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1 Introduction
In the last meeting the WF [1] was approved with a number of agreements on the IAB-MT Tx emissions and a number of open issues. In general the WA IAB-MT has been agreed and the open issues are based around the LA IB-MT.
This document further discusses our views on the open issues.
2 Discussion
The emissions requirements are split into ACLR, OBUE and spurious emissions.
2.1 ACLR
The open issues from the WF are as follows:
· IAB-MT ACLR minimum requirement in FR1
· FFS for Local area IAB-MT, make decision in Q3 2020:  
· Option 1: 45dBc
· Option 2: 30dBc
· Absolute ACLR to be discussed further in future meetings.
The relationship between relative ACLR and the Tx dynamic range has been discussed for some time and the 2 parameters are clearly related. In our simulations for layout 1 (which resembles the LA scenarios discussed) we found average 5% degradation occurred with:
15dB DR and 40dBc ACLR 
or 
13dB DR with 45dBc ACLR.
As in the last meeting it was agreed that the LA Tx dynamic range would be 10dB then based on our simulation results it is necessary to have 45dBc ACLR. The 30dBc ACLR value is significantly lower and would results in significant degradation based on our results
Proposal 1: For LA IAB-MT relative ACLR is 45dBc
There also remains an open issue for the FR2 LA IAB-MT if transmitting in the DL, we think if te DL is used for transmission then considering the deployment of the system is like a BS (and the IAB-DU meets all the BS requirements) it is appropriate that the IAB-MT meets the BS requirements also
Proposal 2: for IAB-MT transmitting in DL the BS ACLR is met.
The Absolute ACLR requirements are tied to both the OBUE requirements and the relative ACLR requirements, as we believe the BS relative ACLR requirements are needed then the absolute ACLR requirements should also follow the BS
Proposal 3: BS absolute ACLR requirements are adopted.

2.2 OBUE and SEM
The open issues from the WF are as follows:
· 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 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 
· FR1 and FR2 the boundary between in-band and spurious region
· Wide-area IAB-MT: follow BS requirements
· Local-area IAB-MT: FFS
We believe that the 1st 2 points are somewhat related to the 3rd and hence also the spurious emissions requirements. The spurious emissions requirements are fundamentally aligned with regulatory requirements. The toughest of which are the European CAT B requirements. These are based on the SE21 74-01 recommendations.
Whilst an IAB-MT node is not explicitly defined n these recommendations we can assume it should either be treated as a BS or a UE. The differences between the BS and the UE requirements are not great, but the main differences are in the exclusions around the carrier, allowing for a band centric emissions approach for the BS or a carrier centric approach with the UE, hence the BS specification have OBUE requirements and the UE have SEM requirements. The difference in approach between the 2 effects how the boundaries are handled and how the in-band emissions requirements merge with eth out of spurious requirements.
There are arguments for using either BS or UE methodologies for the IAB-MT however it is difficult to justify that the WA and LA should be treated differently as we already treat BS of all classes the same when it comes to this regulation. If the argument is that it transmits in the UL so it should be treated as a UE is valid, then we should adopt the UE approach. If the argument that it is deployed like as BS is valid then we should use the BS approach. 
We have always favored the deployment argument and this has already been agreed for the WA IAB-MT hence we believe it should be adopted for the LA also. 
AS the boundary should follow the BS approach then it follows that the band centric OBURE approach should be adopted and the BS OBUE requirements are applied to the LA IAB-MT
Proposal 4: the BS OBUE requirements are used for LA IAB-MT 
2.3 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
As discussed in section 2.2, the out of band emissions are based on eth regulatory requirements. We think for regulatory purposes the LA and WA IAB-MT should be treated the same way. Our view is as the node is deployed like a BS then it should be treated like one for emissions purposes. The WA has already been agreed to be treated as a BS the LA should be also.
Proposal 5: The LA IAB-MT meets the BS spurious emissions requirements.
3	Summary
In this paper we have responded to the open issues on the Tx emissions raised in [1], with the following proposals:
Proposal 1: For LA IAB-MT relative ACLR is 45dBc
Proposal 2: for IAB-MT transmitting in DL the BS ACLR is met.
Proposal 3: BS absolute ACLR requirements are adopted.
Proposal 4: the BS OBUE requirements are used for LA IAB-MT 
Proposal 5: The LA IAB-MT meets the BS spurious emissions requirements.
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