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Introduction
In this contribution we discuss on the IAB MT capabilities and provide suggestions in handling the topic in Q3 RAN WG meetings. 
[bookmark: _Hlk528931115]Discussion
2.1 Background
In the previous RP meeting the following guidance were endorsed on IAB-MT capabilities [1]:
	2. RAN WGs to investigate which of the mandatory Rel-15 UE features (as defined in TR 38.822) can be optional for basic operation of (and if found useful, for different classes of IAB-MTs as defined by RAN4).
3. RAN WGs should strive to minimize specification impact.


And the different classes therein refer to local-area and wide-area IAB-MT discussed in RAN4. RAN4 agreed the definition of the two classes in RAN4#95e as the followings:
· Wide Area IAB-MT nodes are characterised by requirements derived from Macro Cell and/or Micro Cell scenarios.
· Local Area IAB-MT nodes are characterised by requirements derived from Pico Cell and/or Micro Cell scenarios.
Then there were discussions on IAB-MT capabilities in RAN WG 1/2/4 in the past meetings [2-4]. Given the progress so far, there seems to be some outstanding issues to solve.
· The understanding/handling of different IAB-MT classes seems to vary across RAN WGs.
· In RAN1 the UE feature list for local-area IAB-MT is FFS.
· In RAN2 the signaling framework has been agreed anyway, with some features related to topology adaption still left open.
· In RAN4 some mandatoery features were agreed which are supposed to be applicable for both wide area and local area IAB-MT in our understanding, although not explicitly captured in the WF. Optional features may be treated differently for the two classes but not decided yet. There are some FFSs which need to be discussed further in August WG meeting.
Given this very late stage of Rel-16, it seems meaningful to establish some guidance for further discussions in Q3 WG meetings. We will look into this in the next sub-section.
2.2 Discussions on the Issues with IAB MT capabilities
The issues listed in section 2.1 essentially relate to two aspects, i.e., a) different IAB-MT classes, and b) minimum feature set. One reason of such difficulty is that the definitions of such classes are not quite clear although there have been some agreements in RAN4. More discussions are in the following.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Handling of different IAB-MT classes
As mentioned, the situations regarding this aspect are different across the WGs. 
RAN1 reached some conclusions on wide-area IAB-MT but for local-area it is still open [2]. RAN4 just focused on the features and discuss whether they are applicable and whether optional for IAB-MT [4].
In RAN2 the capability has been progressed in such a way that it does not explicitly differentiate the two classes. The following RAN2 agreements give more insights in this regard [3]. More specifically the capability signaling framework just reuses the NR Rel-15, but further defining which features are mandatory and optional for the IAB-MT. 
	· R2 to specify that IAB-MTs can make use of the UE capability signaling framework (including specification of minimum set). Whether it is actually used for e.g. Wide Area IAB-MTs may be up to implementation.
· Local-Area IAB-MTs have to support the UE capability signaling framework.
· Mandatory IAB-MT features (minimum set of capabilities) are defined (indicated) in a dedicated sub-section in TS 38.306. 
· Introduce capability bits for IAB-MT to allow support indication for the features which are mandatory without capability signaling for Rel-15 UEs, but are optional for IAB-MT.



[bookmark: o1]Observation 1: RAN2 has agreed the IAB-MT capability signaling framework for IAB-MT.
It is therefore possible to save the effort in RAN1/4 if similar principles are applied and no more debate is needed over handling of different IAB-MT classes. This may already be the cases in RAN4 but such general principle may help to save the future effort in Q3 WG meeting.
[bookmark: p1]Proposal 1: RAN1&4 take into account the signaling framework used by RAN2 and finalize the IAB-MT feature list.

On Minimum Feature Set
In RAN2, the concept of minimum feature set was used in the discussions and the output was basically a set of mandatory features for all the IAB-MT classes. In other word, there will be mandatory features and optional features. For the optional features signaling bits will be defined if not already available. This seems in line with the RAN1/4 situation, where no minimum feature set has been agreed explicitly. 
To save the effort in Q3 WG meetings, it seems sufficient to assume that the same minimum set are defined for both local-area and wide-area IAB-MT. This essentially means the set of mandatory features are defined by taking into account all IAB-MT classes. This set should be minimum and it contains the fundamental features for IAB-MT to connect and obtain proper configuration from Donor-CU. Except for these mandatory ones, all the other features are optional. 
One outstanding issue is about the topology adaption related FG4-1/4-2/7-1. This was heavily discussed in RAN2 without consensus. Following the above logic, as they may not be essential for wide-area IAB-MT they can be defined as optional. But note that this does not mean that it is not supported anyway by IAB-MT. 
[bookmark: p2]Proposal 2: A set of mandatory features are defined which are common for both IAB-MT classes.
[bookmark: p3]Proposal 3: The topology adaption related FG4-1/4-2/7-1 are not mandatory for IAB-MT in Rel-16.
Conclusion
In this contribution, we discuss on the issues with IAB-MT capabilities. To save the effort in the coming RAN WG meetings we believe it meaningful to consider the following in the RP discussions.
Observation 1: RAN2 has agreed the IAB-MT capability signaling framework for IAB-MT.
Proposal 1: RAN1&4 take into account the signaling framework used by RAN2 and finalize the IAB-MT feature list.
Proposal 2: A set of mandatory features are defined which are common for both IAB-MT classes.
Proposal 3: The topology adaption related FG4-1/4-2/7-1 are not mandatory for IAB-MT in Rel-16.
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