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1	Introduction
At RAN#81 concerns related to Dynamic Power Sharing were discussed [1] and a Way Forward was subsequently endorsed [2]. RAN sent an LS to RAN4 [3] which asked RAN4 to improve requirements in TS 38.101-3 to prevent unnecessary NR dropping when there is power left from the LTE UL in EN-DC. RAN4 and RAN1 each made great progress toward this goal in their respective specifications, but questions remain about if the requirements are testable [4][5]. 
This contribution discusses the current situation and proposes that RAN Plenary offer guidance to RAN4 and RAN5 to ensure that the Dynamic Power sharing requirements are testable.
2	Discussions
As a result of the RAN Plenary Way forward and LS to RAN4, RAN4 discussed the issue thoroughly, and eventually endorsed CRs that included the scaling/ dropping parameter Xscale in the Pcmax definition for inter-band and intra-band EN-DC in TS 38.101-3. Also, RAN1 agreed a CR that added text related to Xscale to TS 38.213 [6]: 
 [image: ] 
While the issue appears to be mostly settled thanks to the guidance from RAN Plenary, the next issue is if the requirements are testable. Since the RAN4 requirements are related to Pcmax, which is tested by asking the UE to increase its power until it maxes out, it has been shown that if dropping is ever allowed for a given EN-DC configuration (condition b=true in the Pcmax equations), then NR can always be dropped, regardless of whether there is enough power remaining for NR or not [4][5]. Some have argued that the requirements can be tested by setting PLTE below PPowerClass, but there are limitations on the thoroughness of testing with reduced PLTE.
On the other hand, it seems like it should be possible to test the RAN1 requirement in 38.213. For instance, the requirement to not drop unnecessarily could be tested as follows: 
If Pmcg+Pscg<Pen-dc total (linear), there is no need to scale or drop.  NR can only be dropped if it must be scaled by more than Xscale (6) dB. So worst case, if the desired Pscg was 26 dBm, it would have to be scaled down below 20 dBm before it can be dropped. So, if there is room for at least 20 dBm (100 mW) of power after subtracting LTE power from Pendc_total (linear) for a power class 2 UE, then NR should not be dropped. So for PC2 if Pmcg mW < Pen-dc_total mW – 100 mW, then NR should not be dropped. 
However, we have been told that RAN5 maintains almost a one-to-one mapping with the equivalent RAN4 core specs, so it would be difficult for RAN5 to define an RF test case based on RAN1 requirements. 
Alternatively, in [5] it was proposed that:
Option 3:	The SCG MPR/A-MPR is chosen as the power reduction necessary to ensure the emissions requirements are met.  In this case, the MPR/A-MPR for the SCG is defined as the difference between PPowerClass,EN-DC and the remaining power, where the remaining power is the difference between PPowerClass,EN-DC reduced by the total MPR/A-MPR and , the transmission power on the MCG (not the maximum configured power).
	With Option 3, it is no longer necessary to reduce PEN-DC,tot_L by MAX{MPRtot, A-MPRtot} in order to meet emissions requirements, so instead
PEN-DC,tot_L (p,q) = MIN{ PPowerClass,EN-DC, PEMAX,EN-DC}
		which is the same as for inter-band EN-DC.	
Our proposal here isn’t to have RAN Plenary debate the proposed technical solutions, but rather, we propose that RAN Plenary request that RAN4 and RAN5 work to find a way to ensure the Dynamic Power Sharing scaling and dropping requirements can be tested.
Proposal: RAN Plenary should send an LS to RAN4 and RAN5 asking them to ensure that the dynamic power sharing scaling/dropping requirements are testable. 
There is a draft LS in [7]
3	Conclusions 
Proposal: RAN Plenary should send an LS to RAN4 and RAN5 asking them to ensure that the dynamic power sharing scaling/dropping requirements are testable.

4	References
[1] [bookmark: _Ref9602611]RP-181891, “Dynamic Power Sharing vs. Dynamic NR Dropping,” Sprint, Deutsche Telekom
[2] [bookmark: _Ref9602702]RP-182034, “Way forward on inter-band EN-DC power control,” Nokia
[3] [bookmark: _Ref9605479]RP-182167, “LS inter-band EN-DC power control (to: RAN4; cc: RAN2; contact: Sprint),” RAN 
[4] [bookmark: _Ref9604680]R4-1904676, “On the SCG MPR/A-MPR and Pcmax for EN-DC with Dynamic Power Sharing,” Motorola Mobility
[5] [bookmark: _Ref9604682]R4-1906957, “Further Discussion of SCG MPR/A-MPR and PCMAX for EN-DC with Dynamic Power Sharing,” Motorola Mobility
[6] [bookmark: _Ref9607361]R1-1814370, “Draft CR for 38.213: EN-DC dynamic power sharing,” Sprint
[7] [bookmark: _Ref9613691]RP-191393, “Draft LS to RAN4 and RAN5 on Dynamic Power Sharing Requirements,” Sprint
image1.png
-oc

- if Byeg (i )+ Pacg (5, ) > PESP® in any portion of slot i, of the SCG,

——the UE reduces transmission power in any portion of slot 7, of the SCG so that By (5 )+ Pecg i, )< PES>
in any portion of slot 7, , where B (;) and B (i, ) are the linear values of the total UE transmission
powers in subframe 4, of the MCG and in slot i, of the SCG, respectively. -The UE is not required to

transmit in any portion of slot i, of the SCG if Res () yould need to be reduced by more than the value

o) PEN-DC
provided by YSCALE in ordes for Tuce()* Bee (8)S PR 1) o portion ofsot & ofthe scG

The UE is required to transmit in slot , of the SCG if Re5 () would not need to be reduced by more than the

o) PEN-DC
value provided by XSCALE i order for Foce(t)+Bes (8)S PR 1) i portons ofstot &





