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Introduction
[bookmark: OLE_LINK2]In the last RAN4#95e, there were extensive discussions on the simulation assumptions for IAB coexistence simulation and WF [1] was approved for initial simulation and some further updates for simulation are agreed during the RAN4#92 AH. Based on the agreed simulation assumptions, some initial simulation results are provided for FR1 IAB coexistence study.
Discussion 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK7][bookmark: OLE_LINK13][bookmark: OLE_LINK14]2.1 FR1 IAB-MT relative ACLR
[bookmark: OLE_LINK12]Based on the simulation results [4] provided in the previous meeting, with minimum distance as 40m between IAB-DU and IAB-MT regardless of deployment scenario, It’s observed that ACIR 35dBc could meet the both 5% cell average throughput loss and cell edge throughput loss. Indeed, as discussed in the companion contribution [xx], minimum distance between IAB-DU and IAB-MT should be much larger than 40m and even child IAB is deployed at the cell edge of parent IAB and beam cannot be steered directly to each other among IAB nodes which might introduce higher interference to coexistence system, otherwise the IAB-DU receiver or IAB-MT receiver might be blocked due to limited RX dynamic range.
[image: ]
Figure 1. cell average throughput loss [%]
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Figure 2. cell edge throughput loss [%]
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK8]Observation: ACIR 35dBc could meet both cell average and cell edge 5% throughput loss. 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK10]If IAB MT ACLR reuse FR1 UE ACLR requirement 30dBc, then ACIR in UL should be 32.7dBc considering FR1 IAB-DU ACS requirement as ~46dBc. However from testing or implementation perspective, if IAB-DU and IAB-MT share the same hardware, then similar emission performance could be achieved, therefore it’s proposed to define FR1 IAB-MT ACLR requirement as 45dBc.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK3]Proposal 1:to define FR1 IAB MT ACLR as 45dBc;

2.2 OBUE and SEM
For FR2:
–Wide area IAB-MT: Wide Area IAB-MT shall meet [wide area] BS OBUE requirements 
•We can further discuss  how to capture the requirements into TS/TR. 
–FFS for local area IAB-MT, make decision in Q3 2020
•Option 1: Using Local area BS OBUE requirements 
•Option 2: Using UE specification requirements 
For FR2 Local area IAB-MT, as relative ACLR requirement is agreed as 24dBc, then it’s more close to local are BS requirement, therefore we propose to use local area BS OBUE requirements instead of UE requirements.
Proposal 2: for FR2 local area IAB-MT, propose to use local area BS OBUE requirements;
For FR1
–Wide Area IAB-MT shall meet [wide area] BS OBUE requirements
•We can further discuss  how to capture the requirements into TS/TR. 
–FFS for local area IAB-MT
•Option 1: Using Local area BS OBUE requirements 
•Option 2: Using UE specification requirements 
For FR1 Local area IAB-MT, as mentioned in section 1, we propose to have 45dBc ACLR requirements defined, therefore we think using local area BS OBUE requirement is more reasonable for FR1 local area IAB-MT
Proposal 3: for FR1 local area IAB-MT, propose to use local area BS OBUE requirements;
FR1 and FR2 the boundary between in-band and spurious region
–Wide-area IAB-MT: follow BS requirements
–Local-area IAB-MT: FFS
Based on the proposal in the following section 2.3 and UEM proposed for local area IAB-MT, we think BS requirement should be fine. For Cat A spurious emission requirements, FOBUE could also be used as boundary.
Proposal 4: follow BS requirements for FR1 and FR2 FOBUE boundary.

[bookmark: OLE_LINK4]2.3 Tx spurious emissions
FR1/FR2 Tx spurious emissions
–Wide-area IAB-MT: The same spurious emissions requirements as base stations (category A and category B)
–Local-area IAB-MT:FFS
For spurious emission requirements for BS and UE in FR1, indeed it is the same which is based on regulatory requirements, therefore we think for FR1 local IAB-MT, either BS approach or UE side is fine.
For spurious emission requirements for BS and UE in FR2, there are slightly different background on that. For FR2 BS, there are Cat B spurious emission requirements defined due to protection on EESS band on 23.6-24GHz and relative stringent requirement is imposed, this protection is also necessary for UE side e.g. from 7.25 GHz < f  FUPPER ,then spurious requirement should comply with -10 dBm/100 MHz which is relative relaxed compared with BS side. We think for FR2 IAB-MT, either BS side or UE side spurious emission should be fine
Proposal 5 : for local-area IAB-MT, either follow BS or UE for IAB-MT is fine.
Conclusions
In this contribution, we shared some further inputs on FR1 IAB coexistence study and proposals are made as following:
Proposal 1: to define FR1 IAB MT ACLR as 45dBc;
Proposal 2: for FR2 local area IAB-MT, propose to use local area BS OBUE requirements;
Proposal 3: for FR1 local area IAB-MT, propose to use local area BS OBUE requirements;
Proposal 4: follow BS requirements for FR1 and FR2 FOBUE boundary.
Proposal 5 : for local-area IAB-MT, either follow BS or UE for IAB-MT is fine.
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