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Introduction
Briefly introduce background, the scope of this email discussion (e.g. list of treated agenda items) 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
It is appreciated that the delegates for this topic put their contact information in the table below.
Contact information
	Company
	Name
	Email address

	Qualcomm 
	Mustafa Emara
	memara@qti.qualcomm.com 

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Bartlomiej Golebiowski
	bartlomiej.golebiowski@nokia.com

	Ericsson
	Chunhui Zhang
	Chunhui.zhang@ericsson.com

	Samsung
	Runsen Tang
	runsen.tang@samsung.com

	Huawei
	Liehai Liu
	liuliehai@huawei.com



Note:
1) Please add your contact information in above table once you make comments on this email thread. 
2) If multiple delegates from the same company make comments on single email thread, please add you name as suffix after company name when make comments i.e. Company A (XX, XX)
Topic #2: RF core requirements
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	
R4-2304528

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Observation 1: For mobile IAB limited power control and high output power need limits for mobile IAB-nodes that are moving physically. 
Proposal 1: It is proposed to limit output power in UL for IAB-MT node with mobility.



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
Sub-topic description:-
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-1: Mobile IAB output power
· Proposals
· Option 1: Limit output power in UL for IAB-MT node with mobility (specify UE-like output power control for mobile-IAB)
· Recommended WFAgreement from GTW:
· Postpone the discussion on this issue till the outcome of the RAN4 co-existence study. TBA
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Example 1
	Company
	Comments

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

	Qualcomm
	Similar proposal was discussed in RAN4#106. We would like better to the implications on the RF requirements and RAN4 coexistence work. In general, due to the mobility of the IAB nodes, it is probable that output power of IAB nodes might not be the same as that of Rel-16 IAB nodes. 

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	We understand Qualcomm comments, we are ok to postpone discussion on this issue to better know co-existence results. 

	Ericsson
	The output power will be one parameter to simulate in coexisting, so agree with Nokia that maybe we can discuss this when discussing the coexisting simulation results.

	Samsung
	The IAB-MT uplink with mobility certainly brings deltas to the previous co-ex studies in Rel-16. But whether or not we need to limit output power on uplink depends on analysis and/or co-ex studies.

	Huawei
	We agree that we need to further discuss it with the co-existence simulation results.


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

	XXX
	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 

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




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”



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator can provide summary of 2nd round here. Note that recommended decisions on tdocs should be provided in the section titled ”Recommendations for Tdocs”.

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

	
R4-2304451
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies
	Observation 1:  Rel-16 IAB coexistence study was based on static IAB nodes deployment, whereas Rel-18 mIAB nodes are dynamic, and their deployment is random within the network. 
Proposal 1: RAN4 to focus on network layout 1 (heterogeneous) for mIAB coexistence study as a first priority and consider layout 2 (homogenous) as a second priority. 
Proposal 2: RAN4 to agree on single mIAB node per macro-BS as it provides reasonable simulation complexity and aligns with RAN4 typical coexistence studies where a single served UE per cell is considered. 
Proposal 3 : RAN4 to consider the coexistence parameters utilized in TR 38.809 as a baseline for Rel-18 mIAB coexistence work. Additionally, the following network layout parameters for layout 1 (heterogeneous) mIAB coexistence study can be agreed: 
· Inter-mobile IAB nodes distance equals to 5m (following typical inter-UE distance in coexistence work). 
· UE-BS minimum distance depending on the BS class (i.e., 35m, 5m, and 2m for WA, MR, and LA BSs, respectively). 
Proposal 4: RAN4 to discuss the impact requirements from the coexistence study. A preliminary list of such requirements is: 
· Output power (i.e., power class) 
· ACLR/ACS


	R4-2304527

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Proposal 1: RAN4 to select the carrier allocation alternative complying with the agreement to “focus on adjacent channels”.
Proposal 2: For co-existence, the multi-band cases are not relevant.
Proposal 3: RAN4 to focus on antenna installation with IAB-MT antenna outside (e.g. rooftop) the vehicle and IAB-DU antenna inside the vehicle. Both IAB-MT and IAB-DU antennas inside the vehicle can be considered as the secondary option.
Proposal 4: RAN4 to discuss a parameter for an additional isolation between mobile and fixed cells to be defined for the system parameters. Suitable value(s) of the parameters is FFS.
Proposal 5: RAN4 to determine suitable min/max distances (and related power differences) to the serving and victim networks.
Proposal 6: RAN to discuss and agree on the interference scenarios and whether simplified approaches can be used as the basis for defining the co-existence requirements.

	R4-2305633

	Samsung
	Proposal 1: The height of the UAV is different to normal UEs in previous Rel-16 IAB studies. The height of the UAV may be considered as a range, and the range should be different for different categories/capacities of UAV applications. In co-ex study, we could start with dropping the UAVs with random height from the assumed range, and later decide whether a typical value of height could be picked from the range for the study purpose.
Proposal 2: The antenna array parameters assumptions may also differs depending on the payload capacity of the UAVs. 
Proposal 3: For normal ground UEs, the FR2 UE Tx power could be 22.4 dBm EIRP (13.4 dBm conducted). For UAV UEs, the power level should be further discussed.
Proposal 4: For mobile IAB, we propose to assume the antenna is mounted perpendicular on the vehicle, means the downtilt angle is 0-degree, considering it is aimed to serve both ground and UAV UEs.
Proposal 5: Depending on the IAB architecture, the mobile IAB antenna panel(s) assumed for IAB-MT and IAB-DU can be same direction or 180-degree separated as back-to-back.

	R4-2305642
	Ericsson
	Proposal-1:The min distance between the moving IAB and macro BS for layout 1 is 35m along the ground and min distance between moving IAB to micro BS is 5m along the ground.
Proposal-2:The height of antenna in the moving IAB is 4 m.
Observation 1 Only TDM operation between IAB-MT and IAB-DU is to be considered in co-existing simulation.
Proposal-3:Increasing the number of mobile IAB from 1 per macro BS to 2 per macro BS in layout 1.
Proposal-4:Consider using the same system parameter in above table.



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: Carrier aspects 
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-1-1: Carrier and frequency configuration
· Proposals: Based on the following carrier configurations, agree on which case should be considered for the mIAB coexistence study. Note that in RAN4#106, the following was agreed “focus on the adjacent channels in the same band”.
	Case
	MT Carrier
	DU Carrier
	RAN carrier

	1a
	Same carrier(s)

	1b
	MT-dedicated carriers
	Same carrier(s)

	1c
	Same as RAN carriers
	DU-dedicated carriers
	RAN carriers

	1d
	IAB-dedicated carriers
	Dedicated carrier(s)

	2a
	Band A
	Band B

	2b
	Band A
	Band B



· Option 1: IAB-MT has dedicated carrier(s) for BH while RAN and IAB access (DU) operate on same or different carriers (Cases 1b and 1d) (Nokia).
· Option 2: There is no carrier assigned in the serving RAN for the BH but the BH is carried on the carrier(s) already used in the serving RAN (Case 1c) (Nokia).
· Option 2: TBD  
· Recommended WFAgreement from GTW:
· Focus on case 1a for Rel-18 mIAB co-existence study TBA
Issue 2-1-2: Multiband operation
· Proposals
· Option 1: Multi-band cases are not relevant for Rel-18 mIAB (Nokia).
· Option 2: 
· Option 2: TBD  
· Recommended WF
· Agree on option 1. 
Issue 2-1-3: Multiplexing configuration
· Proposals
· Option 1: Only TDM operation between IAB-MT and IAB-DU is to be considered in co-existing simulation.(Ericsson)
· Option 2: TBA
· Recommended WF
· Agree on option 1.
Sub-topic 2-2: Scenarios  
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-2-1 Interference scenarios
· Proposals
· Option 1: Agree on the interference scenarios below (Nokia)
	Scenario
	Aggressor system
	Victim system

	1
	UL: (IAB-MT) -> (IAB-Donor)
	UL: UE -> gNB

	2
	UL: UE ->(IAB-DU)
	UL: UE -> gNB

	3
	DL: (IAB-DU)->UE
	DL: gNB->UE

	4
	UL: UE->gNB *)
	UL: UE->IAB-DU

	5
	DL: gNB->UE
	DL: IAB-DU->UE **)

	6
	DL: gNB->UE
	DL: IAB-Donor->IAB-MT **)

	*) UE connected to gNB is at the cell edge with highest UL TX power, close to mIAB cell 
**) gNB close to mIAB cell



· Option 2: 12 cases listed in Table 2 and Table 3 in R4-2305642 (Ericsson)
· Recommended WF
· TBD.Combine option 1 and option 2 in the WF. 
Moderator’s note: RAN4 should discuss whether simplified approaches can be used as the basis for defining the interference scenarios. 
Issue 2-2-2: mIAB Antenna installation location
· Proposals
· Option 1: RAN4 to focus on antenna installation with IAB-MT antenna outside (e.g., rooftop) the vehicle and IAB-DU antenna inside the vehicle. (Nokia)
· Both IAB-MT and IAB-DU antennas inside the vehicle can be considered as the secondary option.
· Option 2: TBA
· Recommended WFAgreement from GTW:
· Agree with option 1. Option 1 agreed. 
Sub-topic 2-3: Coexistence parameters
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-3-1: Network layout 
· Proposals
· Option 1: Prioritize network layout 1 (heterogeneous) for Rel-18 mIAB coexistence study and consider layout 2 (homogenous) as a second priority (QC).
· Option 2: layout 1 and modified layout 2 should be studied. (Ericsson)
· Option 2: TBA
· Agreement from GTW:
· In initial co-existence study considering both layout 1 and layout 2, it’s not precluded to do prioritization in later stage. Recommended WF
· TBD
Issue 2-3-2: inter-mIAB minimum distance 
· Proposals
· Option 1: 5m following RAN4 inter-UE distance assumptions (QC, Ericsson).
· Option 2: other options
· Recommended WFAgreement from GTW:
· Option 1 agreed as starting point, other values not precluded TBD
Issue 2-3-3: mIAB-BS minimum distance 
· Proposals
· Option 1: 35m along the ground between mIAB and macro-BS for layout 1 and 5m along the ground between mIAB and micro-BS (Ericsson)
· Option 2: other options
· Recommended WF
· Option 1. TBD
Issue 2-3-4: Number of mIAB nodes per macro-BS 
· Proposals
· Option 1: 1 mIAB node per macro-BS, following Rel-16 for static IAB (QC)
· Option 2: 2 mIAB nodes per macro-BS (Ericsson)
· Option 2: other options
· Recommended WFAgreement from GTW
· Option 1 agreed. TBD
Issue 2-3-5: mIAB antenna height 
· Proposals
· Option 1: 4m (Ericsson)
· Option 2: other options
· Recommended WF
· Option 1. TBD
Issue 2-3-6: FR2 EIRP assumptions 
· Proposals
· Option 1: For normal ground UEs, the FR2 UE Tx power could be 22.4 dBm EIRP (13.4 dBm conducted) (Samsung)
· Option 2: other options
· Recommended WFAgreement from GTW
· Take option 1 as starting point, other options not precluded. TBD
Issue 2-3-7: Impacted RF requirements from coexistence study  
· Proposals
· Option 1: Agree on the following preliminary list of impacted RF requirements (QC):
· Output power (i.e., power class) 
· ACLR/ACS
· Other requirements are not percluded
· Option 2: other options
· Recommended WF
· Agree on option 1.TBD 
Issue 2-3-8: Remaining system parameters  
· Proposals
· Option 1: Agree on the below table for the remaining system parameters (Ericsson)
	Parameters

	Duplex mode
	TDD

	Frequency range
	FR1: 4.9GHz – FR2: 30GHz

	Beamforming
	FR1: Yes – FR2: Yes

	Simulation bandwidth
	100MHz for FR1
200MHz for FR2

	Number of UEs in the network
	FR2: 1 active UE/sector
FR1: 3 active UEs/sector

	gNB Tx power 
	33 dBm for FR2 macro and micro 
46 dBm for FR1

	IAB node Tx power
	TBD for MT and DU link


	 gNB antenna height 
	 25m for macro cells and 10m for micro cells

	IAB node antenna height 
	4 m for macro cells and 4m for micro cells 

	 gNB receiver noise figure
	 10dB for FR2
 5dB for FR1

	IAB node receiver noise figure
	10dB for FR2
5dB for FR1

	UE Tx power (dBm)
	FR2: 22.4dBm EIRP (13.4dBm conducted)
FR1: 23dBm (conducted)

	UE noise figure (dB) 
	10



· Option 2: other options
· Recommended WF
· Agree on option 1. TBD 
Sub-topic 2-4: UAV parameters
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-4: UAV
· Agreement from GTW
· No need to consider UAV in Rel-18 mIAB RAN4 requirements and co-existence study. 

Issue 2-4-1: UAV height 
· Proposals
· Option 1: The height of the UAV may be considered as a range, and the range should be different for different categories/capacities of UAV applications. (Samsung)
· Option 2: TBA
· Recommended WF
· TBD
Issue 2-4-2: UAV EIRP 
· Proposals
· Option 1: For UAV UEs, the power level should be further discussed (Samsung)
· Option 2: TBA
· Recommended WF
· TBD
Issue 2-4-3: UAV antenna mounting
· Proposals
· Option 1: antenna is mounted perpendicular on the vehicle with downtilt angle is 0-degree, considering it is aimed to serve both ground and UAV UEs (Samsung)
· Option 2: other options
· Recommended WF
· TBD
Issue 2-4-4: UAV antenna modelling
· Proposals
· Option 1: mIAB antenna panel(s) assumed for IAB-MT and IAB-DU can be same direction or 180-degree separated as back-to-back (Samsung)
· Option 2: other options
· Recommended WF
· TBD
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub-topic 2-1: Carrier aspects
	Company
	Comments

	XXXQualcomm
	Issue 2-1-1:Sub topic 1-1: 

Our understanding that in Rel-16 it was considered that gNB would serve UEs under its coverage and connect to IAB on the same carrier and IAB would re-transmit using the same carrier frequency (i.e., case 1a). We would like to better understand if such assumption can be also considered in Rel-18 mIAB coex study. 
Issue 2-1-2:
Support option 1. 
Issue 2-1-3:
Support option 1. 

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Issue 2-1-1
Would be good to have some operator views on priorities for cases. 
Issue 2-1-2
OK with proposed WF.
Issues 2-1-3
OK with proposed WF.


	Ericsson
	Issue 2-1-1: for coexisting study, the adjacent carrier is interest for aggressor and victim. For two IAB node from different operators, if one IAB node is aggressor and another is victim, as MT and DU is TDM and IAB node is synchronized to each other, so adjacent carrier for these two IAB node should be applied also. Within each IAB node, 1a can be assumed but it seems not impact the coexisting as MT and DU is operated in TDM mode.
Issue 2-1-2:  MT need to be camped to RAN carrier and so MT carrier should be the same with RAN carrier.  Multi-band, Rel-16 RF specification has support it. Can discuss in future meeting to see if no support it and only single band operation.
Issue 2-1-3: option 1.

	Samsung
	Issue 2-1-1:
We share similar understanding as Qualcomm, at least from Rel-16, RAN serves both UEs and connect to IAB on the same carrier, and IAB DU would use same carrier for DL by a TDM manner. 
The agreed adjacent channel assumption we understood is between the aggressor operator and victim operator.

Issue 2-1-2
We agree the multi-band is not a necessary case.

Issue 2-1-3
Agree on Option 1.

	Huawei
	Issue 2-1-1
It depends on operator’s input
Issue 2-1-2
Ok with Option 1
Issue 2-1-3
Ok with Option 1



 Sub-topic 2-2: Scenarios
	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Issue 2-2-1:
Both options 1 and 2 can are interconnected and can be merged. Proposal to go with option 2 since it is more detailed and try to add any missing scenarios. 
Issue 2-2-2:
We are ok with option 1 as the Rel-18 mIAB is targeting the scenario of mIAB nodes mounted on vehicles providing coverage/capacity enhancement to onboard and/or surrounding UEs

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Issue 2-2-1
To optimize effort, prefer to limit cases as in Option 1.
Issue 2-2-2
OK with proposed WF.


	Ericsson
	Issue 2-2-1: as in legacy coexisting both hetergenoous and homogeneous layout is simulated, we think maybe it will be good to simulate these two layouts also, homogeneous layout needs some modification though with possibly simplification.  In option 2, we also have recommended some “skip” cases, these could be discussed further to simplify the cases and work if needed. 
Issue 2-2-2: option 1 is fine.  

	Samsung
	Issue 2-2-1:
We think Option 2 can be selected as a discussion basis for scenarios. And we can further analyze and discuss whether we could down scope once we identify the interested differences from mobile IAB and Rel-16 IAB in RAN4.

Issue 2-2-2:
We are OK to consider Option 1. 
One question for clarification is that it seems to limit the mIAB to separate IAB hardware architecture. Is it that we agree to exclude the shared hardware architecture for this scope?



Sub-topic 2-3: Coexistence parameters
	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Issue 2-3-1
We proposed option 1 to focus the coexistence work on the more challenging layout in terms of the adjacent interference point of view. 
Issue 2-3-2
Support option 1. 
Issue 2-3-3
Support option 1. 
Issue 2-3-4
We proposed option 1. It is not clear to us why RAN4 need to study the case with more than one mIAB node per Macro BS. 
Issue 2-3-5
Ok with option 1. 
Issue 2-3-6
22.4 dBm EIRP might be low. Any rationale behind the selection of this value? It would be good to consider higher EIRP values to reflect more realistic FR2 scenarios and applications. 
Issue 2-3-7
Support option 1. 
Issue 2-3-8
Support option 1. 

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Issue 2-3-1: Network layout 
Support option 1.
Issue 2-3-2: inter-mIAB minimum distance 
OK with option 1.
Issue 2-3-3: mIAB-BS minimum distance 
Perhaps mIAB-micro BS distance could be analysed a bit, 5m sounds a bit low value.
Issue 2-3-4: Number of mIAB nodes per macro-BS 
Support option 1.
Issue 2-3-5: mIAB antenna height 
OK with option 1.
Issue 2-3-6: FR2 EIRP assumptions 
OK with option 1.
Issue 2-3-7: Impacted RF requirements from coexistence study  
OK with option 1.


	Ericsson
	Issue 2-3-1: option 2. In our opinion, both layouts is needed to simulate as some typical deployment scenario in TR 38.874 for dense urban (layout 1) and urban micro (layout2).
Issue 2-3-2: option 1.
Issue 2-3-3: option 1
Issue 2-3-4: option2 is preferred.  We can compromise option 1 if companies think 1 active IAB node per cell is fine. 
Issue 2-3-5: option 1
Issue 2-3-6: option 1 is fine. , this is the same with FR2 coexisitng simulation assumption in rel-16
Issue 2-3-7: option 1 list some of RF req, but there is also min Tx power  or Tx PSD dynamic range may be also interested, maybe we donot need decide now, such parameters will be observed in coexisting simulation anyway.

	Samsung
	Issue 2-3-1:
We are OK to start with Layout 1 and 2 as agreed in last meeting while not preclude other layouts. We don’t have strong view on priority, but considering the study complexity, we could start with Layout 1 to figure out how much difference between mIAB and Rel-16 IAB would be.

Issue 2-3-2:
Option 1.

Issue 2-3-3:
We’re OK with Option 1.

Issue 2-3-4:
We understand this is for Layout 1, we support to follow Rel-16 as 1 micro BS per macro BS as starting point.

Issue 2-3-5:
We are OK with Option 1, 4m seems a typical value for rooftop of the bus.

Issue 2-3-6:
We are talking about UE -> IAB DU or IAB donor here. It should be the normal FR2 UE, right?
For IAB MT, it should consider higher power, which is connected to Issue 1-1 we believe.

Issue 2-3-7:
We can agree on the ‘preliminary list’ of impacted RF requirements at the moment, others should not be excluded with the study going further.

Issue 2-3-8:
We are OK with most numbers, as they are the same as Rel-16 IAB studies. 
We are not sure about the item of “IAB node antenna height”, for macro cells, is it the same mobile IAB mounting on the vehicle? We are not sure if that’s the common understanding for the macro cell here, 4m seems a little bit low to cover its micro cells at 4 meter for both Layout 1 and Layout 2.



Sub-topic 2-4: UAV parameters
	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Before delving into the parameters, we would like to better understand the motivation and rationale of these proposals. Indeed, UAV is a clear use case that is different between Rel-16 and Rel-18 IAB but for Rel-18 mIAB the WID is focusing on the case of mIAB nodes mounted on vehicles. Is the intention to conduct the coex study considering UAV? 

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Issue 2-4-1 to 2-4-4
Our understanding is that UAV has not been agreed for Rel.18 WID. Thus it is out of scope of this discussion.

	Ericsson
	Agree with QC and Nokia, the UAV scope may need discussed first if to be considered further.
In our understanding, UAV is not in scope of Rel-18 mobile IAB WI.

	Samsung
	We are OK to not further discuss the UAV as candidate use case for co-ex or associated requirements in this release.



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

	XXX
	Company A

	
	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 

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




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”



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator can provide summary of 2nd round here. Note that recommended decisions on tdocs should be provided in the section titled ”Recommendations for Tdocs”.


Recommendations for Tdocs
1st round 
New tdocs
	New Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Comments

	
	WF on mIAB RF requirements and coexistence …
	YYYQualcomm Incorporated
	Capture the agreements in first round summary.

	
	LS on …
	ZZZ
	To: RAN_X; Cc: RAN_Y

	
	
	
	




2nd round 

	Tdoc number
	Revised to
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-22xxxxx
	
	CR on …
	XXX
	Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
	

	R4-22xxxxx
	
	WF on …
	YYY
	Agreeable, Revised, Noted
	

	R4-22xxxxx
	
	LS on …
	ZZZ
	Agreeable, Revised, Noted
	

	
	
	
	
	
	



Notes:
1) Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics.
2) For the Recommendation column please include one of the following: 
a. CRs/TPs: Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
b. Other documents: Agreeable, Revised, Noted
3) Do not include hyper-links in the documents
