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Introduction
Only 1 open issue has been identified in the papers submitted. The rest of the papers are TP’s either implementing the previous agreements in the TS or capturing background in the TR.
The bulk of the discussion therefore is in the TP review sections.
Topic #1: Updates to Clasuse 4 - General
There are 4 TP’s capturing definitions agreed in the last meeting as well as some other aspects in section 4 in the TS. As well as a TP capturing background in the TR.
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2009988
	Qualcomm
	Proposal 1: The requirements for contiguous and non-contiguous spectrum for IAB-DUs are same as those of base stations.
Proposal 2: The applicability of requirements for IAB-DU type 1-H, 1-O and 2-O are same as those of BS type 1-H, 1-O and 2-O respectively.
Also TP to section 4 with updates to:
4.4.1	IAB-DU classes
4.6	APPLICABILITY OF REQUIREMENTS
4.7	APPLICABILITY OF RRM REQUIREMENTS IN THIS SPECIFICATION
4.8	REQUIREMENTS FOR CONTIGUOUS AND NON-CONTIGUOUS SPECTRUM

	R4-2010177
	Ericsson
	TP to TS 38.174 section 4.6., Applicability of requirements.
(similar to table in R4-2009988)

	R4-2009989
	Qualcomm
	TP to TS 38.174 section 4.4 on IAB-MT class definitions 
text as agreed in last meeting WF

	R4-2011299
	Huawei
	TP to TS 38.174: IAB-MT class definitions
Text as agreed in last meeting WF – slight difference in introduction text from R4-2009989)

	R4-2011300
	Huawei

	TP to TR 38.809 -IAB-MT Class definitions
Background for the IAB-MT class definitions.



Open issues summary
There is one paper with proposals which is identified as a sub-topic, the TP’s are handled in the TP comments collection section 1.3.
Sub-topic 1-1 – IAB-DU requirements for contiguous and non-contiguous spectrum
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-1: – IAB-DU requirements for contiguous and non-contiguous spectrum
· Proposal 1: The requirements for contiguous and non-contiguous spectrum for IAB-DUs are same as those of base stations.
· Proposal 2: The applicability of requirements for IAB-DU type 1-H, 1-O and 2-O are same as those of BS type 1-H, 1-O and 2-O respectively.
· Recommended WF
· Accept proposals
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	Sub topic 1-1: 
Sub topic 1-2:
….
Others:

	Samsung
	Issue 1-1: agree with the proposals

	Ericsson
	Sub topic 1-1:  P1 is ok. P2 is ok except NB-IoT valid for BS type 1-H not apply to IAB.


	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Sub topic 1-1: Agree with the recommendation.


	Huawei
	Sub topic 1-1: Agree with proposal (as Ericsson point out NB-IoT not needed for IAB)


 
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

	R4-2009988
	Moderator: Discussion document not a formal TP, but collect comments on TP part.

	
	Company ASamsung: the TP is not aligned with 3GPP specification drafting rule. 

	
	Company B Ericsson: TP is ok in general but there are some TBS which should be removed, suggest to merge with 2010177.

	
	Qualcomm: Can Samsung and Ericsson mention which parts of the TP are not aligned with the drafting rule or need to be removed?
Also, is Ericsson suggesting to revise R4-2009988 by borrowing R4-2010177’s contents or is their intention the other way around? We are fine either way. R4-2010177 focus only on 4.6. But, R4-2009988 focuses on 4.4, 4.6, 4.7 and 4.8. We just want all these four sub-sections be updated based on these two CRs and fine with either way.


	
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell:  It was agreed in RAN#94-e that there is no Rx IMD requirement for IAB-MT type 2-O and no in channel selectivity requirement for IAB-MT. It might be clearer to have separate tables for IAB-DU and IAB-MT as it may be a bit confusing to have common applicability table as some requirements are not defined for IAB-MT. Section numbers for unwanted emission requirements can be updated, if those are agreed in this meeting.

	
	Huawei: I am not sure I agree with the change in the definition, IAB-DU does not communicate with UE (BS does) so distance between IAB-DU and UE seems meaningless. My understanding was the IAB-DU and BS are effectively the same thing, when it’s a BS it talks to UE’s when it’s a IAB-DU it talks to IAB-MT. AS such it is ok to define deployment of BS to UE? The applicability table in 4.6 does not distinguish between IAB-DU and IAB-MT, in cases where the requirements are different then this would seem necessary (Ericsson paper 10177 has same issue). The text in 4.8 doesn’t make to much sense, it says requirements form 38.104 clause 4.7 apply, but this clause doesn’t really contain requirements but instructions how to interpret the specs, for example 
“Unless otherwise stated, the requirements in the present specification apply for BS configured for both contiguous spectrum operation and non-contiguous spectrum operation.” 
“Present specification” Does this means 38.104 or 38.174, obviously it should be 38.174 but taken latterly it means 38.104 as that’s the spec you are reading, either way it’s not clear an it’s only 6 lines of text it would be much easier to just copy it I think.

	R4-2010177
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell:  It was agreed in RAN#94-e that there is no Rx IMD requirement for IAB-MT type 2-O and no in channel selectivity requirement for IAB-MT. It might be clearer to have separate tables for IAB-DU and IAB-MT as it may be a bit confusing to have common applicability table as some requirements are not defined for IAB-MT.Company A

	
	Company BHuawei: Does not distinguish between IAB-MT and IAB-DU, in some cases requirements are different so this is necessary.

	
	

	R4-2009989
	Ericsson: changed the “characterized” to “defined”, maybe better to keep the original wording in agreed WF. Not sure what this sentence relate to“The associated deployment scenarios for each class are exactly the same for IAB-MT with and without connectors.” This sentence should be removed for clarification. The TP for IAB-MT class definition could merge with 2011299.Company A

	
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell: The text in R4-2011299 which covers same section of the specification seems more suitable for specification. Should we use term “IAB-MT” instead of “IAB-MT node”Company B

	
	Huawei: similar to our paper 11299, the main difference is the addition sentence in this paper
“The associated deployment scenarios for each class are exactly the same for IAB-MT with and without connectors.”
For IAB-DU/BS this is necessary as the definitions are different for conducted and OTA for IAB-MT there is only 1 definition and hence the sentence is meaningless or even confusing.

	R4-2011299
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell: Should we use term “IAB-MT” instead of “IAB-MT node”?Company A

	
	Company B

	
	Ericsson: Typo “BS” -> “IAB-MT”

	
	Huawei: BS typo needs correcting, The term IAB-MT node is in the agreement, I think IAB-MT only is ok. Need to revise either this or 9989 doesn’t really matter which.

	R4-2011300
	Company ASamsung: it seems the option 1and option2 should be layout 1 and layout 2 in co-existence simulation sub-clause. In addition, it may be better to use Wide Area, Local Area rather than wide area, local area, WA and LA. 

	
	Ericsson: “to those simulated in option 2 (see sub clause 6.1).” where the “option 2” could be Typo that could be replaced with “layout 2”? It should be added that for WA IAB-MT, planning is needed with respect to the parent and other operators, and that the stability enables reduction of RRM etc.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 

	Sub-topic#1-1
	Tentative agreements: 
Proposal 1: The requirements for contiguous and non-contiguous spectrum for IAB-DUs are same as those of base stations.
Proposal 2: The applicability of requirements for IAB-DU type 1-H, 1-O and 2-O are same as those of BS type 1-H, 1-O and 2-O respectively.
Proposal agreed (make clear its not valid for NB-IoT)
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: Impliment in TP



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  

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

	R4-2009988
	Revise, include following:
implement agreements in issue 1-1 and issue raised in comments
Include sub-clause 4.4.2 (IAB-MT classes) updates from R4-2009989 and R4-2011299 and associated comments.
Original document is not a formal TP, the revision (or maybe new doc?) should be a formal TP 

	R4-2010177
	Note: This is covered in R4-2009988 revision

	R4-2009989
	Note: This is covered in R4-2009988 revision

	R4-2011299
	Note: This is covered in R4-2009988 revision

	R4-2011300
	Revise, update based on comments



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: Capturing simulation assumptions/data
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2010146
	Samsung
	TP for TR38.809: IAB co-existence simulation



Open issues summary
There are no issues identified, the TP captures background information in TR and will be reviewed in the TP comments section 2.3.
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Caprutre commenst in TO review section 2.3
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

	R4-2010146
	Ericsson:okCompany A

	
	Company BHuawei: seems ok

	
	

	YYY
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
None
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 

	Sub-topic#1
	Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:



Suggestion 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 provided recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

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

	R4-2010146
	Agreeable



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”






