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1	Introduction
In this contribution IAB-Node maximum input power and blocking requirements are discussed and proposals how to specify those are made.
2	Discussion
In previous meeting some contributions provided analysis on simulated wanted signal power levels. The results were gathered from simulations where minimum distance between IAB-Node and its parent node was down to 40 meters. While 40 meters separation distance may represent a worst-case condition from co-existence perspective, i.e. it is reasonable to study unwanted signal power levels with 40m distance between nodes, it is not a typical deployment from wanted signal perspective. Therefore, we these results are not fully applicable to specify maximum wanted signal power level. 
Generally, IAB is used to extend coverage. In such cases you would not want to deploy an IAB-Node in a location where wanted signal level is very high as the coverage extension potential becomes limited. Rather you would expect IAB-Nodes to be deployed at a distance where you still have reasonable SNR to communicate with the parent node, but not really any closer to parent node than that. For these reasons the wanted signal power level at IAB-Node is not expected to be high nor stress the system in practical deployments. Therefore, we propose that maximum input power is not specified for IAB-Nodes.
Proposal 1: Do not specify maximum input power requirement for IAB-Nodes.
The wanted signal and blocking signal behaviour is significantly different. The wanted signal is beamformed towards the IAB-MT receiver, and whenever there is active transmission IAB-Node will see levels which are greatly impacted by the beamforming done by the parent node. On the other hand, blocking signals are coming from UEs and base stations belonging to another network or connecting to different nodes. Therefore, the beamforming is not consistently aimed at the victim IAB-MT. This means that IAB-MT receiver will typically see signal levels which are coming from sidelobes. 
Observation 1: Blocking signals are expected to have clearly lower power level than maximum wanted signal level.
In RAN4#92-bis it was agreed that IAB-MT ACS is [23.5] dB for <37 GHz and [22.5] dB for above >37 GHz. This gives a good guideline on what are the expected blocking signal levels in FR2. In 38.101-2 ACS and in-band blocking interferer levels are the same whereas in 38.104 in-band blocker is up to 6.3 dB stronger than ACS interferer.
As ACS was agreed to be the same as BS requirement which differs very little from UE requirement, further simulation results would be needed to justify specifying significantly different values than exist currently in UE and BS RF specifications.
3	Conclusion
In this contribution IAB-Node maximum input power and blocking were discussed and the following observations and  proposals were made:
Proposal 1: Do not specify maximum input power requirement for IAB-Nodes.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Observation 1: Due to lower beamforming gain from aggressor transmitter side, blocking signals are expected to have clearly lower power level than maximum wanted signal level.
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