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Introduction
During the RAN1 #92bis meeting, some agreements about NR-IAB simulation scenarios and evaluation methodology were achieved.  
In this contribution, we provide our view on the remaining aspects. 

Discussion
RAN1 #92bis achieved the following agreement:
	Agreements:
· Take large scale parameters for flexible duplex evaluations in 38.802 as the baseline for IAB evaluations.
· For determine the pathloss for links between the IAB node and other IAB nodes/donors, the following alternatives are considered:
· Alt. 1: Determine the pathloss for links between the IAB node and candidate serving IAB nodes/donors based on N (value FFS but <= 5) independent large-scale channel realizations (taking into account LOS/NLOS probability and shadow fading).
· Select the realization that results in the minimum pathloss between the IAB node and the selected serving IAB node/donor.	
· Alt. 2: Determine the pathloss for links between the IAB node and candidate serving IAB nodes/donors based on a LoS probability of 1-(1- Prob(R))^N (N>1, N FFS). An additional “bonus” B (value of B is FFS) is added to the pathloss for links between the IAB node and the serving IAB nodes/donors. For the links between non-serving IAB nodes/donors the pathloss is determined based on the non-modified LoS probability and no bonus is applied.
· Continue to discuss until RAN1#93 the value of B, N, and remaining details of topology selection methodology
· Either Alt. 1 or Alt. 2 to be selected in RAN1#93. 




We notice that while giving bonus to the backhaul links, as proposed in Alt.1 and Alt.2, makes sense to model the favorable channel conditions due to “site-planning”, it implicitly assumes a topology creation scheme. That is, a bonus is given to a “selected” serving IAB-node/IAB-donor among the “candidate” serving IAB-nodes/IAB-donors. Hence, it involves deciding which BH links to select to be part of the IAB topology. 
Such serving node selections may be based on the lowest pathloss (PL) or the strongest received power (i.e. considering the transmit power as well as PL). However, PL-based (or RSRP-based) topologies may result in unnecessary long chains of relays, hence a large end-to-end latency, and such topologies are agnostic to the traffic pattern in the system. Therefore, they may fail to provide a practically suitable solution. 
Indeed “topology management” is one of the most important aspects of IAB and needs a detailed study. And eventually how the topology is created will be an implementation-specific decision. 
RAN1 can possibly agree on a simple baseline topology creation scheme (e.g. an RSRP-based), that can be used along with “giving bonus to the established BH links”, to have a common framework to compare simulation results. However, for studies involving demonstration of the IAB benefits or investigation of “topology management” schemes, companies should use their own proper methods to create the IAB topology and give bonus to the links between the IAB-nodes and their selected serving IAB-nodes/IAB-donors. 
Proposal 1: RAN1 should agree on a simple baseline topology creation scheme (e.g. an RSRP-based), that can be used along with “pathloss bonus”, to compare simulation results.
Proposal 2: for studies involving demonstration of the “IAB benefits” or investigation of “topology management” schemes, companies should use their own methods to create the IAB topology.
· Note: bonus can be given to the links between the IAB-nodes and their selected serving IAB-nodes/IAB-donors, based on the adopted IAB topology. 

Among the two proposed alternatives, Alt. 1 seems to provide a more realistic model, while Alt. 2 is simpler and more tractable. In our view, either of them can be adopted as the baseline.  
Moreover, bonus should be optional, to allow studying scenarios where proper site-planning is not feasible. 
Proposal 3: RAN1 adopts Alt. 1 to give bonus to the pathloss of the BH links.
· Consider N = 3, when “site-planning” is feasible
· Consider N = 0, when “site-planning” is not feasible (i.e. no bonus).

IAB SI plan
In our view, performing simulations and evaluations may seek two general purposes:
· showing the benefits of NR-IAB – e.g. in terms of coverage extension, and capacity enhancement, etc.
· making design decisions – e.g. by comparing the performance of competing alternative designs. 
Although it is essentially important to prove the utility and benefits of NR-IAB during the study item, identifying the key design aspects that may need further evaluations is of a greater importance, given the limited allocated TUs.
Proposal 4: for NR-IAB evaluations, RAN1 should identify the aspects of the design that need further study and prioritize these aspects for evaluations and discussions. 

Conclusion
In this contribution, we discussed backhaul channel model and more specifically how to give bonus to the pathloss in case proper “site-planning” is feasible. We made the following proposals: 

Proposal 1: RAN1 should agree on a simple baseline topology creation scheme (e.g. an RSRP-based), that can be used along with “giving bonus”, to compare simulation results.
Proposal 2: for studies involving demonstration of the “IAB benefits” or investigation of “topology management” schemes, companies should use their own methods to create the IAB topology.
· Note: bonus can be given to the links between the IAB-nodes and their selected serving IAB-nodes/IAB-donors, based on the adopted IAB topology. 
Proposal 3: RAN1 adopts Alt. 1 to give bonus to the pathloss of the BH links.
· Consider N = 3, when “site-planning” is feasible
· Consider N = 0, when “site-planning” is not feasible (i.e. no bonus).
Proposal 4: for NR-IAB evaluations, RAN1 should identify the aspects of the design that need further study and prioritize these aspects for evaluations and discussions. 
