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Introduction
This contribution will share our view on RAN4 IAB co-existence study for Rel16 based on discussion shared in [1].
Discussion
In RAN4 the co-existence study is to derive the ACLR and ACS requirement based on static system simulation for interference with same direction from or to adjacent channel inter system. And the intra system interference constraint between backhaul link and access link shall not be covered in co-existence study for this purpose. Hence the TDM multiplexing between backhaul and access link can be assumed in assessment of co-existence study which is recognized can meet the evaluation purpose with simple way. 
Proposal 1: TDM multiplexing should be considered in co-existence study with target at ALCR and ACS requirement. 
To be simplified, the LTE relay(RN) assumption for resource multiplexing in[4] can be reused for IAB evaluation with minor update, in which the eNB should be replaced by gNB and RN should be replaced by IAB. It should be pointed that even though multiple hops (e.g.,1-4) are captured in NR IAB WID [2], whether it is should be considered in simulation for ACLR and ACS is questionable.

Resource partitioning at the RN:
-	in the downlink, eNB → RN and RN → UE links are time division multiplexed in a single carrier frequency (only one is active at any time)
-	in the uplink, UE → RN and RN → eNB links are time division multiplexed in a single carrier frequency (only one is active at any time)
Multiplexing of backhaul links in FDD
-	eNB → RN transmissions are done in the DL frequency band
-	RN → eNB transmissions are done in the UL frequency band
Multiplexing of backhaul links in TDD:
-	eNB → RN transmissions are done in the DL subframes of the eNB and RN 
-	RN → eNB transmissions are done in the UL subframes of the eNB and RN
Furthermore, according TDM cases described in SI TR[3] in table 7.3.3-1, more restriction is introduced in for NR IAB compared with LTE Relay.
Table 7.3.2-1: Supported TDM cases(from TR38.874)
	
	TDM Between:

	Case
	Link 1
	Link 2

	1
	LP,DL
	LC,DL

	2
	LP,UL
	LC,UL 

	3
	LP,DL
	LC,UL

	4
	LP,UL
	LC,DL 

	5
	LP,DL
	LA,DL 

	6
	LP,UL
	LA,UL 

	7
	LP,DL
	LA,UL

	8
	LP,UL
	LA,DL 

	9
	LP,DL
	LA,DL and LC,DL

	10
	LP,UL
	LA,UL and LC,UL

	11
	LP,DL
	LA,UL and LC,UL

	12
	LP,UL
	LA,DL and LA,DL

	13
	LC,DL
	LA,DL 

	14
	LC,UL
	LA,UL 

	15
	LC,DL
	LA,UL

	16
	LC,UL
	LA,DL 



According to above understanding there are four cases would exist for co-existence simulation as table 2 below. 
Table 2: co-existence cases for IAB
	Case#
	Aggressor system
	Victim system

	Case 1
	BS-> UE +IAB-> UE on DU
Or
BS->UE+ BSp->IAB as MT
	BS-> UE on adjacent channel

	Case 2
	UE-> BS+ IAB as MT-> BSp
Or
UE-> BS+ UE->IAB as DU
	UE->BS on adjacent channel

	Case 3
	BS-> UE on adjacent channel
	BSp-> IAB as MT

	Case 4
	UE-> BS on adjacent channel
	UE-> IAB as DU



For access link, as pointed in [1], the same ACLR and ACS requirement defined in TS38.104 of small cell could be expected for IAB. It’s not anticipated that the IAB node could achieve more stringent performance compared with BS in both access and backhaul link considering the implementation reality. Hence the cases used to derive IAB backhaul link ACLR and ACS should be prioritized. Furthermore, as for FR1 there are requirement defined in LTE Relay TS can be reference for NR IAB, the FR2 study should be prioritized. 
Proposal 2: the cases 2 and case 3 in table 2 to derive IAB backhaul link ACS and ACLR should be prioritized.  
Proposal 3: Co-existence study for FR2 IAB should be prioritized.

In addition, to decide the detail simulation assumption for FR2 IAB we compared the simulation assumption for CPE study [5] and IAB assumption used in RAN1 evaluation captured in Annex A of [3], considering the similarity between CPE and IAB backhaul link. It can be noticed that there are many differences between simulation assumptions in deployment scenario. Considering the anticipated applied scenario of IAB it is reasonable to consider RAN1 simulation assumption as starting point except for the power class of backhaul link, for which further operators’ input and regulation restriction (if exists) would be needed. 
Table 3: comparison between simulation assumption of CPE and IAB node
	
	CPE simulation assumption in RAN4
	IAB

	Network layout
	hexagonal grid, 19 macro sites, 3 sectors per site with wrap around
	Heterogeneous: two layer Macro+Micro(IAB)
Homogeneous: one layer Micro(IAB)

	Macro BS antenna height
	35m
	35m

	Target site height
	CPE antenna height 4.5m
	IAB antenna height 10m

	Minimum distance with Macro BS
	CPE-Macro BS: 35m
	IAB node to donor BS: 40m

	Macro BS ISD
	300m
	200m/500m

	Maximum PA output power
	35dBm
	33dBm

	Maximum EIRP
	<55dBm
	<68dBm

	Carrier frequency 
	30GHz
	4GHz, 30GHz
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For co-existence study, initial consideration shared in this contribution with below proposals. 
Proposal 1: TDM multiplexing should be considered in co-existence study with target at ALCR and ACS requirement. 
Proposal 2: the cases 2 and case 3 in table 2 to derive IAB backhaul link ACS and ACLR should be prioritized.  
Proposal 3: Co-existence study for FR2 IAB should be prioritized.
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