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Introduction
[bookmark: _GoBack]In RAN4#101-e, extensive discussions were made regarding MPE requirments. A WF has been agreed in [1]:
WF2: Impact of MPE enhancements
· Discussion summary
· Most companies support not to make changes to the existing P-MPR related definition/capabilities for the Rel-17 MPE enhancements. 
· On the other hand, some companies share that RAN4 still needs further check if the current definition/capability could accommodate the enhancement.
· Agreements
· RAN4 will further check if the current definition/capability could implement the enhancement for a following case or not
· Relation between each of the reported P-MPR values(N≤4) tied with the corresponding respective(M=1) SSBRI(s)/CRI(s) and Pcmax
· For the next meeting, companies are encouraged to provide views if changes are required considering RAN1 agreements and above

In RAN1#107-e, the following agreements were made regarding MPE issue:
Conclusion
On Rel.17 enhancements to facilitate MPE mitigation, there is no consensus on a specification-based criterion for selecting N from a candidate SSB/CSI-RS resource pool
This basically means that RAN1 would not specify any criterion for beam selection and purely left for implementation. The basic specification status is identical to last meeting. Earlier RAN1 agreements can reference to [3].
In this contribution, proposal was provided.
Discussion
In RAN4#101-e, extensive discussion were made and documented in [2]. Since RAN1 did not make any new conclusion compared in last meeting, the following basic observations on RAN1 conclusion which are excerpted from [3] are still hold:
Observation 1: RAN1 has extend the number of P-MPR from 1 to N (4 maximum) that can be reported by a UE.
Observation 2: One P-MPR would be reported with one corresponding SSBRI/CRI, this means the reported P-MPR is actually a per-beam value. 
Observation 3: No per-panel or per-beam P-MPR was explicit mentioned, but neither implementations are precluded. 

Observation 1: RAN1 did not specify the criterion for selection of SSBRI(s)/CRI(s).

Also as discussed before, the P-MPR for FR2 is used for the restriction of measured peak EIRP as following:
The configured UE maximum output power PCMAX,f,c for carrier f of a serving cell c shall be set such that the corresponding measured peak EIRP PUMAX,f,c is within the following bounds
PPowerclass + PIBE – MAX(MAX(MPRf,c, A- MPRf,c,) + ΔMBP,n, P-MPRf,c) – MAX{T(MAX(MPRf,c, A- MPRf,c,)), T(P-MPRf,c)} ≤ PUMAX,f,c ≤ EIRPmax
It can be seen that the P-MPR in the equation is quite flexible and can actually already be adaptable to different beams. In this senses, there is no need to make any extension to the P-MPR item and equation, and just some concept clarification is sufficient.
Observation 2: The current P-MPR item in the Pcmax related equation is already sufficient to cover multiple Beam cases.
Proposal: No extension of P-MPR or equation is needed. Some clarification note can be considered if deemed necessary.

Conclusion
In this paper, further views of UE RF impact of RAN1 MPE mitigation were provided.

Observation 1: RAN1 did not specify the criterion for selection of SSBRI(s)/CRI(s).
Observation 2: The current P-MPR item in the Pcmax related equation is already sufficient to cover multiple Beam cases.
Proposal: No extension of P-MPR or equation is needed. Some clarification note can be considered if deemed necessary.

References
[1] R4-2120006, WF on FeMIMO RF, Samsung, , RAN4#101-e
[2] R4-2119932, Email discussion summary for [101-e][132] NR_feMIMO, Moderator(Samsung), RAN4#101-e
[3] R4-2118288, Further discussion on impact of multi-panel reception requirements, vivo, RAN4#101-e





 2 / 5

