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1. Introduction
In the response LS from RAN4 [1], following agreement is informed on the PHR table. 
	Agreement: a single mapping table based on 7 bits and 1 dB resolution is sufficient for PHR in both FR1 and FR2.


This paper aims to address our view on above from RAN2 perspective.
2. Discussion
The question from RAN2 [2] on common/separate table was raised from that eNB might not be able to distinguish Frequency range of serving cell in NR CG [3]. In RAN4 discussion [4-6], it was stated that the power control principle was same as for LTE and is frequency agnostic and finally it was agreed to use the common table to cover power range of FR1 and FR2. On the other hand, this common table results in the extension of PH and Pcmax,c field length in MAC CE in the end. This is because RAN4 assumes to use single mapping table to cover both FR1 and FR2 which have different value range of transmission power, and 1dB step as in LTE, i.e. at least 95 indices to describe (-40dBm ~ 55dBm). 
Observation1: RAN4 assumes 7bits length of PH (and Pcmax,c) due to the single mapping table and 1dBm step.

However, we think that it is not desirable to extend the field length of Pcmax, c and PH from RAN2 perspective. Since UE reports Pcmax,c and PH of NR Cell to eNB using LTE PHR MAC CE, LTE MAC spec needs to be adopted to accommodate 7bits of Pcmax,c and PH. 
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Figure1. Dual Connectivity PHR MAC Control Element in LTE MAC
In that case, there are several options, for example, to use 2 reserved bits to extend both PH and Pcmax,c field. Another option is to define additional MAC CE format for 7 bits field of PH and Pcmax,c. We think that both options are not desirable. While the former option aims to use the current format as much as possible, such extension is make the PHR procedure complicated. This is because this MAC CE is assumed to be commonly used for LTE-LTE DC and EN-DC and thus UE and NW should distinguish the length of field depending on the RAT of other CG. RAN2 aims to avoid such complicated procedure as discussed also in context of terminology of SRS PH [7][8]. Furthermore, regarding the latter option, solution of brand-new PHR MAC CE, we have now 7 types of PHR MAC CEs in LTE already!!!! and should not increase the number of options. 
Observation2: Extension of PH and Pcmax,c field length results in the additional impact in LTE MAC.
Therefore, we think that it is good to keep 6-bits of Pcmax,c and PH as it is.
Proposal1: Keep 6-bits length of PH and Pcmax,c in PHR MAC CE
To keep the 6bits length, we need to reconsider either or both assumption of “single mapping table” and “1dBm step”. 
If we reconsider “single mapping table”, we are now coming back to the assumption addressed in [2] that eNB may not be understand the frequency of each NR serving cell. For example, eNB can know it by looking into the SCG configuration. We think that eNB may anyway need to know the frequency of NR serving cell in purpose of measurement configuration.
If we reconsider “1dBm step” of Pcmax, c and PH, we can consider coarser resolution for some value ranges. For example, more than 1dBm step could be considered for the large Pcmax,c and PH values since the error is relatively small compared with the reported value. However, the details should be discussed in RAN4. 
We think that both could work but think that the latter one will be better choice (if RAN4 confirms). This is because it can reduce the necessity in eNB to understand the configuration of other node and thus inter-operability between NW nodes becomes easier. Therefore, we propose to ask RAN4 the feasibility of 6-bits to cover the power range of FR1 and FR2.
Proposal2: Send LS to RAN4 to ask the feasibility of 6-bits to cover the power range of FR1 and FR2.
3. Summary and Conclusion

This contribution addresses the field length of Pcmax,c and PH and followings are observed and proposed: 
Observation1: RAN4 assumes 7bits length of PH (and Pcmax,c) due to the single mapping table and 1dBm step.
Observation2: Extension of PH and Pcmax,c field length results in the additional impact in LTE MAC.
Proposal1: Keep 6-bits length of PH and Pcmax,c in PHR MAC CE

Proposal2: Send LS to RAN4 to ask the feasibility of 6-bits to cover the power range of FR1 and FR2.
The draft LS to RAN2 is provided in [9]. 
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