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1	Introduction
Part of the Integrated Access and Backhaul work item is defining the RF requirements. In this contribution we discuss rel-15 UE feature support of IAB-MT.
2	Discussion
[bookmark: _Hlk36986833]In RAN4#94bis-e RAN4 agreed a WF on IAB-MT RAN4 features and corresponding LS to RAN1 and RAN2 in [1] and [2], respectively. For many of the features there exists two options how to proceed, and the LS aims to further confirm if in some of the cases the decision would have impact to RAN1 and RAN2. In general the features can be divided into two categories: features that were mandatory without capability signalling for rel-15 UEs and other features. 
Regarding the features without capability signalling in rel-15, RAN4 has already agreed as part of [1] and [2] that it is RAN2 domain to handle how the signalling is handled and feedback is asked if these features cannot become optional. Therefore, from RAN4 perspective we can proceed with the work and make our own recommendation for the features without waiting for response from other WG.
Also for other features RAN4 has informed RAN2 and RAN1 of the status that features may not be supported and to take this into account in signalling framework. Therefore, from RAN4 perspective we are also free to make our own recommendation for the features, as RAN4 recommendation be taken into account in signalling or feedback will be received.
Actually, when it comes to progress in other RAN2, during RAN2#109bis-e meeting, among other progress, the following agreements were made: 

· It is FFS if in general mandatory features with capability signaling are optional for IAB-MT. 
· It is FFS if UE capability signalling will be used at all for Wide Area MTs.  
· We consider a min set of features for wide area MT, and whether there may be a need for more mandatory features local area MT.  
 
It is in general useful to have consistent approach to capabilities across the WGs, and therefore also in RAN4 we should have minimum amount of features for wide area IAB-MT. It can also be observed that RAN2 is discussing about whether capability signalling is used at all, and therefore RAN4 should not be afraid of making our own recommendation to leave capabilities optional or not supported.
Observation 1: RAN4 can proceed with work and make recommendation from RAN4 perspective without waiting for LS response from other WGs.
Observation 2: There can be differentiation in feature support based on IAB-MT class, i.e. the classes do not need to share the same mandatory features
When it comes to the individual capabilities, the decision needs to take into account that IAB-MT is a network node which operator deploys, i.e. operator has more influence to customize the supported features to fit the specific network deployment needs. Simultaneously, vendors should not be mandated to implement features which may not be needed is a specific deployment. Therefore, similarly as for base stations, the baseline for all RAN4 IAB-MT features should be that they are optional, and it can be further discussed if some are not supported at all.
Observation 3: Different network deployments have different needs and therefore number of mandatory features need to be minimized
Proposal 1: All RAN4 IAB-MT features can have the baseline of being optional, while additionally some can be set to not being supported.
Manufacturer declarations have been used successfully for network nodes to inform operators about supported features and therefore design the network to work accordingly. Similar practice works also for IAB-MTs and has already been chosen to be used for channel bandwidth support.
Proposal 2: Feature support information to be made known by the proven method of manufacturer declarations shall be encouraged to be used also for IAB-MT.
When it comes to individual features we see that the recommendation for
· the following PHY features can be set to not supported already now
	Feature group
	Component
	Comment

	1-6
	pi/2-BPSK for PUSCH
	Requirements not defined, no deployment scenario showing need for this

	1-7
	pi/2-BPSK for PUCCH format 3/4
	Requirements not defined, no deployment scenario showing need for this

	1-8
	Active BWP switching delay
	Requirements not defined



· the following band support related features can be set to not supported already now
	2-13
	Maximum uplink duty cycle for FR1 power class 2 UE
	No SAR issue for BS-like deployment location

	2-14
	Power boosting for Pi/2 BPSK for power class 3 UE
	PI/2 BPSK requirements not defined

	2-15
	Maximum uplink duty cycle for FR2
	No MPE issue for BS-like deployment location



· the following baseband support related features can be set to not supported for wide area IAB-MT already now
	3-2
	Simultaneous reception of data and SS block with different numerologies when UE conducts the serving cell measurement or intra-frequency measurement
	No requirements for the measurements defined



3	Conclusion
In this contribution IAB-MT feature support was discussed and following observation and proposal were made. 
Observation 1: RAN4 can proceed with work and make recommendation from RAN4 perspective without waiting for LS response from other WGs.
Observation 2: There can be differentiation in feature support based on IAB-MT class, i.e. the classes do not need to share the same mandatory features
Observation 3: Different network deployments have different needs and therefore number of mandatory features need to be minimized
Proposal 1: All RAN4 IAB-MT features can have the baseline of being optional, while additionally some can be set to not being supported.
Proposal 2: Feature support information to be made known by the proven method of manufacturer declarations shall be encouraged to be used also for IAB-MT.
In addition, it was proposed that some features can be recommended to be not supported from RAN4 perspective.
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