[bookmark: _Toc5938268][bookmark: _Toc9865820][bookmark: _GoBack]3GPP TSG-RAN WG4 Meeting #94bis-e 	 R4-2005482
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Online, 20 Apr - 01 May 2020

Source: 	Huawei
Title: 	WF on IAB system parameters
Agenda Item:	6.5.2
Document for:	Approval
1 Background
The IAB general subject area [205] discussion is captured in [1] there are a number of agreements and way forward discussion points which are to be captured in this way forward document.
The sub-topics can be summarized from the 1st round as follows:
Issue 2-1: Multi-band/Multi-carrier
Tentative agreements:
It seems agreeable that we can use the BS approach for IAB-MT WA but more study is needed before we agree on the 2nd IAB-MT class. This is in line with option 2.
Candidate options: 
For the multi-band, multi-carrier and CA requirements, IAB-MT requirements follow BS approach for all wide area  IAB-MT class only, other IAB-MT class FFS.
Recommendations for 2nd round: 
Agree option 2. Capture further work for the IAB-MT 2nd class in a WF.
Issue 2-2: Min number of IAB-MT transceivers
Tentative agreements: there is some support for option 1 but also many questions such as relationship to Demod requirements and emissions scaling requirements. Does not seem to be an agreeable option at the moment
Candidate options: 
Option 1: The number of transmitters for IAB-MT type 1-O is allowed to be 4. The number of receivers for IAB-MT type 1-O should be 8.
Option 2: 8 TRX (same as BS)
Option 3: 4 TRX 
Option 4: no minimum
Option 5: TBA
Issue 3-1: Second IAB-MT class
Tentative agreements: The views are split, Local has support of Ericsson, Samsung, Nokia and Huawei, Medium has support of ZTE and CATT. Qualcomm think the 2nd class should cover both options. Most agree the use case is for het net type deployment in urban areas with possibly unplanned cells. It is not agreed if this is represented by local or medium range however
Candidate options:
Option 1: local area
Option 2: medium range
Option 3: Both (new name?)
Recommendations for 2nd round: Try to agree the deployment scenario for the 2nd class, from that it may be easier to agree the correct name for the class. There are a number of open RF issue based around the 2nd class. The required RF performance should perhaps drive the class needed (i.e, Max power (if any), sensitivity requirement etc).
Issue 3-2: Min distance or MCL IAB-MT or other class definition
Tentative agreements: Not much agreement, it seems most support for min distance over MCL as at least 1 parameter to be defined so maybe we can reduce the options by agreeing at least min distance to be used. Some companies also which to add additional conditions based on deployment.
Candidate options:
Option 1: Min distance between IAB-MT and IAB-DU
Option 2: Min distance between IAB-MT and IAB-DU plus additional parameters to be further discussed
Recommendations for 2nd round:
If agreeable discuss appropriate min distance for FR1 and FR2. If additional parameters agreed then make a list of candidates and attempt to select agreeable parameters.
Capture agreements in WF.
Issue 3-3: IAB-DU and IAB-MT class combinations
Tentative agreements: Option 1 seems agreeable
Candidate options:
Option 1: IAB-MT and IAB-DU classes shall be possible to be combined freely in an IAB-Node
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Capture agreement above in WF
Way Forward
The open issues were discussed in the on-line webinar on 28/4/20, the agreements of that meeting are captured below.
Issue 2-1: Multi-band/Multi-carrier
Agreement
For the multi-band, multi-carrier and CA requirements, IAB-MT requirements follow BS approach for all wide area  IAB-MT class only, other IAB-MT class FFS.
Note this agreement was confirmed in the online webinar (28/4/20)
Issue 2-2: Min number of IAB-MT transceivers
Agreement:
For 1-H, no minimum limit of number of TRX for ITA IAB-MT 
For 1-O, minimum limit of number of TRX for ITA IAB-MT
· Option 1: limitation is 4
· Option 2: limitation is 8

Note this agreement was confirmed in the online webinar (28/4/20)

Issue 3-1: Second IAB-MT class
Agreement:
Introduce second IAB-MT class as “Local-Area” IAB-MT 
· The requirements can be discussed case by case; with above naming “Local-Area” for 2nd IAB-MT class, there is no indication the requirements will be automatically reused from local-area BS requirements

Note this agreement was confirmed in the online webinar (28/4/20)

Issue 3-2: Min distance or MCL IAB-MT or other class definition
Option 1: use target deployment scenario and below parameters for IAB-MT class definition and description:
· Option 1a: Minimum distance/ Typical distance 
· Option 1b: Minimum distance/Typical distance combined with other parameters including Planed/Unplanned and Backhaul link condition 
Option 2: use target deployment scenario for IAB class definition and description 
· Wide area IAB-MT target for Macro and Micro cell deployment
· Local area IAB-MT target for Micro and Pico Cell deployment

Agreement:
Postpone the introduction of description of IAB-MT class in TS, focused on introduction of requirements for different IAB-MT classes first. 
· The background of IAB-MT class can be captured in the TR for information and reference purpose

It’s RAN4 common understanding there is no test for the parameter used in the IAB-MT class definition; meanwhile the definition will be the key background information we used to define requirements.

Note this agreement was confirmed in the online webinar (28/4/20)

Issue 3-3: IAB-DU and IAB-MT class combinations
Agreement
IAB-MT and IAB-DU classes shall be possible to be combined freely in an IAB-Node, additional RF impact analysis is needed after two IAB-MT class RF requirement is agreed.
Note this was not discussed in the online webinar, but consensus was reached in round 1.
References
[1]	R4-2003313	Discussion of IAB-MT class and Tx power	CATT
[2]	R4-2004165	IAB MT  TX dynamic range	Ericsson
[3]	R4-2005585	Email discussion summary for [94e Bis][207] NR_IAB_RF_Part_1	Moderator (Qualcomm Incorporated)

