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1	Introduction
In RAN #86, it was agreed that BFD and BFR requirements need to be specified at least for micro type IAB MTs [1]. Details are left out regarding how the requirements should look like and what is the definition of different types of IAB MTs. In this paper we tend to discuss how to specify BFD and BFR requirements for micro type of IAB MTs.
2	BFD and BFR requirements for IAB MTs
The agreements from RAN #86 are copied below.
	·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 a single 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



It’s agreed that R15 UE requirement framework for BFD and BFR will be taken as baseline.
Basically we think micro type of IAB MTs should reuse most of the BFD and BFR requirements for R15 UEs, with some relaxation on certain  aspects. This is because in R16, IAB MTs would not be mobile so the channel condition between IAB parent nodes and child nodes should be considerably better than that between a UE and a gNB. What’s more, IAB-MTs are not required to monitor as many as reference signals as R15 UEs.
Reusing most of existing R15 UE requirements would save the group most time so that the RRM requirements for IAB can be finished timely. As per the status report, the completion rate of IAB specification is already behind schedule, so we think reusing most parts of R15 UE requirements make sense. Only necessary and essential relaxations / changes should apply.
Micro type of IAB MTs should reuse most of the BFD and BFR requirements for R15 UEs, with only essential relaxations.
As to which BFD and BFR requirements need to be relaxed, we propose to consider the following.
One requirement which can be simplified is the sharing factor P. The purpose to introduce the sharing factor P is mainly to allow UE to measure different types of reference signals and to resolve the issue when those reference signals overlap. The IAB MTs don’t need to measure as many reference signals as UE so the sharing factor is not really necessary when deriving the measurement period for IAB MTs. Thus, we propose to omit the sharing factor P from the BFD and BFR requirements (P = 1 always).
Omit the sharing factor P from the BFD and BFR requirements (P = 1 always).
Note that the sharing factor P is also used in RLM. The discussion on whether to remove the sharing factor should be combined across all relevant sub-agendas and a decision should be made for all scenarios where P is involved.
The discussion on whether to remove the sharing factor should be combined across all relevant sub-agendas and a decision should be made for all scenarios where P is involved.
Another topic to be discussed is the beam sweeping factor N. We agree with [2] that the candidate beams should be limited to a smaller number than 8 for IAB-MTs. The larger N is, the longer the whole evaluation period is, which will cause more time for IAB-MTs to recover from beam failure. Thus, a smaller value of N should be considered.
Beam sweeping factor N = 4.
3	Conclusion
1. It’s agreed that R15 UE requirement framework for BFD and BFR will be taken as baseline.
Proposal 1: Micro type of IAB MTs should reuse most of the BFD and BFR requirements for R15 UEs, with some relaxation on certain  aspects.
Proposal 2: Omit the sharing factor P from the BFD and BFR requirements (P = 1 always).
Proposal 3: The discussion on whether to remove the sharing factor should be combined across all relevant sub-agendas and a decision should be made for all scenarios where P is involved.
Proposal 4: Beam sweeping factor N = 4.
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