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Introduction
This thread is assigned to cover Rel-16 NR IAB RF conducted and radiated conformance testing except the general aspects and common issues.
According to contributions submitted under related agendas, the summary is divided in topics as below:
· Topic#1: Dynamic range, Power control and Frequency error for IAB-MT
· Topic#2: Conducted conformance testing 
· Topic#3: Radiated conformance testing 
· Topic#4: others
Since this is the first meeting to have discussion on IAB conformance testing, it is suggested to collect view on proposals presented in contributions for this meeting and work on way forward for future study based on baseline consensus to be captured in [309] if has dependency.
Topic #1: Dynamic range, power control and frequency error for IAB-MT
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2014391
	CATT
	Proposal 1: Only full RB allocation is tested for IAB-MT minimum output power.
Proposal 2: Both full RB and partial RB allocation are tested for IAB-MT maximum output power. The RB number of partial RB can be discussed further.

	R4-2015441
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Observation 1: Aggregate power tolerance appears to test such basic functionality without which any node cannot function properly. It could be considered to be met already by basic output power measurements.

Observation 2: Either a new test model are some other guidelines are needed on how measurement equipment behaves in IAB-MT frequency error test.

Proposal 1: Test points for dynamic range is set to Low PSD with narrow RB allocation and high PSD with full RB allocation.

Proposal 2: Test requirement for dynamic range is PSD difference added to the 10-base logarithm of difference of allocation sizes of the reference conditions.

Proposal 3: Dynamic range and power control tests are defined separately.

Proposal 4: Relative power tolerance test efforts should be concentrated on verifying smallest power control step sizes when RB allocation is kept constant.

Proposal 5: Adopt the same considerations also for conducted testing.



Open issues summary
For IAB-MT RF aspect, most requirements refer to BS ones except dynamic range, power control and frequency error which are fundamentally different compared with BS for which the test detail such as test procedure and condition should be analysed further. Currently, under this topic, the proposals are applied for both conducted and radiated testing. 
Sub-topic 1-1: dynamic range for IAB-MT
The reference condition is still open on how to verify the dynamic range of IAB-MT. As summarized in R4-2015441 there are several candidate combinations of PSD and RB allocation for dynamic range reference condition as:
[1] Low PSD with narrow RB allocation
[2] Low PSD with full RB allocation
[3] High PSD with partial RB allocation
[4] High PSD with full RB allocation
Issue 1-1: reference condition on dynamic range for IAB-MT
· Proposals
· Option 1: [R4-2014391]  Test point on [2][3][4]
· [2] Low PSD with full RB allocation
· [3] High PSD with partial RB allocation
· [4] High PSD with full RB allocation
· Option 2: [R4-2015441]  Test point on [1] and [4] with test requirement as PSD difference + 10*log10(NRBratio)
· [1] Low PSD with narrow RB allocation
· [4] High PSD with full RB allocation
· Not preclude other option
· Recommended WF
· To be discussed 

Sub-topic 1-2: Power control for LA IAB-MT
For power control requirement, it is only defined for Local Area IAB-MT. And this requirement is one of the requirements which is not referred to BS requirement. Hence the test procedure, test condition should be studied. 
Issue 1-2: Test independency of power control and dynamic range
· Proposals: [R4-2015441] Dynamic range and power control tests to be defined separately.
· Recommended WF
· Check and confirm above proposal 
Issue 1-3: Relative power accuracy  
· Proposals
· Option 1: [R4-2015441] Test point for relative power accuracy would be on smallest power control step size with constant RRB allocation
· Option 2: TBA
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 1-4: Aggregated power accuracy  
· Proposals
· Option 1: [R4-2015441] it’s observed that there seems no need to redundantly verify aggregated power accuracy of which functionality has already verified in basic power requirement. 
· Option 2: TBA
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 1-3: frequency error for IAB-MT
Frequency error of IAB-MT follows the UE requirement to be compared with received carrier frequency. It should be clarified on the test set-up and procedure. However, this may also belong to and/or be dependent on common aspect to be discussed in thread [309]. Hence the status is summarized here with no urgency to decide this point within this thread for this meeting. 
Issue 1-5: frequency error for IAB-MT
· Proposals
· Option 1: [R4-2015441]  FFS needed on frequency error testing for IAB-MT
· Option 2: TBA
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	CATT
	Issue 1-1: reference condition on dynamic range for IAB-MT
Our proposals in the contribution is as following,
Proposal 1: Only full RB allocation is tested for IAB-MT minimum output power.
Proposal 2: Both full RB and partial RB allocation are tested for IAB-MT maximum output power. The RB number of partial RB can be discussed further.
Maybe we need to clarify more on the proposals. We think the 5 dB or 10 dB dynamic range can be understood as the minimum output power and maximum output power when the RB number is full. Then for the maximum output power, IAB-MT should be able to transmit the MOP at both the full and partial RB configuration to make the coverage large.
I guess there’re some different understanding on what’s the 5 dB or 10 dB dynamic range. My understanding is the power difference, but it seems the understanding in R4-2015441 is PSD difference. We may need to align that understanding to further discuss. If low PSD with narrow RB allocation and low PSD with full RB allocation have the same PSD, then the low PSD with full RB allocation should be tested because it’s a worse case than low PSD with narrow RB allocation. I’m not sure the understanding of PSD understanding of [3] and [4]. To us, the PSD in the two considions are different but the power are the same. From RF performance point of view, [4] may be sufficient but IAB-MT should support the function of [3], so both of them should be tested.
Issue 1-2: Test independency of power control and dynamic range
Agree with the proposal.
Issue 1-3: Relative power accuracy  
Support the direction and don’t have strong opinion on how to simplify it.
Issue 1-4: Aggregated power accuracy  
Don’t have strong opinion. It’s a little strange that some companies think it’s really needed when the requirements were discussed and now we begin to discuss it may not need to be tested…
Issue 1-5: reference condition on dynamic range for IAB-MT
Typo in the issue name. For the frequency error, the function of IAB-MT is similar with UE, I think UE test set up can be the reference.

	Ericsson
	Issue 1-1: Neither Option 1 nor option 2. The chosen of test points may also relate to output power test case. As the full RB allocation also apply to the maximum output power, there may be a case the high PSD does not need to be tested. Another discussion point is whether the test points apply to WA or LA IAB-MT, we donot think WA IAB-MT would be applied as the 5 dB is limited and outputpower accuracy + MU will not provide the testability.
Issue 1-2: as the detail of test case of the power control is not clear now, it hard to say the test points defined in dynamic range would not be tested again in the power control test case, note in 38.521-x, the original UE power control test cover the cases where the #RB changes which down to 1RB. Issue 1-2 could be revisited after the power control test points is defined.
Issue 1-3: Here maybe a clarification of the # of contant RB allocation will be good, then we could see if there is connection with dynamic range test.
Issue 1-4: here it relates to the test case dependency if the shared architecture is used for IAB. It should be discussed in that discussion scope for option 1. 
Issue 1-5: TBA is our preference, as the first meeting and relate to the generic test setup, it needs to wait till the agreement achieved, i.e the BS test setup can be reused on IAB-MT.  Generic rule for freq error test is that it should not mandate implementation choice. The dependency on other test case could be discussed also. 


	ZTE
	Issue 1-3/Issue 1-4: 
We need to conclude the requirements firstly and further discuss how to test it.

	Huawei
	Issue 1-1: Our understanding is that the specify range is for a fixed PSD (either full allocation or partial). The change in output power due to the signal is not part of this range. The options given as PSD vs RB allocation this does not seem quite right as PSD will change with both power control and RB allocation. Perhaps it should say high power not high PSD? There is no RF requirement for how PSD should change with RB allocation. It’s clear that with full RB allocation and max gain rated output power should be reached, it’s also clear that with full RB and min gain the DR requirement should be achieved. The difference between partial RB allocation with max gain and min gain should also meet the DR requirement. What is not explicitly stated is the absolute levels for this case i.e. should rated output power be achievable with partial RB allocation? And if so should min power for partial allocation be less than min power for full allocation? If so this is consistent with option . As these are directional requirements and not really dependent on direction it is probably not a big test burden to have a few more test cases as probably only a single frequency and direction is necessary for test. More discussion needed anyway.
Issue 1-2: Power tolerance has a time aspect to it in addition to the accuracy and also includes large tolerances, hence does not seem compatible with the DR test. So the proposal seems reasonable.
Issue 1-3: Seems reasonable but again as this is probably not frequency or direction dependent we don’t have to try to hard to minimise test cases.
Issue 1-4: If it’s a core requirement we should test it if possible otherwise it’s difficult to justify it has been met. Test burden can be minimised by only doing at 1 freq and 1 direction for this also.
Issue 1-5: Freq accuracy is probably the one test which requires a 2 way signal. However its not clear that this must be under the same sort of test set up as a BS. If possible we should try to leave the test set up as open ended as possible so BS testers can be used if possible. The requirement is clearly the difference between 2 RF frequencies but the exact set up does not need to be specified.

	Samsung
	Issue 1-1:
Agree that further clarification is needed. What we agreed in core part is that both dynamic PSD(X) and constant PSD(Y) should be supported by IAB-MT. Even though in 38.174 only dynamic PSD(X) introduced, the agreement is that the constant PSD(Y) will be verified in conformance testing with further discussion in perf. Phase. Here the question is that whether the maximum output power condition should be verified for IAB-MT at partial RB allocation case. And whether the condition [4] can be represented in radiated power case as pointed by Ericsson should also be clarified. 
Issue 1-2:
Logically, the proposal is reasonable to distinguish the requirement applicability. However, it will not preclude the further review when all test requirement completed to see if improvement on test case efficiency can be considered.
Issue 1-3/4/5: 
The discussion on these topics will dependent on discussion on other baseline aspects. 
Both proposal in 1-3 and 1-4 seems reasonable but need further discussion and review to see if any potential issue. 


	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Issue 1-1: Option 2 is from our contribution, so we naturally prefer it. This way the extreme corners of the dynamic range are verified, i.e. the change in total power is 10*log10(Nrb)+5/10 dB. To clarify, the low and high PSD refer to the 5 and 10 dB requirements agreed. The agreement about 5 and 10 dB referring to PSD is in R4-2008775. 
Issue 1-2: Power control requirements are not specified for wide area IAB-MT, so separate test needs to be defined for it. Otherwise, we impose power control requirements also for wide area IAB-MT or have insufficient test coverage.
Issue 1-3: Test point should be on the smallest power control step size as otherwise the tolerances and minimum requirement for dynamic range can easily lead the power control step size to go outside the range what minimum requirements govern.
Issue 1-5: For IAB-MT frequency error it is necessary to specify what test equipment sends, so there is a reference against which the frequency error is measured. We do not see this necessitates the two-way link as main point is having the test equipment output present for IAB-MT to listen to. Listening and adapting the frequency accordingly does not require IAB-MT to communicate with test equipment. However, we also think that there is no need to prevent two-way link being present.


	Qualcomm
	Issue 1-1: For dynamic range the WF discussed in GTW is very confusing, overall we should guarantee “X”+”Y” in total. We still believe that the MT should be able to concentrate all available power into a few RBs to maintain the link under difficult conditions. It’s unlikely that power will be so well calibrated that this will never be needed.
Issue 1-2: Agree with proposal
Issue 1-3: Since the dynamic range is small, the power control should be close to the maximum power so it makes sense to have the smallest set size.
Issue 1-4: This will depend on how the max output power is tested. If the test is based on power up commands from TE that the MT replies to until it reaches maximum power then it will likely be enough to test given the small dynamic range. This would also depend on the initial conditions in the test, whether the open loop power control would setting would be close to the higher end of the power range or not. It is probably safer to have a separate test though.
Issue 1-5: This test should be performed with the TE transmitting synchronization signals and MT adjusting it’s frequency based on it.



Below is copied from GTW session discussion for issue#1-1 and #1-2 on 4th Nov 
	Issue#
	GTW online minutes 

	Issue 1-1: reference condition on dynamic range for IAB-MT
	E///: We need to clarify whether applicable for both WA and local IAB-MT or only local IAB-MT.
For test point 4, if it’s aligned with maximum power then probably no need to test on test point 4. 
In general, we think further study needed.
QC: we support option to include test point [3], IAB-MT should have capability to boost power similar as UE.
Nokia: High PSD means for same PSD in [3] and [4], maximum power dynamic change with 5dB/10dB pending on IAB-MT class. We need to align the core requirements definition which reached in previous.
We should have test requirements cover both IAB-MT classes, and the test procedure can be further discussed and simplified if feasible. 
We prefer option 2, as these test points can meet both the corners of X and Y core requirements.
CATT: our proposal is similar as option 1. For test point 4 may be already verified by maximum power requirements.
Huawei: The core requirements means under fixed condition. Option 2 didn’t directly match with core as test X. Y in the same time which has benefits on test cases. Meanwhile we should ensure test cases matched with core, irrespective of number of test cases.
We have requirements for WA IAB_MT, and then we need have dedicated test cases.
Samsung: we have similar view as Huawei and Nokia, this requirement applicable for both WA and Local IAB-MT classes. 
Even IAB-MT need to similar UE functionality, meanwhile not sure IAB-MT need to support entirely functionality. 
One possible way: we can introduce some specific test point based on declaration basis.
· RAN4 will introduce conformance test cases for dynamic range requirements for both wide-area and local-area IAB-MT classes.
· RAN4 will further discuss the uncertainty impact on the feasibility of introducing test cases
The candidate test points for dynamic range test cases collected for further consideration till now to aligned with the agreements reached in R4-2008775:
· [1] Low PSD with narrow RB allocation
· [2] Low PSD with full RB allocation 
· [3] High PSD with partial RB allocation 
· [4] High PSD with full RB allocation with maximum output power
· Other proposals not excluded 


	Issue #1-2: Test independency of power control and dynamic range
	Agreement: 
Dynamic range and power control tests to be defined separately. 
· Further discuss test applicable rules among these test cases not excluded 




Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Issue#1-1: For dynamic range of IAB-MT there is legacy agreement captured in WF of R4-2008775 and R4-2012616. 
R4-2008775:
[image: ]
R4-2012616:
[image: ]
And final TP on core requirement was agreed as:
[image: ]
According to online discussion there are agreement to introduce conformance testing for both Wide Area and Local Area IAB-MT.  But testability will be reviewed further due to the dynamic range may exceed the measurement system uncertainty.  Regarding the specific test points and conditions further study needed. 
Issue#1-2: There is online agreement already which can captured in assigned WF
Issue#1-3: No comment presented to against the direction suggested by the proposal but still further study need such as specific RB allocation. It should be pointed that even though there is proposal to update on core requirement on accuracy it may be kind of independent discussion on conformance testing for test conditions. 
Issue #1-4: Since there is core requirement defined in TS37.174, there is preference to have dedicated test case in conformance testing. And also this may be dependent on test setup discussed in [309]. 
Issue#1-5: The proposal already reflected in the discussion which is that the testing on frequency error for IAB-MT needs further study. Since this also relates to test set-up, it depends on how the general set-up to be agreed in [309] . After common set-up agreed for IAB-MT further review on frequency error may still be needed. 
	
	Status summary 

	Issue#1-1: dynamic range for IAB-MT
	Tentative agreements:
· RAN4 will introduce conformance test cases for dynamic range requirements for both wide-area and local-area IAB-MT classes.
· RAN4 will further discuss the uncertainty impact on the feasibility of introducing test case
Candidate options:
For test point if we stick to legacy agreement there would be below three candidates:
a) Upper test point of dynamic range for either dynamic PSD(X) or constant PSD(Y) :  IAB-MT at maximum output power with full RB allocation
· Whether this can be merged in maximum power test is to be confirmed next step. 
· This test point should be mandatory IAB-MT
b) Lower test point for dynamic range for dynamic PSD(X): IAB-MT at minimum output power with full RB allocation 
· Whether this test point can be verified implicitly with test point c) and recognized as optional is TBD
c) Lower test point for dynamic range for constant PSD(Y):IAB-MT at minimum output power with lower RB allocation with the same PSD as test point a)
Beside above test points there is suggestion to verify the IAB-MT capability to support maximum output power at partial RB allocation which can be marked as test point d) 
d) Addition Test point: IAB-MT at maximum output power with partial RB allocation 
· Whether this is mandatory requested for IAB-MT is TBD 
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Confirm online agreement to capture in dedicated WF
· Continue discussion on test points based on legacy agreement in core part 

	Issue 1-2: Test independency of power control and dynamic range

	Tentative agreements:
Dynamic range and power control tests to be defined separately. 
· Further discussion on test applicable rules among these test cases is not excluded 
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Confirm online agreement to capture in dedicated WF

	Issue 1-3: Relative power accuracy  

	Tentative agreements:
Smallest power control step size in power control comment to be considered in relative power accuracy seems agreeable considering the dynamic range defined for LA IAB-MT is only 10dB. 
Candidate options:
To further clarify the remaining issues in test points such as RB allocation. 
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Discuss this further in 2nd round to confirm what can be agreed in this meeting and plan on study point(s) for next meeting 

	Issue 1-4: Aggregated power accuracy  

	Tentative agreements:
No agreement during 1st round discussion on the proposal provided in contribution for this meeting 
Candidate options:
Since the dependency on common test set-up it is proposed to discuss this further in 2nd round and  the decision on this can be postponed to next meeting 
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further view on this issue if any still can be provided. If any agreement or WF for next meeting can be achieved during 2nd round, it can be included in assigned WF as well. 

	Issue 1-5: frequency error for IAB-MT

	Tentative agreements:
All agreed further discussion need to decide on how the test frequency error for IAB-MT
Candidate options:
Since the dependency on common test set-up it is proposed to discuss this further in 2nd round and the decision on this can be postponed to next meeting.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further view on this issue if any still can be provided. If any agreement or WF for next meeting can be achieved during 2nd round, it can be included in assigned WF as well.



Recommendations on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	WF on dynamic range , power control(LA) and frequency error for IAB-MT
	CATT



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
WF is assigned in R4-2017490 for 2nd round discussion. Revision and comment are provided directly to WF draft. 
Comments go to draft WF are mainly for candidate test conditions for dynamic range and criteria on how to down selected in next meeting. All revisions are accepted in uploaded final version. Hence this version should be agreeable. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Please note that according to clarification shared in reflector the “two way signal” mentioned in WF is a tentative represented the “signal/information exchanged between IAB and TE” of which the necessity will be FFS.  
Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	R4-2017490
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator recommendation on this WF for the next steps is  “agreeable”



Topic #2: Conducted conformance testing
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2016246
	Ericsson
	Proposal#1: Reusing the BS type 1-H test specification for conducted transmitter characteristic for IAB-DU type 1-H.
Observation#1: Measurement/connection setup in BS and UE both are informative.
Proposal#2: Allow the test measurement/connection setup flexibility in the conducted transmitter test procedure.
Proposal#3: In test procedure description, there is no need to describe downlink configuration and how to trigger the IAB-MT uplink transmission. The test model/waveform to be transmitted shall be specified.
Proposal#4: One option is to reuse the clause of BS interpretation of measurement results for IAB-MT with the modification of adding the UE test system uncertainty if different MU from different test environment would be allowed for IAB-MT testing.
Proposal#5: RAN4 discuss if the same TT definition for the different transmitter test setup for the same test case.
Proposal#6: RAN4 discuss if it the same MU definition for the different transmitter test setup for the same test case
Proposal#7: Use the BS test case structure for test case drafting.
Proposal#8: There is no need to specify the message content in test case.
Proposal#9: RAN4 discuss the recommendation of TT for IAB-MT test case in the Table 1 and Table 2 above. 

	R4-2016247
	Ericsson
	Proposal#1: Reusing the BS type 1-H test specification for conducted receiver characteristic for IAB-DU type 1-H.
Observation#1: Measurement/connection setup in BS and UE both are informative.
Proposal#2: Allow the test measurement/connection setup flexibility in the conducted receiver test procedure.
Proposal#3: align with performance testing FRC definition.
Proposal#4: One option is to reuse the clause of BS interpretation of measurement results for IAB-MT with the modification of adding the UE test system uncertainty if different MU from different test environment would be allowed for IAB-MT testing.
Proposal#5: RAN4 discuss if the same TT definition for the different test setup for the same test case.
Proposal#6: RAN4 discuss if it the same MU definition for the different test setup for the same test case.
Proposal#7: Use the BS test case structure for receiver test case drafting.
Proposal#8: There is no need to specify the message content in receiver test case.
Proposal#9: RAN4 discuss the recommendation of TT definition for IAB-MT test case in the Table 1 and Table 2 above. 



Open issues summary
Many discussion points in contribution submitted for this topic are overlapping or dependent on aspect in general or common aspects to be discussed in [309]. For purely common and general aspects such as Test setup, Test model, Test configuration, MU/TT have already captured in [309]. In this thread it will be captured for aspect linked with specific requirement including test case drafting structure in Topic#4 others. 
Sub-topic 2-1: testing on IAB-DU type 1-H
Issue 2-1: Confirmation on IAB-DU testing understanding 
· Proposal : Reusing the BS type 1-H test specification for conducted transmitter and receiver characteristic for IAB-DU type 1-H
Note: how to organize the IAB specification would be determined separately
· Recommended WF
· To confirm above proposal 

Sub-topic 2-2: Specific analysis for each requirement on IAB-MT
Test tolerance for each conducted requirement is provided in R4-2016246 and R4-2016247 based on UE and BS test environment respectively. It may be premature to make decision now since general/common aspects are still open. However, it is still recommended comment provided if any to facilitate future discussion. 
Issue 2-2: Test tolerance analysis 
· Initial analysis submitted in R4-2016246 and R4-2016247
· Recommended WF
· Collect comment 

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	CATT
	Issue 2-2: Test tolerance analysis 
We may need some general agreements on test set up to agree TT. For the final value, confirmation case by case may be needed.

	Ericsson
	Issue 2-1: agree with proposal.
Issue 2-2: How to align TT for different test environment can be further discussed once the IAB conformance testing framework is agreed. Maybe this could be revisited after tomorrow GTW session. In fact, there are other issues related to this,  the MU alignment , the interpretation of measurement results etc.

	ZTE
	Issue 2-1: fine with proposal to reuse BS 1-H for IAB-DU 1-H;
Issue 2-2: as we proposed in our contribution, if similar or the same test setup of BS could be used for IAB-MT, then TT could also be reused.

	Huawei
	Issue 2-1: proposal ok
Issue 2-2: In principle this is ok, a significant part of the MU is the test equipment however. We should conform for measurements where the signal is different that the TE MU is the same for the UE type signal as it is for the BS (in most cases we would perhaps expect this to be yes)

	Samsung
	Issue 2-1: fine with proposal
Issue 2-2: In general we also agree to reuse the same value of gNB side if no issue identified.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Issue 2-1: The proposal is ok.
Issue 2-2: The amount of analysis that will be needed can be reduced greatly if can agree on which which exact parts of the test setup may need changes. Instead of analysing every requirement, it may be that only more options for test equipment is added compared to base station setup and this is the only aspect that needs to be accounted for. 


 
Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Issue 2-1: Confirmation on IAB-DU testing understanding
	Tentative agreements:
The proposal is agreeable 
Recommendations for 2nd round:
To capture the agreement in assigned WF in topic #4

	Issue 2-2: Test tolerance analysis for IAB-MT 

	Tentative agreements:
The analysis provided in contribution is summarized to collected companies’ view 
Candidate options:
This aspect may be covered by [309] with the goal to agree on study on common delta issue first then to study on impact on MU/TT only for the case with delta. Or the other alternative is that the MU/TT can be reviewed case by case. 
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discussion is not precluded. But if the methodology on how to study the MU/TT has already covered in [309] it’s suggested to postpone the discussion on specific case in this thread to next meeting. Otherwise, the discussion pointed for next meeting can be captured in assigned WF in Topic#4 in which issues in Topic#2, Topic#3 and Topic#4 will be collected together. 



Suggestion on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	NA 
See WF in topic 4
	






Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Please see summary under topic 4.
Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”





Topic #3: Radiated conformance testing
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2015442
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

	Observation 1: Receiver test are very similar between IAB-DU and IAB-MT which provides an opportunity to relieve the increasing IAB-Node test burden especially for implementation where IAB-DU and IAB-MT share the same RF HW.
Proposal 1: Test procedures specified for gNB apply also for IAB-DU and IAB-MT as long as it is ensured that correct physical signals are applied.
Proposal 2: Aim to reduce the amount of receiver tests for shared RF HW implementations for each main test by mandating only test signals which stress the receiver RF characteristics the most, independent of whether wanted signal type is UL or DL. 
Proposal 3: When requirement is equal, such as in out-of-band blocking test, there is no need to repeat it for IAB-MT and IAB-DU when the RF HW is shared.
Proposal 4: RAN4 should aim at test case reduction also for shared RF architecture. 
Proposal 5: Adopt the same considerations for conducted testing.

	R4-2016248
	Ericsson
	Proposal#1: Reusing the BS type 1-H, 1-O and 2-O test specification for radiated transmitter characteristic for IAB-DU type 1-H, 1-O and 2-O.
Proposal#2: RAN4 discuss how to allow the reusing the UE and BS OTA test methodology for IAB-MT.
Proposal#3: RAN4 investigate if test time could be further reduce on shared transceiver architecture using the same OTA test methodology.
Observation#1: co-location requirement needs to be defined for IAB-MT type 1-O when the UE OTA test methodology is used.
Proposal#4: IAB-MT TX ON/OFF and IAB-MT TX transient period should be classified with co-location requirement for conformance testing.
Proposal#5: RAN4 further discuss the Number of the conformance directions needed for each Tx requirement.
Observation#2: Measurement/connection setup in BS and UE both are informative.
Proposal#2: Allow the test measurement/connection setup flexibility in the radiated transmitter test procedure.
Proposal#3: In test procedure description, one option is that no description of downlink configuration and how to trigger the IAB-MT uplink transmission. Only the test model/waveform to be transmitted shall be specified.
Proposal#4: One option is to reuse the clause of BS interpretation of measurement results for IAB-MT with the modification of adding the UE test system uncertainty if different MU from different test environment would be allowed for IAB-MT testing.
Observation#3: UE test system uncertainty does not contain the extreme conditions and has several limitation factors (Power class, testing method and quiet zone size).
Proposal#5: RAN4 discuss further the extreme condition test system uncertainty for IAB-MT test.
Proposal#6: RAN4 discuss if the same TT definition for the different transmitter test setup for the same test case.
Proposal#7: RAN4 discuss if it the same MU definition for the different transmitter test setup for the same test case
Proposal#7: Use the BS test case structure for test case drafting.
Proposal#8: There is no need to specify the message content in test case.
Observation#4: UE TS 38.521-2 does not have FR1 OTA testing, thus FR1 OTA testing MU and TT needs to be added in UE test environment.
Proposal#7: RAN4 discuss the recommendation of TT for IAB-MT test case in the Table 1 and Table 2 above. 

	R4-2016249
	Ericsson
	Proposal#1: Reusing the BS type 1-H, 1-O and 2-O test specification for radiated receiver characteristic for IAB-DU type 1-H, 1-O and 2-O.
Proposal#2: RAN4 discuss how to allow the reusing the UE and BS OTA test methodology for IAB-MT.
Proposal#3: RAN4 investigate if test time could be further reduce on shared transceiver architecture using the same OTA test methodology.
Proposal#4: RAN4 further discuss the Number of the conformance directions needed for each Rx requirement.
Observation#1: Measurement/connection setup in BS and UE both are informative.
Proposal#5: Allow the test measurement/connection setup flexibility in the radiated receiver test procedure.
Proposal#6: align with performance testing FRC definition.
Proposal#7: One option is to reuse the clause of BS interpretation of measurement results for IAB-MT with the modification of adding the UE test system uncertainty if different MU from different test environment would be allowed for IAB-MT testing.
Proposal#8: RAN4 discuss if the same TT definition for the different receiver test setup for the same test case.
Proposal#9: RAN4 discuss if it the same MU definition for the different receiver test setup for the same test case
Proposal#10: Use the BS test case structure for test case drafting.
Proposal#11: There is no need to specify the message content in test case.
Observation#2: UE TS 38.521-2 does not have FR1 OTA testing, thus FR1 OTA testing MU and TT needs to be added in UE test environment.
Proposal#12: RAN4 discuss the recommendation of TT for IAB-MT test case in the Table 1 and Table 2 above. 



Open issues summary
Many discussion points in contribution submitted for this topic are overlapping or dependent on aspect in general or common aspects to be discussed in [309]. For purely common and general aspects such as Test setup, Test model, Test configuration, MU/TT have already captured in [309]. In this thread it will be captured for aspect linked with specific requirement including test case drafting structure in Topic#4 others. 
Sub-topic 3-1: Testing on IAB-DU type 1-H 1-O and 2-O
Issue 3-1: Confirmation on IAB-DU testing understanding 
· Proposal: Reusing the BS type 1-H, 1-O and 2-O test specification for radiated transmitter and receiver characteristic for IAB-DU type 1-H, 1-O and 2-O respectively.
Note: how to organize the IAB specification would be determined separately
· Recommended WF
· To confirm above proposal 
Sub-topic 3-2: Specific analysis for each requirement on IAB-MT
Issue 3-2-1: Test tolerance analysis 
Test tolerance for each OTA requirement is provided in R4-2016248and R4-2016249 based on UE and BS test environment respectively. It may be premature to make decision now since general/common aspects are still open. However, it is still recommended comment provided if any to facilitate future discussion. 
· Initial analysis submitted in R4-2016248 and R4-2016249
· Recommended WF
· Collect comment 
Issue 3-2-2: Test procedure on receiver requirements
· Proposals: Test procedures specified for gNB apply also for both IAB-DU and IAB-MT as long as it is ensured that correct physical signals are applied 
· Recommended WF
· TBA 
Issue 3-2-3: IAB-MT type 1-O co-location requirement clarification 
· Proposal: To clarify that the same as other type 1-O radiated requirement classified as “co-location”, such as Transmitter IM and co-location requirement for spurious emission, for IAB-MT TX ON/OFF and TX transient period should also be classified as co-location requirement for conformance testing.
· Recommended WF
· TBA 
Issue 3-2-4: IAB-MT direction to be tested   
· Proposal: FFS on number of conformance directions needed for each OTA requirements
· Recommended WF
· TBA 
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	CATT
	Issue 3-2-1: Test tolerance analysis 
We may need some general agreements on test set up to agree TT. For the final value, confirmation case by case may be needed.
Issue 3-2-2: Test procedure on receiver requirements
We’re not sure if the proposal works well for IAB-MT. At least IAB-MT needs to communicate with SS to work properly.
Issue 3-2-4: IAB-MT direction to be tested   
We can’t provide quick answer for this, but think IAB-MT still needs beam search and beam lock procedure as UE.

	Ericsson
	Issue 3-1: agree with proposal.
Issue 3-2-1: How to align TT for different test environment can be further discussed once the IAB conformance testing framework is agreed. Maybe this could be revisited after tomorrow GTW session. In fact, there are other issues related to this,  the MU alignment , the interpretation of measurement results etc.
Issue 3-2-2:  maybe the proposal should be test case structure specified for gNB apply to IAB-MT also acc. to 16249.
Issue 3-2-3: we think it is necessary to test the Tx ON/OFF and TX transient be tested under co-location classification. These requirements are to protect the co-located IAB/BS.
Issue 3-2-4. Ok with proposal.

	ZTE
	Issue 3-1: fine with recommended WF;
Issue 3-2-1: Test tolerance analysis 
Similar comment as conducted part, as we proposed in our contribution, if similar or the same test setup of BS could be used for IAB-MT, then TT could also be reused.
Issue 3-2-2: Test procedure on receiver requirements
We also think IAB-MT should be sync with system emulator firstly which is different from IAB-DU side.
Issue 3-2-3: IAB-MT type 1-O co-location requirement clarification 
Fine with that.
Issue 3-2-4: IAB-MT direction to be tested  
5 directions for wide-area IAB-MT is still needed, and for local area IAB-MT, beam tracking and beam lock should be still applied.

	Huawei
	Issue 3-1: proposal is ok
Issue 3-2-1: This should be MU analysis not test tolerance test tolerance is not always the same as MU. As with conducted the chamber parts can be the same, we need to confirm the TE part for the different  test signals are comparable 
Issue 3-2-2: The NF and linearity expectations for IAB-DU and IAB-MT are the same so it shouldn’t make any difference which test signal issued. Hence for shared HW then only doing one set is probably sufficient (does it matter which). Provided declarations, and architecture set up etc. are the same. In addition the sensitivity SNR is perhaps slightly different so this should be repeated for both UL and DL signals (if testing both IAB-DU and IAB-MT)
Issue 3-2-3: ok
Issue 3-2-4: Whilst reducing test points is a good objective, the minimum set selected for the BS do seem necessary. We can discuss reductions though. For CATT and ZTE, beam tracking and beam lock are not RF requirements so I am not sure what you want to test?

	Samsung
	Issue 3-1: Agree with proposal
Issue 3-2-1: In general we also agree to reuse the same value of gNB side if no issue identified.
Issue 3-2-2: May be OK to reuse the same procedure for receiver of IAB MT and DU. But according to GTW discussion also pending on general set-up decision. 
Issue 3-2-3: Align with our understanding. It’s OK to capture the clarification. 
Issue 3-2-4: Support on further study. The pointed issue for FFS has never been clarified before, which may also related to the declaration aspect for IAB-MT. 


	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Issue 2-1: We agree with the proposal.
Issue 3-2-1: The amount of analysis that will be needed can be reduced greatly if can agree on which which exact parts of the test setup may need changes. Instead of analysing every requirement, it may be that only more options for test equipment is added compared to base station setup and this is the only aspect that needs to be accounted for.
Issue 3-2-2: The core requirements of IAB-MT and IAB-DU similar except for the FRC is slightly different. Therefore, the verification process should be similar. As baseband functionality is verified in demodulation testing and sensitivity test is verifying the noise figure, it might be sufficient not to do repeated testing for IAB-MT and IAB-DU in case the RF hardware is shared.
Issue 3-2-3: This is ok, we should generally follow the same test principles as set in 38.141-2
Issue 3-2-4: We are willing to look for opportunities to reduce test directions and other “repetition” of the same test. However, we need to keep test coverage in mind while doing this. One possible opportunity is to reduce test direction in a manner which is not aligned between test, i.e. each of the five declared directions have sufficient number of test points over multiple tests, even though in individual test not all directions would be tested. 
When looking at implementations which share the RF HW between IAB-MT and IAB-DU, similar reduction can be considered looking at both IAB-MT and IAB-DU test points together.
Some companies have raised beam tracking and beam lock in the comments. We are willing to consider proposals how these could be enabled for test environments which need these functions, if any, but we do not think these testing related features should be mandated.

	Qualcomm
	Issue 3-1: ok
Issue 3-2-1:If the test setup is mostly based on the BS setup, we would expect that the BS MU would apply or at least provide the base line for calculations
Issue 3-2-2: This should depend on the test and the general test framework. The correct physical signals have to be there, otherwise it seems impossible to test.
Issue 3-2-4: considering that the test is based on the manufacturer declaration and a “white box” approach is taken, the decision should use similar criteria as for the base station.



 

Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Issue 3-1: Confirmation on IAB-DU testing understanding 

	Tentative agreements:
The proposal is agreeable 
Recommendations for 2nd round:
To capture the agreement in assigned WF in topic#4.

	Issue 3-2-1: Test tolerance analysis 

	Tentative agreements:
The analysis provided in contribution is summarized to collected companies’ view 
Candidate options:
This aspect may be covered by [309] with the goal to agree on study on common delta issue first then to study on impact on MU/TT only for the case with delta. Or the other alternative is that the MU/TT can be reviewed case by case. 
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discussion is not precluded. But if the methodology on how to study the MU/TT has already covered in [309] it’s suggested to postpone the discussion on specific case in this thread to next meeting. Otherwise, the discussion pointed for next meeting can be captured in assigned WF in Topic#4 in which issues in Topic#2, Topic#3 and Topic#4 will be collected together.

	Issue 3-2-2: Test procedure on receiver requirements

	Discussion summary:
Some companies believe that the sync and communication with TE needed for IAB-MT. But still some companies believe that from RF perspective the capability to be verified should be the same between IAB-MT and IAB-DU except the PHY channel difference. And the baseband performance can be verified in demo part. 
Candidate options:
Similar discussion happened in [309]. Hence it may be better to resolve the baseline issue in [309] first. 
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discussion is not precluded. But if similar issue has already covered in [309] it’s suggested to postpone the discussion on receiver aspect in this thread to next meeting. Otherwise, the discussion pointed for next meeting can be captured in assigned WF in Topic#4 in which issues in Topic#2, Topic#3 and Topic#4 will be collected together.

	Issue 3-2-3: IAB-MT type 1-O co-location requirement clarification 

	Tentative agreements:
The proposal is agreeable
Recommendations for 2nd round:
To capture the clarification in assigned WF in topic#4.

	Issue 3-2-4: IAB-MT direction to be tested   

	Tentative agreements:
According to views shared in 1st round it seems for IAB-MT directions to be tested is believed to follow the same framework of BS since declaration applied for IAB-MT also. 
Candidate options:
 There is view regarding to support beam search and beam lock procedure for IAB-MT which is not agreed by others needs to be clarified further.
There is also suggestion to reduce the overall test burden for IAB-MT and IAB-DU, which can be next step discussion after the determination for direction to be declared and verified for IAB-MT.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Continue discussion on this issue in 2nd round and capture the agreement and plan for future study in WF assigned in Topic #4. 



Suggestion on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	
	





Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Please see summary under topic 4.

Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”




Topic #4: Others
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2015442
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

	Observation 1: Receiver test are very similar between IAB-DU and IAB-MT which provides an opportunity to relieve the increasing IAB-Node test burden especially for implementation where IAB-DU and IAB-MT share the same RF HW.
Proposal 2: Aim to reduce the amount of receiver tests for shared RF HW implementations for each main test by mandating only test signals which stress the receiver RF characteristics the most, independent of whether wanted signal type is UL or DL. 
Proposal 3: When requirement is equal, such as in out-of-band blocking test, there is no need to repeat it for IAB-MT and IAB-DU when the RF HW is shared.
Proposal 4: RAN4 should aim at test case reduction also for shared RF architecture. 
Proposal 5: Adopt the same considerations for conducted testing.

	R4-2016246
	Ericsson
	Proposal#7: Use the BS test case structure for test case drafting.
Proposal#8: There is no need to specify the message content in test case.

	R4-2016247
	Ericsson
	Proposal#7: Use the BS test case structure for receiver test case drafting.
Proposal#8: There is no need to specify the message content in receiver test case. 

	R4-2016248
	Ericsson
	Proposal#3: RAN4 investigate if test time could be further reduce on shared transceiver architecture using the same OTA test methodology.
Proposal#7: Use the BS test case structure for test case drafting.
Proposal#8: There is no need to specify the message content in test case.

	R4-2016249
	Ericsson
	Proposal#3: RAN4 investigate if test time could be further reduce on shared transceiver architecture using the same OTA test methodology.
Proposal#10: Use the BS test case structure for test case drafting.
Proposal#11: There is no need to specify the message content in test case.



Open issues summary
Many discussion points in contribution submitted for this topic are overlapping or dependent on aspect in general or common aspects to be discussed in [309]. In the draft version of summary all content would be captured. For purely common and general aspects such as Test setup, Test model, Test configuration, MU/TT have already captured in [309]. In this thread it will be captured for aspect linked with specific requirement including test case drafting structure under this topic. The proposals summarized under this topic apply for both conductive and radiated conformance testing for IAB node. The proposals are quite generic and further study on details needed to figure out how to address the idea correctly and efficiently in IAB conformance testing specification.  
Sub-topic 4-1: IAB-MT test case drafting structure
Issue 4-1: Test case drafting structure 
· Proposal: Use the BS test case structure without specific message content in each test case for IAB-MT 
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 4-2: Balance between test coverage and test burden 
Issue 4-2: Balance between test coverage and test burden
· Proposals: it is suggested to control the test case number/time with balance of test coverage and test burden especially for shared RF architecture implementation. 
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	CATT
	Issue 4-1: Test case drafting structure
IAB-MT and IAB-DU functions are naturally different, this proposal may need the views from equipment vendor.
Issue 4-2: Balance between test coverage and test burden
Support the high level direction but may need to discuss case by case.

	Ericsson
	Issue 4-1: agree with proposal.
Issue 4-2: agree with proposal.

	ZTE
	Issue 4-1: Test case drafting structure:
General IAB-MT working procedure  might need such kind of content message which is diffferent from BS or IAB-DU side.
Issue 4-2: Balance between test coverage and test burden
Generally fine with that.

	Huawei
	Issue 4-1: we agree in general we would like to adopt the BS testing structure and avoid using DL messaging to set up the IAB-MT or at least avoid specifying it explicitly so it can be used or a test interface can be used if suitable. The proposal is perhaps a bit to general to agree as is.
Issue 4-2:  Of course this is a good goal and in general we agree,  particularly for shared architecture we should try to merge requirements as much as possible (especially TRP type tests). But it’s difficult to understand if test conditions are considered necessary for BS why they would not be important for IAB node?

	Samsung
	Issue 4-1: 
For the message content aspect, this should be covered in [309]. Then we can discuss here in this thread regarding whether it is acceptable to apply BS test template as in 4.12 of TS38.141-1 for drafting. That’s how we interpret the  proposal
Issue 4-2:
It is always welcomed that to restrict the test burden based on guarantee the test coverage. More detail analysis on whether or to what extend the impact on RF performance will be due to the baseband modification should be requested before we agree on how the refine the test case/points. 

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Issue 4-1: It is a bit unclear what exactly is meant by the proposal. In general we think the test description and procedure should be general enough to allow different chambers and setups to be used, like it is done for BS testing. Therefore, the BS test case structure seems like a reasonable starting point for IAB-MT.
Issue 4-2: We support the proposal, but in the end more detailed analysis is needed. Some options include
· limit test directions per test so that all test directions have sufficient coverage when looked over multiple tests.
· Same as above for used RF channels
· For shared RF hardware between IAB-MT and IAB-DU, consider testing only more demanding requirement between IAB-MT and IAB-DU. Similarly, if the test requirement is the same, test may not need to be repeated.
We highlight that test coverage needs to be kept in mind while doing the reduction, and tests shall not be removed blindly. On the other hand, it is clear that test burden needs reduction so that IAB-Node testing does not mean double the amount of testing compared to base station.

	Qualcomm
	Issue 4-1: What exactly is meant by message content? 
Issue 4-2: It is desirable to reduce the redundant tests but how would one know that a shared architecture is used? Even with such a shared architecture, since the MT and DU coverage is different, we would expect transmissions in different directions and/or with a different codebook. This could raise the need for separate tests of DU and MT.


Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Issue 4-1: Test case drafting structure 

	Tentative agreements:
It seems clarification needed on proposal itself, such as whether the intention is to reuse the BS test template as in 4.12 of TS38.141-1 for test case drafting.
For the message content it should be covered by thread [309]. Hence this aspect will be removed here. 
Candidate options:
 Please proponent of this proposal [R4-202016246/7/8/9] to clarify the proposal further and check whether it is acceptable by group then.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Continue discussion on this issue in 2nd round and capture the agreement and plan for future study if any in WF assigned in Topic #4.

	Issue 4-2: Balance between test coverage and test burden

	Tentative agreements:
It seems the proposal direction is fine for group. However further study needed. Furthermore, there is also question on the feasibility/possibility balance test coverage and test burden even for share architecture implementation. 
Candidate options:
 Continue discussing on further detail to be studied on this topic. 
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Continue discussion on this issue in 2nd round and capture the agreement and plan for future study in WF assigned in Topic #4.



Suggestion on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#2
	WF on detail aspects on IAB conformance testing 
	Nokia





Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
WF is assigned in R4-2017491 for 2nd round discussion. Comment and revision are provided directly to WF draft. 
Only two revisions submitted during 2nd round to include one more issue in the scope of the WF which is the Test case format. Finally the WF covers below issues and seems agreeable. 
· Test case drafting structure(Issue 4-1 in 1st round) with clarification on the intention
· Issue 2-1 and 3-1 on IAB-DU in 1st round which are already agreeable 
· Issue 3-2-3 and 3-2-4 on radiated conformance testing in 1st round
· Issue 4-2 in 1st round
For MU/TT the dedicated WF is assigned in thread 309. 
Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	R4-2017491
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator recommendation on this WF is “agreeable”
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Dynamic range requirements:
* two separate requirements X and Y as following

Dynamic range (X)-dynamic PSD: power difference between min TX and
max Tx power under the same side condition with full RB transmission.

- The side condition including modulation order, reference channel FFS

Dynamic range (Y)-constant PSD: 10*logNgg
* This applied for power ration among single RB and full RB in the same channel

FFS for the conformance test case design

Ca#)ture the dynamic range with below defintion with FFS on specified
reference condition
* Option 1:The power dynamic range is the difference between the maximum and the
minimum output power for a specified reference condition.

* NOTE: The upper limit of the dynamic range is the BS maximum output power with full RB
transmission

* Other options not excluded
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Dynamic range agreements

* Both X and Y will be captured in the core spec,
the final wording for the side condition is
captured in TP R4-2012621.
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=6.3.2 IAB-MT Output Power Dynamics.
6.3.2.1 Total power dynamic range.

=6.3.2.1.1 General-

The IAB-MT total power dynamic range is the difference between the maximum and the minimum controlled transmit
power in the channel bandwidth for a specified reference condition. The maximum and minimum output powers are
defined as the mean power in at least one sub-frame 1ms.

= Note. The specified reference condition(s) are specified in the conformance specification [3GPP TS 38.xxx [xx]].
Changes in the controlled transmit power in the channel bandwidth due to changes in the specified
reference condition are not include as part of the dynamic range.

=6.3.2.1.2 Minimum requirement for IAB-MT type 1-H.

For a wide area IAB-MT the total power dynamic range for each NR carrier shall be larger than or equal to 5 dB.»

For a local area IAB-MT the total power dynamic range for each NR carrier shall be larger than or equal to 10 B.»




