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1	Introduction
Part of the Integrated Access and Backhaul work item is defining the RF requirements needed to guarantee coexistence with IAB-Nodes and legacy networks. A coexistence study has been started to define the requirements. In this contribution we discuss further the coexistence study results and provide conclusions.
2	Discussion
In RAN4#91 initial simulation assumptions were agreed in [1] and [2], and these assumptions were further revised in RAN4#92 in [3]. The main updates were to increase the minimum link distance in scenario 1 from 20m to 40m and to evaluate the co-existence over different IAB-MT ACLR values together with different power control dynamic ranges. The main results of the simulations have been reported in companion contribution in [4].
The motivation to increase the link distance was two-fold: It is unlikely that extremely short links would be used for IAB in real deployments, and additionally the observed input power levels were excessive. For these reasons in addition to co-existence also IAB-MT input powers were studied also in the updated simulations. The results for layout 1 and 40 meters minimum link distance have been captured in Figure 1. It should be noted that the data includes beamforming gain of the receiver, which is 21 dB, and additionally power control dynamic range was restricted to 13 dB.
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Figure 1: IAB-MT receiver input power distribution with beamforming gain included.

When beamforming gain is subtracted from the results the maximum input power level becomes -46 dBm. This includes antenna element gain, and therefore represents the power which would be seen at LNA input. When the assumed 3 dBi antenna element gain is taken into account the power level in the air corresponds to -49 dBm. In case larger FPC range would have been used, there would be potential to see further decrease in power levels. 
Observation 1: In FR2 highest input power level at LNA input was observed to be -46 dBm, measured over the full channel bandwidth. This corresponds to -49 dBm at the antenna element input.
Based on the analysis above it is proposed that in case maximum input level requirement is specified, it shall not be greater than -49 dBm.
Proposal 1: In case maximum wanted signal input level requirement is specified, it shall not be greater than -49 dBm in FR2.
Blocking levels were not recorded from the simulations, but typically the worst case blocking level is clearly below the maximum wanted signal power level. This happens because for wanted signal the main beam is intentionally pointed towards the receivers whereas for blocking signals the beam directions relative to the victim receiver are more random, and therefore high beamforming gain towards to victim receiver is statistically rare. This can be observed also in the way specifications are set. Looking at 38.101-2 maximum input power level is -25 dBm whereas in-band blocking signal level is set as -56.5 dBm. The difference is 31.5 dB.
It is also expected that in-band blocking level for IAB-MT could be lower than it is for an UE. This is because an UE is expected to be closer to the aggressor base station than IAB-Node. However, this may change if worst case IAB-Node to IAB-Node interference is taken into account.
Observation 2: In-band blocking interferer signal power levels are expected to be clearly lower than maximum wanted signal power level.
It was observed that re-using both base station or UE ACLR values for IAB-MT is feasible, and the performance degradation depends on used power control range. With better IAB-MT ACLR power control can be restricted more. 
From implementation perspective the trade-off between power control dynamic range and linearity is not so straightforward. More stringent linearity requirement stresses the actual analog components and can for example impact the component selection and design. Power control on the other hands impacts more the control of the actual components, i.e. more firmware and software than the actual physical components. For this reason it is preferable to set lower ACLR rather than very restricted power control dynamic range. 
Proposal 2: In the trade-off between ACLR and power control dynamic range lower ACLR is preferred over restricted power control dynamic range in FR2.
3	Conclusion
In this contribution further analysis of co-existence simulation results were done, including also considerations for maximum wanted signal input power level and in-band blocking.  Based on the analysis following observation and proposal were made.
Observation 1: In FR2 highest input power level at LNA input was observed to be -46 dBm, measured over the full channel bandwidth. This corresponds to -49 dBm at the antenna element input.
Observation 2: In-band blocking interferer signal power levels are expected to be clearly lower than maximum wanted signal power level.
Proposal 1: In case maximum wanted signal input level requirement is specified, it shall not be greater than -49 dBm in FR2.
Proposal 2: In the trade-off between ACLR and power control dynamic range lower ACLR is preferred over restricted power control dynamic range in FR2.
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