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Introduction
The TX IMD requirement has been discussed in this paper considering both IAB DU and IAB MT.
Discussion
The TX IMD requirement of IAB and co-location scenarios has been discussed in the RAN4#94-bie-e meeting and a WF[1] has been agreed. In the WF, the TX IMD requirement has been captured as:
 For IAB-DU in FR1:
It has been agreed to reuse BS TX IMD requirement for IAB-DU in [3].
For IAB-MT:
For FR2, It is agreed that no TX IMD requirement is specified in [2].
For FR1, based on the co-location scenarios as:
	-co-located with another IAB-MT in same band
-co-located as IAB-DU and IAB-MT of one IAB-Node transmit simultaneously in the same band with same TDD pattern as the other co-located BS and/or IAB-Node.
		- In case of two co-located IAB-Nodes, all IAB-MTs and IAB-Dus need to follow same TDD pattern. 
With these two scenarios considered, reusing BS TX IMD requirement for IAB-MT is applicable for :
WA IAB-MT
LA IAB-MT with single carrier case as the multiple carrier how to handle is still FFS
-co-located with another IAB-DU/BS in another band
   As in the BS case if the in-band TX IMD is specified it is dominant and this is not necessary
Here we list a table to make the WF agreement easier to be understood. Table 1 is shown below:
Table 1 TX IMD requirement for IAB
	
	IAB-DU
	IAB-MT

	FR1
	Reuse BS TX IMD requirement
	-WA IAB-MT: 
Reuse BS TX IMD requirement
-LA IAB-MT with single carrier case:
Reuse BS TX IMD requirement
-LA IAB-MT with multiple carriers case:  FFS

	FR2
	/
	Not needed


Firstly, the TX IMD requirement for IAB-DU in FR2 is not listed in the WF. However, as discussed previously in NR BS FR2, the coupling loss is so high that no co-location requirement is defined for NR BS FR2. It is also the reason why the co-location requirement is not applied to FR2 IAB-MT. Hence it is also proposed that no TX IMD requirement for FR2 IAB-DU.
Proposal 1: Do not define TX IMD requirement for FR2 IAB-DU.
For IAB-MT, as listed in table 1. For WA IAB-MT, to reuse the BS TX IMD requirement. However, for LA IAB-MT, requirements for single carrier and multiple carriers is separated based on current multiple carrier discussion. 
From our point of view, when considering the TX IMD requirement as co-location requirement, this is the case for two co-located transmitters. This means in this certain scenario, the in-band interfere affecting each transmitter should be considered as BS framework. Hence, it is proposed that regardless the single and multiple carrier cases for LA IAB-MT and define the TX IMD requirement using base station framework.
Proposal 2: To define the TX IMD requirement for FR1 IAB-MT with base station framework and without considering the single and multiple carrier cases.
With the above proposals, the requirement has been provided in corresponding TP to TR and TP to TS.
Conclusion
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]The discussion on TX IMD requirement for IAB DU and MT is provided. It is proposed to approve the following text proposal.
Proposal 1: Do not define TX IMD requirement for FR2 IAB-DU.
Proposal 2: To define the TX IMD requirement for FR1 IAB-MT with base station framework and without considering the single and multiple carrier cases.
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