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Introduction
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]In the last RAN4#96-e meeting, IAB-MT feature list has been discussed and an LS was sent to RAN2 [1]. In the LS [1], there are some agreements on IAB-MT feature list, which can be addressed in related UE capability CRs. Besides that, there are two issues asked by RAN4 as following:
· For feature 2-8, is there any impact to the RAN2 design/signaling if this feature is not applicable? Please note that the Tx output power capabilities of wide area IAB-MT and local area IAB-MT are different based on declaration basis.
· For feature 2-12, RAN4’s understanding is that the IAB-MT needs to understand at least one of the NS values advertised by the parent gNB in order to perform initial access and not bar the cell. If this is indeed the case, RAN4 would like to ask RAN2 if the initial access procedure can be modified for IAB-MT such that the IAB-MT can ignore the advertised NS values. Because the IAB-MT is fixed in Rel-16, the regulatory requirements imposed by the advertised NS values would be already known by the IAB-MT, and hence, the NS signaling is not needed. RAN4 also thinks IAB-MT may ignore the P-max for the commercial UE considering the different deployment scenarios.
In this contribution, we will discuss the above issues and give our suggestion on the answers to RAN4.
Discussion
Feature 2-8 (Power class)
In R16, the IAB nodes are always fixed or move in a certain area, which is controlled by the operator. Power class is not defined in RAN4 for IAB-MT and the output power for IAB-MT is a declared parameter. Thus, the Tx output power capabilities of IAB-MT can be based on declaration by the manufacturer, even though there are two kinds of wide area IAB-MT and local area IAB-MT.
From RAN2 perspective, when parent node scheduling an IAB-MT, the IAB-MT will report the power headroom which should be enough for the parent scheduler. In 38.306, the description, i.e., “This capability is not applicable to IAB-MT.” can be added in the parameters “powerClass, powerClass-v1610‎” and “ue-PowerClass, ue-PowerClass-v1610”. Therefore, we suggest to answer RAN4 that from RAN2 perspective, there is no any impact to the RAN2 design/signaling if Feature 2-8 (Power class) is not applicable.
[bookmark: _Ref54355653]Proposal 1: Suggest RAN2 to feedback RAN4 that from RAN2 perspective, there is no any impact to the RAN2 design/signaling if Feature 2-8 (Power ‎class) is not applicable.‎

Feature 2-12 (Multiple NS/P-max)
Current NS is related to the regulation requirements and additional maximum power reduction (A-MPR). When some bands have NS signalling, UE needs to support it and comply with the regulation emission requirements. As there’re no specific regulation requirements for IAB-MT now, RAN4 is difficult to say if IAB-MT should comply with the current UE requirements on NS signalling. Generally, IAB-MT function is similar with UE but IAB node is a network node and the related parameters can be declared by manufacturer.
For RAN2 perspective, when a UE receives the NR-NS-PmaxList from SIB1/2/4, the UE will apply the listed additionalSpectrumEmission. For IAB node, this procedure can be ignored by IAB-MT. There is no big impact on RAN2 RRC spec.
For P-max, the actual maximum output power of IAB-MT can be declared by the manufacturer. That is similar with FR2 UE that there’s a minimum and maximum output power requirement for FR2 UE but the gap between the minimum and maximum is large. The actual capability of FR2 UE is very different between the different vendors. For FR2 UE, P-max is ignored. We think IAB-MT can also use that approach. Therefore, the output power of IAB-MT can be controlled by parent node and can be left to the implementation.
Therefore, we suggest to answer RAN4 that from RAN2 perspective, it’s feasible that IAB-MT doesn’t support the NS signaling and P-max. In current 38.331 and 38.306, the parameter multipleNS-And-Pmax-IAB-r16‎ has been already specified for IAB-MT. We suggest to first delete the parameter multipleNS-And-Pmax-IAB-r16‎ in both 38.331 and 38.306 and wait for RAN4 feedback on how to define the Feature 2-12 (Multiple NS/P-max).
[bookmark: _Ref54355657]Proposal 2: Suggest RAN2 to feedback RAN4 that from RAN2 perspective, it’s feasible that IAB-MT doesn’t support the NS signaling and P-max.‎
[bookmark: _Ref54355660]Proposal 3: Suggest RAN2 to delete the parameter multipleNS-And-Pmax-IAB-r16‎ in both 38.331 and 38.306 and ‎wait for RAN4 decision on how to define the Feature 2-12 (Multiple NS/P-max).‎

Conclusion
According to the above discussion, the proposals on the answers to RAN4 are as follows:
Proposal 1: Suggest RAN2 to feedback RAN4 that from RAN2 perspective, there is no any impact to the RAN2 design/signaling if Feature 2-8 (Power ‎class) is not applicable.‎
Proposal 2: Suggest RAN2 to feedback RAN4 that from RAN2 perspective, it’s feasible that IAB-MT doesn’t support the NS signaling and P-max.‎
Proposal 3: Suggest RAN2 to delete the parameter multipleNS-And-Pmax-IAB-r16‎ in both 38.331 and 38.306 and ‎wait for RAN4 decision on how to define the Feature 2-12 (Multiple NS/P-max).‎
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