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1	Introduction
In the plenary meeting RAN #86, a way forward was agreed [1] in which companies agreed to define different types of IAB nodes and deployment in RAN4.
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The definition of IAB types require both RRM and RF considerations. In this paper, we discuss this issue from RRM perspective.
2	Definition on different types of IAB MTs
According to the agreement in RAN #86, different RRM requirements are set for different types of IAB nodes. The idea here is that the “micro” type IAB node would be more vulnerable to blockage (for instance antenna is not high enough or it’s deployed in densely built up rural areas), thus presents a more UE alike behavior from RRM perspective. On the other hand, the IAB node in “macro” type of deployment is more likely to be fixed and static and deployed at positions which would naturally avoid blockage issues, so this kind of IAB nodes can have a much relaxed RRM requirements or no requirements at all.
One reasonable argument of only having strict RRM requirements for “micro” nodes is that macro nodes are deployed at sites which are carefully planned and thus would naturally avoid link blockage in great probabilities. One open topic is whether to define different types of MTs or to define different types of DUs. From RRM perspective, we believe it makes more sense to define different types of MTs regarding the issue if strict or loose RRM requirements apply. This is because different RRM requirements would be made for different IAB types, then it makes more sense to classify those IAB nodes as MTs. When they act as DUs and serve UEs, the RRM requirements are made at the UEs, not the IAB node. Thus, from RRM perspective, different types of nodes should be defined by MT.
Define different types of MTs regarding the issue if strict or loose RRM requirements apply.
From our understanding of the way forward [1], there should be at least two types of IAB MTs defined.
Define at least two types of MTs.
In Table A.2.1-1 and A.2.1-4 in TR 38.802 [2] and Table A.1-1 in TR 38.874 [3], the simulation assumption of two types of base stations (macro and micro) is given under dense urban deployment scenario. Below we duplicate and summarize some of the content in the table to show the difference between these two types of BSs.
	
	macro
	micro

	BS Tx power 
	Below 6GHz: 44 dBm PA scaled down with simulation BW when system BW is higher than simulation BW. Otherwise, 44 dBm
Above 6GHz: 40 dBm PA scaled down with simulation BW when system BW is higher than simulation BW. Otherwise, 40 dBm
	4 GHz: 33dBm for 20MHz system bandwidth
Above 6GHz: 33 dBm PA scaled down with simulation BW when system BW is higher than simulation BW. Otherwise, 33 dBm.

	BS antenna height 
	25m
	10m


There are also other types of difference listed in the tables, while in our view the BS Tx power and antenna height are the most essential.
Take the parameters in above table duplicated from TR 38.802 and TR 38.874 as a starting point to define different types of IAB MTs.
3	Conclusion
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 1: Define different types of MTs regarding the issue if strict or loose RRM requirements apply.
Proposal 2: Define at least two types of MTs.
Proposal 3: Take the parameters in above table duplicated from TR 38.802 and TR 38.874 as a starting point to define different types of IAB MTs.
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Way Forward

* RAN4 will introduce RLM and BFD/BFR requirements for the MT targeting certain
scenarios classes depending on RAN4 definition
* Requirements will be defined for scenarios not targeting macro type of deployments. No
requirements will be defined for scenarios targeting macro type of deployments:

* If multiple MT classes (e.g. macro type, pico type deployments) are defined, the requirements should be
defined only for the MT classes not targeting macro type of deployment.

+ If asingle MT class is defined, the requirements should be defined for the DU class not targeting DU
macro type of deployment.

* Rel.15 UE requirement framework for RLM and BFD/BFR will be taken as baseline




