optional for local area IAB-MTs.

	R4-2006797
	Samsung
	Observation 1: in both RAN1 and RAN2 the discussion on IAB-MT feature is for mandatory features only. 
Observation 2: it seems the tentative conclusion in other working groups for legacy optional UE feature would be retain as optional.
Observation 3: in both RAN1 and RAN2 the IAB-MT feature discussion is for Wide Area IAB-MT only. 
Observation 4: RAN4 discussion on IAB-MT feature covers both Wide Area and Local Area IAB-MT classes. 
Observation 5: RAN4 discussion on IAB-MT feature unnecessarily covers optional with signaling features.
Proposal 1: LS to RAN1 and RAN2 is needed to inform the agreement on IAB-MT classification with clarification that the IAB-MT feature list discussion should be applied for both IAB-MT classes. 
Proposal 2:  Below factors should be ensured in decision for IAB-MT feature list:
- Initial access procedure to camp on certain cell 
- Inter-vender operation
- Forward compatibility 
- Network architecture flexibility and efficiency  
Proposal 3: for other Rel-15 UE optional feature: inherit as optional feature for IAB-MT 
Proposal 4: for Rel-15 UE mandatory features without signaling: inherit as mandatory without signaling for IAB-MT

	R4-2007119
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Observation 2: There can be differentiation in feature support based on IAB-MT class, i.e. the classes do not need to share the same mandatory features
Observation 3: Different network deployments have different needs and therefore number of mandatory features need to be minimized
Proposal 1: All RAN4 IAB-MT features can have the baseline of being optional, while additionally some can be set to not being supported.
Proposal 2: Feature support information to be made known by the proven method of manufacturer declarations shall be encouraged to be used also for IAB-MT.

	R4-2007571
	Ericsson
	Proposal-1: IAB-MT following the BS approach to declare the supported feature or parameter relate to the feature. 



Open issues summary
Minimum set, declaration approach, how to handle the two calsses, etc are proposed in the contributions. Moderators summarized several issues related to the frame work and guidelines to collect the views from companies.
As this the first time in RAN4 to discuss the frame work and guideline, moderator doesn’t have recommened WF for every issue.
Sub-topic 1-1
Issue 1-1: Question: Does RAN4 IAB feature list discussion cover both wide area IAB-MT (WA MT) and local area IAB-MT (LA MT)?
Issue 1-2: Question: Does RAN4 discuss and agree a minimum set of features? If yes, what’s the criterion for the min set?
Issue 1-3: Question: If a min set will be discussed in RAN4, do you think the min sets for WA MT and LA MT are same? If not, do you observe any difference?
Issue 1-4: Question: For the remaining features outside the min set, are WA MT and LA MT separately treated? If separated, what’s the different approach do you propose?
Issue 1-5: Question: Can we agree that all optional features remain optional for IAB-MTs?
Companies views’ collection for 1st round
	Issues
	Comments

	Issue 1-1: Question: Does RAN4 IAB feature list discussion cover both wide area IAB-MT (WA MT) and local area IAB-MT (LA MT)?
	Qualcomm : Yes, both should be discussed together. We do not see any reason why the feature support should be different depending on the classes which were introduced to differentiate some RF requirements, not features. From a interoperability point of view, they are the same.
Samsung: Yes, the agreement captured in R4-2005606 is for both IAB-MT class. 
ZTE:  share similar view as QC, from interoperability perspective and system performance,  feature should be applicable for  both class.
Huawei: the discussion should cover both, but the features should be discussed case by case
CMCC: Yes, both wide area IAB-MT and local area IAB-MT needs to ensure the interoperability.
CATT: Yes.
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell: There can be differentiation in the feature support between classes. Feature support for wide area and local area IAB-MT should be analyzed separately as the deployment characteristics are different. 
Actually, we see that it could facilitate progress and agreements regarding features if they were clearly discussed separately for wide and local area IAB-MT. 
In addition, it should be noted that it is under consideration in RAN2 that wide area IAB-MT would use only declarations instead of capability signaling.

Ericsson: Yes, however if the LA IAB-MT is not controlled by operator, for example, any one can buy IAB and install at home, it then must be treated differently with WA IAB-MT.  

AT&T: Both classes should be discussed, but can be treated separately for specific features

	Issue 1-2: Question: Does RAN4 discuss and agree a minimum set of features? If yes, what’s the criterion for the min set?
	Qualcomm: Yes, we can discuss and agree a minimum set of mandatory features. Mandatory features should be chosen based on interoperability and system performance.
Samsung: In last meeting discussion it seems there is no such concept agreed in RAN4 but it seems the discussion direction is understood by other working group such as RAN2 to decide a feature set without signaling. Can this set be interpreted as mandatory feature without signaling for IAB-MT?
ZTE: minimum set of mandatory feature should be discussed based on its necessity for interoperability and system performance.
In RAN2, without signalling in RAN2 also have different interpretation e..g via gNB OAM method to share coordinate the capability information, or via IAB-MT capability signaling.  
Huawei: per RAN guidance the minimum set is defined as basic operation. The criterion should be the same for all groups. So far it seems not applicable to RAN4 features.
CMCC: Yes. Agree with companies’ views that the mandatory features should be chosen based on interoperability and system impact.
CATT: We agree to have min set discussion in RAN4. We think initial access and establishing RRC connection are critical, we see 1 feature (64QAM modulation for FR2 PDSCH) should be in the min set because PRACH MSG3 may use it as it’s assumed all UE support this feature. We didn’t identify other features yet. The criterion of “interoperability and system impact” seems a little general to us, more clarification is needed that which kind of features belong to these.
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell: It is not necessary to define a minimum set but if one is discussed the criteria should be that initial access is possible. However, we see that no RAN4 feature needs to be mandatory to enable this.
Ericsson: we only discuss the feature list in RF scope not really discussing whole min set covering other WG.  RAN4 is tasked to study the mandatory for the basic operation, our opinion is that it is required to bring the IAB node to RRC_CONNECTED at power on and ensure that information can be exchanged. We are not sure on the interoperatibility for WA IAB-MT,  as WA IAB-MT  is a network node, the feature it supported can be known by operator as the same way as BS. Operator can have different vendor BS in the same network but there is no need on signaling of which feature they support and network can work well. But it could be different story for LA IAB-MT if operator has no control of it and then interoperiability need to be considered.
AT&T: The minimum set of features should include any features required for initial access, RRC Connection establishment, Topology formation (e.g. HO/RLF), and basic backhaul link operation. 


	Issue 1-3: Question: If a min set will be discussed in RAN4, do you think the min sets for WA MT and LA MT are same? If not, do you observe any difference?
	Qualcomm: Yes, these should be the same. There is no reason to differentiate based on class
Samsung: There are many aspects need to be considered before making the conclusion. If the min set is different, when and how the donor/parent can aware the IAB-MT class of its child? Not sure whether it will have impact on initial access. And if the minimum set of capability to be different between IAB-MT class, does that mean if new IAB-MT class introduced in future we have to discuss corresponding minimum capability set again? 
ZTE: should be the same with exception on mobility related measurement for local-aread IAB-MT, for Wide-area IAB-MT, we don’t need that capability signalling, let’s check the IAB-MT capability case by case.
Huawei: see above answer
CMCC: should be the same. RAN4 agreed to not define measurement requirements for wide area IAB-MT, since mobility performance may not be critical for wide area IAB-MT. But it does mean that UE will not do measurement at all. So we think the mobility related features also need to be same for WA MT and LA MT.
CATT: We think from initial access and establishing RRC connection points of view, they’re the same.
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell: They can be the same, i.e. no mandatory feature is required.
Ericsson: if the LA IAB-MT cannot be controlled or limited controlled by operator, then it may be the case to treat LA IAB-MT differently.  
AT&T: The minimum set for LA IAB-MT should at least include the minimum set for WA IAB-MT.

	Issue 1-4: Question: For the remaining features outside the min set, are WA MT and LA MT separately treated? If separated, What’s the different approach do you propose?
	Qualcomm: The features that are not mandatory are automatically optional so we do not see the point of discussing whether they are treated the same or separately.
Samsung: there is no general answer to this question. The baseline should be assumed the same feature group construction for IAB-MT. If difference identify, this should be checked feature by feature. 
ZTE: discuss the IAB-MT capability case by case.
Huawei: discuss the IAB-MT features case by case.
CATT: The remaining features can be treated as based on declaration or based on signaling pending on the discussion. 
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell: They can be separated, and discussed feature by feature (in the excel sheet) using differences in deployment scenario and differences in RF requirements as motivators for the differences in features.
Ericsson: if the LA IAB-MT cannot be controlled or limited controlled by operator, then it may be the case to treat LA IAB-MT differently.  
AT&T: This needs to be done case-by-case. At least in cases where WA IAB-MT and LA IAB-MT requirements are different (e.g. RLM/RRM etc.), the corresponding features may be differentiated between the two classes.

	Issue 1-5: Question: Can we agree that all optional features remain optional for IAB-MTs?
	Qualcomm: Yes
Samsung: there is no issue observed to make all legacy optional features remain optional for IAB-MT as it is allowed to be not supported anyway. 
ZTE: some features are not really needed for IAB-MT, therefore we don’t suggest to define as optional which seems to be useful.
Huawei: discuss the IAB-MT features case by case and some features are not needed for IAB-MT.
CMCC: Agree to keep all the optional features remain optional for IAB-MTs
CATT: If we have divergent views on some features, we can leave them as optional to move forward.
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell: None of them needs to become mandatory but some can be set to not being supported.

Ericsson: Some optional feature may not be applicable for IAB-MT.
AT&T: Yes 


 
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.
	Issues
	Comments

	Issue 1-1: Question: Does RAN4 IAB feature list discussion cover both wide area IAB-MT (WA MT) and local area IAB-MT (LA MT)?
	All the companies agree both classes should be included in the discussion. How to treat them need more discussion.
Tentative agreements:
Yes, both classes should be included.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Capture the tentative agreement in a WF.

	Issue 1-2: Question: Does RAN4 discuss and agree a minimum set of features? If yes, what’s the criterion for the min set?
	Most companies think a min set can be discussed in RAN4 but the criterion is not so clear. Initial access, RRC connection establishment, interoperability and system performance are proposed. Moderator’s observation is that the criterion may not need to be further discussed but the minimum mandatory set can be discussed and agreed.
Tentative agreements:
RAN4 will discuss the features case by case to see if a minimum mandatory feature set can be agreed, the criterions are not clear now but some candidates are proposed such as initial access, RRC connection establishment, interoperability and system performance. 
Candidate options:

Recommendations for 2nd round:
Capture the tentative agreement in a WF. Features will be discussed case by case to see if a minimum mandatory features set can be agreed.

	Issue 1-3: Question: If a min set will be discussed in RAN4, do you think the min sets for WA MT and LA MT are same? If not, do you observe any difference?
	Based on the comments from companies, many companies think if RAN4 will discuss a min set, it is the same for WA MT and LA MT. But there’re other companies think it should be discussed case by case.
Tentative agreements:
It’s not clear if the min set for WA MT and LA MT will be the same.
Candidate options:

Recommendations for 2nd round:
Capture the tentative agreement in a WF. Features will be discussed case by case to see if the min set for WA MT and LA MT can be the same.

	Issue 1-4: Question: For the remaining features outside the min set, are WA MT and LA MT separately treated? If separated, What’s the different approach do you propose?
	Some companies think they will not be treated separately, but other companies thinks some features may be different. Moderator suggests for some features, we can see if handling the two classes differently can be agreed.
Tentative agreements:
Some features can be treated differently for the two classes, which should be discussed case by case.
Candidate options:

Recommendations for 2nd round:
 Capture the tentative agreement in a WF. Features will be discussed case by case in the Topic#2.

	Issue 1-5: Question: Can we agree that all optional features remain optional for IAB-MTs?
	It seems no common understanding on this issue, but moderator suggests if there’re difficulties to reach agreement for some features, the R15 optional features are put in low priority in the second round.
Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
 



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

	#1
	WF on IAB-MT feature list
	CATT



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: Feature list details
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2006279
	CATT
	Proposal 4: All optional features remain optional for local area IAB-MTs.
Proposal 5: If the views are different as not supported or optional, the compromise can be optional because IAB-MT can choose not to support when the feature is optional.
Views for every feature were provided in the contribution.

	R4-2006657
	AT&T
	Proposal 1: Support for 64 QAM for PDSCH/PUSCH is mandatory for IAB-MTs. 
Proposal 2: Support for 256 QAM for PDSCH/PUSCH is optional for IAB-MTs.
Proposal 3: pi/2 BPSK is not supported by wide-area IAB-MTs.
Proposal 4: BWP switching is not supported by wide-area IAB-MTs.

	R4-2006797
	Samsung
	Proposal 1: LS to RAN1 and RAN2 is needed to inform the agreement on IAB-MT classification with clarification that the IAB-MT feature list discussion should be applied for both IAB-MT classes. 
Proposal 2:  Below factors should be ensured in decision for IAB-MT feature list:
- Initial access procedure to camp on certain cell 
- Inter-vender operation
- Forward compatibility 
- Network architecture flexibility and efficiency  
Proposal 3: for other Rel-15 UE optional feature: inherit as optional feature for IAB-MT 
Proposal 4: for Rel-15 UE mandatory features without signaling: inherit as mandatory without signaling for IAB-MT
Views for every feature were provided in the contribution.

	R4-2006803
	CMCC
	Views are listed in a table.

	R4-2007119
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Views for every feature were provided in the contribution.

	R4-2007131
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Proposal 1. 64QAM related modulation features should be mandatory for the IAB-MT.
Proposal 2. PI/2 BPSK should not be supported for the IAB-MT.
Proposal 3. BWP switching delay does not need to be supported. 
Proposal 4: Support for multiple NS values should be optional.
Proposal 5: Support for MFBI should be optional.
Proposal 6. Support of SSB and data with different numerologies (feature 3-2) should be left optional.
Proposal 7. Measurement related features (feature 3-1 and 3-3) should be left optional.

	R4-2007317
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Views are provided in the contribution.

	R4-2007400
	ZTE Corporation
	Proposal 1: for modulation related features, we propose to set optional with manufacturer declaration.
Proposal 2: PI/2 BPSK for PUSCH is not needed for IAB-MT for both FR1 and FR2. 
Proposal 3: propose PI/2 BPSK for PUCCH format 3/4 as optional for IAB-MT for both FR1 and FR2. 
Proposal 4: propose Active BWP switching delay as optional for IAB-MT for both FR1 and FR2.
Proposal 5: for IAB-MT, 7.5KHz UL channel raster shift is not necessary. 
Proposal 6: supported channel bandwidth capability by IAB-MT should be signalled to other IAB nodes.
Proposal 7: no power class definition for IAB-MT. 
Proposal 8: MFBI is not necessary for IAB-MT.
Proposal 9: maximum uplink duty cycle is not needed for FR1 IAB-MT. 
Proposal 10: power boosting for PI/2 BPSK is not needed for IAB-MT.
Proposal 11: maximum uplink duty cycle is not needed for FR2 IAB-MT
Proposal 12: for IAB-MT, it’s not necessary to support of EN-DC with LTE-NR coexistence in UL sharing.
Proposal 13: for IAB-MT, it’s not necessary to report the switching time between LTE UL and NR UL.
Proposal 14: the same principle of intra-band NR CA and inter-band CA could be applied for IAB-MT CA.
Proposal 15: not support independent measurement gap configuration for FR1 and FR2.
Proposal 16: propose 3-2 as Optional for IAB-MT.
Proposal 17: not support short measurement gap for IAB-MT.

	R4-2007571
	Ericsson
	Proposal-1: IAB-MT following the BS approach to declare the supported feature or parameter relate to the feature.
Proposal-2: Discuss if the FDM/SDM feature could be declared by vendor following proposal -1.
Views for every feature are provided in the contribution.



Open issues summary
Moderator summarized the views in an excel file and the recommended WF is also captured in the same file. Please find the excel file in the same zip file. To align the discussion with the last meeting, the features are divided to the same 4 parts with the last meeting.
Moderator provides recommended WF for every feature based on the following principles,
· Take the views whose supporting company number is much larger than the other.
· If the two different views are “optional with manufacturer’s declaration” and “optional with signaling”, the WF is recommended as TBD. Moderator’s understanding is we may need to align the understanding how the view apply to the both MT classes.
· If the two different views are “not supported” and “optional”, the WF is recommended as optional. Moderator’s understanding is that manufacturers can choose not supported in the mechanism of “optional”.
· If the features may be used in future such as CA/EN-DC related, 7.5k Hz UL raster shift and the R15 signaling structure can be reused by IAB, “reusing R15 signaling structure” is recommended considering forward compatibility.
· As there’s no agreement in RAN4 on how to handle the two MT classes, the recommended WF apply to both classes if no specific clarifications.
Companies views’ collection for 1st round
Please capture your general comment in the following table if any. Please put your detail comments to each feature in the excel file directly in the column of “Comment”.
	Company
	General comments for the feature list details discussion

	Verizon
	For feature of IAB, we support for 64 QAM for PDSCH/PUSCH is mandatory and for 256 QAM for PDSCH/PUSCH is optional, No pi/2 BPSK and no BWP switching by wide-area IAB-MTs.
We share same view as AT&T!

	Qualcomm
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK3]We believe that first we have to understand the signaling framework for the IAB-MT features/capabilities. Based on this we can discuss further what “optional with manufacturer declaration” or “optional with signaling” means. The difference between a normal base station and an IAB-MT is that the IAB-MT has to interoperate with the parent so there has to be some mechanism through which the parent becomes aware of what the IAB-MT supports. 
We agree with the proposal to have features as optional instead of not supported. As explained in our paper, many features(e.g. measurements) have RAN2 support so even there are no RAN4 requirements, they should be left optional in case some MTs will implement them.
We also agree with the recommendation to re-use the Rel.15 signaling but this will ultimately be a RAN2 discussion. 
Some of the decision are likely to require some coordination between working groups so we might end up discussing them in the plenary.
For the features listed in the excel sheet, we agree with the moderator’s proposed WF. Re-use of the Rel.15 signaling might require more discussion as we stated above.

	Samsung
	View on recommended WF from moderator:
· If the two different views are “optional with manufacturer’s declaration” and “optional with signaling”, the WF is recommended as TBD. Moderator’s understanding is we may need to align the understanding how the view apply to the both MT classes.
· [Samsung]: As we agreed in R4-2005606: “For the features which suggested as “Optional with manufacturer declaration” if any, RAN4 also agreed the parent/donor should be aware whether such features supported by the MT or not. The detail mechanism is up to RAN2 design. “ , it is proposed to listed both options there. And reply on RAN2 to make the decision on how to indicate the support.

· If the two different views are “not supported” and “optional”, the WF is recommended as optional. Moderator’s understanding is that manufacturers can choose not supported in the mechanism of “optional”.
· [Samsung]: Support this WF
· If the features may be used in future such as CA/EN-DC related, 7.5k Hz UL raster shift and the R15 signaling structure can be reused by IAB, “reusing R15 signaling structure” is recommended considering forward compatibility.
· [Samsung]: Support this WF

· As there’s no agreement in RAN4 on how to handle the two MT classes, the recommended WF apply to both classes if no specific clarifications.
· [Samsung]: Support this WF
Furthermore, it is suggested to agree below proposal:
Below factors should be ensured in decision for IAB-MT feature list:
- Initial access procedure to camp on certain cell 
- Inter-vender operation
- Forward compatibility 
- Network architecture flexibility and efficiency  

	ZTE
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK6]Firstly, we agree with QC on the following suggestion:” we can discuss further what “optional with manufacturer declaration” or “optional with signaling” means.” this really make trouble in RAN2 signalling discussion.
· If the two different views are “not supported” and “optional”, the WF is recommended as optional. Moderator’s understanding is that manufacturers can choose not supported in the mechanism of “optional”.
· [ZTE]: disagree with that, some capability is not needed at all, why we still reserve the bits for optional declaration which waste resource.
· If the features may be used in future such as CA/EN-DC related, 7.5k Hz UL raster shift and the R15 signaling structure can be reused by IAB, “reusing R15 signaling structure” is recommended considering forward compatibility.
· [ZTE]: disagree with that, in addition, 7.5KHz UL raster shift is also discussed case by case. 
· As there’s no agreement in RAN4 on how to handle the two MT classes, the recommended WF apply to both classes if no specific clarifications.
· [ZTE]: discuss further depend on the progress.


	CMCC
	· If the two different views are “optional with manufacturer’s declaration” and “optional with signaling”, the WF is recommended as TBD. Moderator’s understanding is we may need to align the understanding how the view apply to the both MT classes.
[CMCC] Parent gNB needs to understand the capabilities of IAB-MT, that is the main difference of IAB-MT compared to legacy gNB. If we have the same understanding on how IAB-MT works, then we think the optional features should be optional with signaling.
· If the two different views are “not supported” and “optional”, the WF is recommended as optional. Moderator’s understanding is that manufacturers can choose not supported in the mechanism of “optional”.
[CMCC] Agree to keep it optional instead of “not supported”
· If the features may be used in future such as CA/EN-DC related, 7.5k Hz UL raster shift and the R15 signaling structure can be reused by IAB, “reusing R15 signaling structure” is recommended considering forward compatibility.
[CMCC] Agree. For the bands with 7.5KHz UL shift, it should be mandatory supported.
· As there’s no agreement in RAN4 on how to handle the two MT classes, the recommended WF apply to both classes if no specific clarifications.
[CMCC] Agree with the recommended WF.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	In general, we need to align also with other RAN WGs based on what we know about their progress. For example, EN-DC is optional in RAN2 so RAN4 should not set any EN-DC related feature mandatory, whereas some features may be set to not supported if RAN4 view is that the feature is not relevant for IAB.
RAN4 should evaluate and decide the feature support based on technical aspects and arguments, not based on the majority. 
Similarly, technical aspects and requirements as they are specified and discussed currently in RAN4 shall be the basis for the decisions, and there is no need to reserve signaling structure with multiple optional features for cases which may or may not possibly become available in some future release. If requirements are not defined because the feature is not considered needed for IAB-MT, it is clear the behavior cannot be guaranteed and the feature does not need to be supported.
If there is no agreement for a feature and whether it applies only to one IAB-MT class, there should be no blanket approval for the process how they are treated. Rather it should be stated that there is no agreement and the discussion should continue, possibly in RAN or future RAN4 meetings.
We see that it would facilitate progress and help breaking out the two long-standing camps if the feature list would be discussed separately for local and wide area IAB-MT.

	Ericsson
	We are not sure about the “ reusing the rel-15 signaling structure” helps the discussion.  It will be better just focus on the feature discussion itself than extend the discussion to signaling aspect which not RAN4 scope. 
The factors to consider the mandatory feature is covered by general aspec in topic 1.
More comments on WF is provided in separate Excel sheet.


	AT&T
	Some specific comments are provided in the Excel sheet. In general we think that indication of support for BW/CA/EN-DC features can be handled by manufacturer declaration.



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 

	Feature list
	Generally, the views for the features from companies didn’t change much compared with last meeting. There’re a few agreements, but most of them need more discussion.
The followings are new agreements,
3 features which were agreed as [Not needed], they are confirmed as not needed. The 3 features are 2-10, 2-13 and 2-15.
The following features seem only one has different views. We can try to discuss in 2nd round,
1-6, 1-7, 1-8 and 2-14.
The views for the following two features are different but they are essential. We can try to discuss in 2nd round,
1-2, 1-3.
Some features we see two different views as “optional with declaration” and “optional with signaling are related to EN-DC”, moderator thinks they can be discussed in a package. There are some good suggestions from companies such as the feature list would be discussed separately for local and wide area IAB-MT. We can discuss if this approach can be used and help the progress. The related features are 1-4 and 1-5.
There’re many other features related to EN-DC, band, CA. Some companies think forward compatibility should be considered, some companies think not. They should be discussed in a package how to handle them from standard point of view. These features are 1-9, 1-10, 1-11, 2-2, 2-3, 2-4, 2-5, 2-6, 2-9, 2-16 and 2-17.
Some topics may need more analysis, moderator suggests we don’t discuss them more in second round, but can be discussed in future meetings. These features are 2-1, 2-8, 2-11 and 2-12. 
The baseband related features (3-1, 3-2 and 3-3) are originally optional and the views are still divergent, moderator suggests they are put in low priority in 2nd round. They can be discussed in future meetings.
The detail summary for each feature is in the excel file.

Tentative agreements:
· 3 features which were agreed as [Not needed], they are confirmed as not needed. The 3 features are 2-10, 2-13 and 2-15.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Discuss if the suggested WF can be agreed for the following features
1-6, 1-7, 1-8 and 2-14.
· Discuss if WA MT and LA MT can be treated separately for the following features and what’s the decision.
1-4 and 1-5.
· Discuss how to consider forward compatibility for the following features and if it’s necessary to handle them differently for the two classes.
1-9, 1-10, 1-11, 2-2, 2-3, 2-4, 2-5, 2-6, 2-9, 2-16 and 2-17.
· Discuss the WF for the following features
1-2 and 1-3.
Capture the tentative agreements in 1st round and all of the agreements in the 2nd round can be in the same WF in Topic #1.



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

	#1
	The same WF in Topic #1
	




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: Other issues
R4-2006798 made some proposals related to IAB-MT supported channel BW. R4-2007571 has a proposal related to  FDM/SDM feature. These proposals are discussed one by one in this section.
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2006798
	Samsung
	Proposal 1: Below RAN4 agreement for UE initial access shall be applied for IAB-MT 
RAN4 agreed that “UE can access the cell if UE supports a channel bandwidth which is equal to or narrower than the channel bandwidth in SIB1 and is equal to or wider than the initial BWP-bandwidth.”
BWP-bandwidth can be configured with any number of RBs equal to or narrower than RB size of the supported channel bandwidths.
Although the core requirement is applied to any RB configuration, it is noted that only the set of supported channel bandwidths are included in conformance tests due to the test coverage limitation.
Proposal 2: In additional, the CORESET# 0 BW should be supported for each operating band supported by IAB-MT to comp on cell in initial access progress. 
Operating band  CORESET #0 BW(MHz)
n41 5, 10, 20
n77, n78 5,10, 20
n79 10, 20
n257, n258, n260, n261 50, 100
Proposal 3: the minimum supported channel bandwidth should be defined for IAB-MT

	R4-2007571
	Ericsson
	Proposal-2: Discuss if the FDM/SDM feature could be declared by vendor following proposal -1.



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 3-1
Issue 3-1: Proposals related to IAB-MT supported channel BW in R4-2006798.
Proposal 1: Below RAN4 agreement for UE initial access shall be applied for IAB-MT
RAN4 agreed that “UE can access the cell if UE supports a channel bandwidth which is equal to or narrower than the channel bandwidth in SIB1 and is equal to or wider than the initial BWP-bandwidth.”
BWP-bandwidth can be configured with any number of RBs equal to or narrower than RB size of the supported channel bandwidths.
Although the core requirement is applied to any RB configuration, it is noted that only the set of supported channel bandwidths are included in conformance tests due to the test coverage limitation.
Proposal 2: the CORESET# 0 BW should be supported for each operating band supported by IAB-MT to comp on cell in initial access progress
	Operating band 
	CORESET #0 BW(MHz)

	n41
	5, 10, 20

	n77, n78
	5,10, 20

	n79
	10, 20

	n257, n258, n260, n261
	50, 100


Proposal 3: The minimum supported channel bandwidth should be introduced for IAB-MT

Issue 3-2: Proposals related to FDM/SDM feature in R4-2007571.
Proposal: Discuss if the FDM/SDM feature could be declared by vendor following proposal -1.

Because the proposals are provide by one company for each topic, moderator doesn’t have recommended WF. Please provide your comments directly to the proposals.
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Sub topics
	Comments

	Issue 3-1: Proposals related to IAB-MT supported channel BW in R4-2006798
	Proposal 1: Below RAN4 agreement for UE initial access shall be applied for IAB-MT
Qualcomm: We agree. Since the IAB-MT initial access is similar to a UE we do not believe this mechanism can be changed.
Samsung: according to last meeting discussion this is common understanding. Hence we propose to capture this as formal agreement for clarity.
ZTE: fine with that.
CMCC: OK with the proposal
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell: It is unclear to us what is the proposed impact to specification. The principles of how SIB1 and initial BWP bandwidths work together could be captured as informative information to TR, but we see no need to restrict the freedom to declare supported channel bandwidths.
AT&T: Agree with the proposal.
Proposal 2: the CORESET# 0 BW should be supported for each operating band supported by IAB-MT to comp on cell in initial access progress
Qualcomm: We do not see the need to mandate any CHBW, this was discussed in the last meeting and operators agreed that they can ensure there would be no interoperability issues from this point of view. Also, mandating some CHBW that are probably not even currently implemented/used like 5MHz will not help.
Samsung: the CORESET#0 BW is utilized implicitly in UE initial access procedure but not explicitly addressed anywhere because there are mandatory CHBW agreed for UE. Not understand why this is not agreeable as previous proposal. From the initial access procedure the SIB CHBW, initial CHBW and coreset#0 BW shall be all supported. 
ZTE: similar as R15 NR UE, we don’t see the necessity to support that channel bandwidth for initial access.
Huawei: Disagree. E.g. if the operator holds 40 MHz, what is the issue for the vendor declare to support 40 MHz only? What is the meaning to mandate 5MHz?
CMCC: IAB-MT at least needs to support bandwidth larger than the CORESET#0 BW for initial access. In reality, what bandwidth is supported may depend on how much spectrum the operator have. But if companies agree to list these bandwidths at mandatory, we are OK.
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell: This is not needed. Based on the agreement that manufacturer shall declare the channel BW support there are no mandatory bandwidths. It is the task for the operator and IAB-vendor to handle the channel bandwidth support.
AT&T: As long as there is a common understanding between the parent and child nodes on the CHBW supported by the IAB-MT (can be via declaration and operator coordination, we do not believe this is needed.
Proposal 3: The minimum supported channel bandwidth should be introduced for IAB-MT
Qualcomm: This is not needed, might make IAB-MT deployment more difficult.
Samsung: it seems at least for FR2 50MHz and 100MHz should be supported to ensure initial access. For FR1 it should be clarified that the channel bandwidth to be supported should be within the CHBW addressed in Table 5.3.5-1 of the TS38.104. 
ZTE: it should be left up to the implementation, if channel bandwidth less than CORESET#0, then it may be only used Scell.
Huawei: not needed.
CMCC: Similar comments as proposal 2.
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell: As discussed above, we do not see a need for this.
AT&T: As long as there is a common understanding between the parent and child nodes on the CHBW supported by the IAB-MT (can be via declaration and operator coordination), we do not believe this is needed.

	Issue 3-2: Proposals related to FDM/SDM feature in R4-2007571.
	Proposal: Discuss if the FDM/SDM feature could be declared by vendor following proposal -1.
Qualcomm: Why would this declaration be needed should be clarified. Support of FDM/SDM is purely an implementation issue. 
Samsung: it should be understood more whether this will have impact on donor gNB or parent IAB-DU scheduling or not. For RF requirement perspective, it seems we already agreed that the RF requirement should be forward compatible to support FDM/SDM.
ZTE:  FDM/SDM is purely implementation, don’t understand why that should be mandatory. In addition, IAB-MT transmitting in DL should be further discussed in R17 instead of R16, we don;t hope there would be defined in R16 spec. Only thing, we can consider the forward compability perspective to consider this scenario.
Huawei: we agree it is an implementation issue.
CATT: agree the above comments.
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell: This relates to the forward compatibility mentioned in the WID, as FDM and SDM operation are only part of rel-17 RAN1 work and the behavior of non-TDM cases are left for implementation in rel-16. Therefore, manufacturer declaration is a good way to state that from hardware perspective no restrictions are foreseen to introduce support for FDM and SDM in software upgradeable manner.
Ericsson: FDM/SDM forward compatibility is in WID. In 38.874, it written as below and in picture two cases are illustrated and case 1 is for the same RIB interfacw with the downlink time slot transmission. So RAN4 need to discuss RF impact, at least for downlink time slot IAB-MT transmission. We think declaration is best way to support this forward compatibility. 
In case of transmitter-side SDM/FDM, an IAB-node simultaneously transmits in the DL (to an access UE and/or child IAB-node) and transmits in the UL (to a parent IAB-node). In case of receiver-side SDM/FDM, an IAB-node simultaneous receives in the DL (from a parent node) and receives in the UL (from an access UE and/or child IAB-node).



AT&T: RAN1 has already agreed that indication of the multiplexing capability is supported in Rel-16 to enable forward-compatibility for FDM/SDM: The donor CU and the parent node can be made aware of the multiplexing capability between MT and DU (TDM required, TDM not required) of an IAB node to for any {MT CC, DU cell} pair. 
So we do not see the need for duplicated functionality to be agreed in RAN4. That said, we acknowledge that in Rel-17 there may be specific RF requirements which need to be discussed in RAN4 in case an IAB node indicates TDM operation is not required and how to indicate support/non-support for those requirements could be done via signaling or manufacturer declaration.


 
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: Proposals related to IAB-MT supported channel BW in R4-2006798
	All companies agree proposal 1, but there’re different views for proposal 2 and proposal 3. Companies are not convinced to have some BW mandatory. Moderator suggests the proponent to provide more clarification in the 2nd round.
Tentative agreements:
Proposal 1 is agreed.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discuss the other proposals in the WF.

	Issue 3-2: Proposals related to FDM/SDM feature in R4-2007571.
	The feedback from the companies shows that companies need to understand more on the raised issues. Moderator suggests to further discuss it in 2nd round.
Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discuss it in the 2nd round.



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

	#1
	WF on IAB-MT supported channel bandwdith
	Samsung






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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