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1 Introduction
In the last meeting (RAN4#94e-bis) the WF [1] on the relative ACLR requirement was discussed but not approved however some agreements were captured in the chairman’s notes [2]:
Agreement:
For FR2 it is agreeable that:
· Wide Area IAB-MT shall re-use BS requirements
Local Area IAB-MT shall meet 24 dBc ACLR, FFS on different requirements and related capability for transmission during UL and DL timeslot.
The disputed text in the WF which was no agreeable concerned FR1 ACLR this paper will also discuss that.
The dynamic range was also discussed and a WF [3] was attempted but not approved, again with some agreements captured in the chairman’s notes [2]
Agreements:
It is agreed to define relative Tx power dynamic range with dependency on IAB-MT class with candidate options as below:
•	Wide area IAB-MT Tx dynamic range to:
-	Option 1: 0 dB
-	Option 2: 5dB Tx dynamic range
-	Option 3: 10dB Tx dynamic range
•	Local area IAB-MT Tx dynamic range:
-	Option 1: 10dB Tx dynamic range
-	Option 2: 20dB Tx dynamic range
It is agreed that the need of power control accuracy requirements can be different for different IAB-MT classes. It is FFS which framework would be applied depending on relative Tx dynamic range to be agreed above, i.e. how small the Tx dynamic range should be to result in no need to define power control accuracy requirements.
It is FFS whether power control accuracy requirements for Wide area IAB-MT and Local area IAB-MT are based on UE framework as:
-	Absolute power control
-	Relative power control 
-	Aggregated power control
2 Discussion
The ACLR requirements and dynamic range requirements are linked with greater ALCR requiring lower dynamic range and visa-versa. This is somewhat the reason why the IAB-MT was split into different classes. 
With the WA class favouring planned deployments with relatively stable link conditions favouring a low dynamic range, and local area having less characterised links requiring greater dynamic range.
Wide area class
For wide area class we have 3 options for dynamic range and :
· Wide area IAB-MT Tx dynamic range to:
· Option 1: 0 dB
· Option 2: 5dB Tx dynamic range
· Option 3: 10dB Tx dynamic range
For ALCR it has been agreed that for GFR2 the BS ACLR levels will be adopted.
For FR1 there was some discussion in the noted WF [1] about adopting 45dBc for both classes but this was not agreed.
For the wide area in general we believe that due to the deployment the requirements should be closer to the BS specifications and that higher ALCR should be traded against lower dynamic range requirements. 
In order to minimise the dynamic range requirement therefore we think 45dVc should be used for the wide area deployment.
Proposal 1: use 45dBc for FR1 WA IAB-MT
Having selected the BS level of ACLR we believe that minimal dynamic range requirement is required and that given the options 5dB is a reasonable compromise.
Proposal 2: For FR1 and FR2 WA IAB-MT use 5dB Tx dynamic range.
Local Area class
For the local area class there are 2 options for TX dynamic range, 10dB and 20dB. It has also been agreed that the ACLR will be 24dBc which is slightly relaxed on the wide area requirement but tougher than the UE requirement.
Note there is an open issue on the FR2 LA IAB-MT if it is to be used to transmit in the DL. In such cases it seems that it will be interfering with UE’s in the same way as a BS and hence should meet the tougher BS specifications.
Proposal 3: If the FR2 LA IAB-MT is transiting in the DL it should meet the BS specifications.
For FR1 in the layout 1 simulation which resembles the local area layout we found that ab average 5% degradation occurred with 15dB DR and 40dBc ACLR or 13dB DR with 45dBc ACLR.
Both of these DR values are inside the range covered by the 2 options in the agreement. Based on our results and the available options there is clearly a solution. Looking at the pros and cons of 40 vs 45dBc ALCR
The current ACLR value is aligned with the BS UEM mask and as such will make translating the UEM requirements simpler
If (as with FR2) there are use cases which involve the IAB-MT transmitting in the DL then it will be necessary to set the ACLR to the same as the BS.
A lower ACLR value of 40dBc may allow for simplified PA and lineariser design, however it is still significantly higher than the current UE requirements as such there is not so much to be gained from using the lower ALCR value.
As such our preference is to stick with 45dBc for ACLR and keep the DR range requirement as low as possible.
Proposal 4: For LA IAB-MT the ACLR should be 45dB
Based on our results for FR1the DR should therefore be approx. 13dB, this is closer to the 10dB option so that is out preferred value.
Based on our results for FR2 with a 24dBc ALCR a DR range of approx. 10dB is needed to provide 5% average throughput degradation, so for FR2 10dB DR is sufficient.
As such FR1 and FR2 Dr can be the same (they have been treated together in agreements already)
Proposal 5: For FR1 and FR2 LA IAB-MT the DR is 10dB.
3 Summary
The ALCR and Tx DR have been discusses based on the agreements and the options listed in the chairman notes and the noted WF’s from the last meeting.
The following proposals are made:
Proposal 1: use 45dBc for FR1 WA IAB-MT
Proposal 2: For FR1 and FR2 WA IAB-MT use 5dB Tx dynamic 
Proposal 3: If the FR2 LA IAB-MT is transiting in the DL it should meet the BS specifications.
Proposal 4: For FR1 LA IAB-MT the ACLR should be 45dB
Proposal 5: For FR1 and FR2 LA IAB-MT the DR is 10dB.
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