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Introduction
In previous meeting, RAN4 received the LS [1] on ambiguity in deciding TL,C from RAN5. Regarding ∆TC,c in clause Configured transmitted power , RAN5 has two different understandings:
1. [bookmark: OLE_LINK21]The source of ∆TC,c  is the same as NOTE 3 in table 6.2.1-1, therefore the 1.5dB relaxation shouldn’t be considered again when deciding TL,C.
1. [bookmark: OLE_LINK15][bookmark: OLE_LINK16]Strictly following above core requirements, the 1.5dB relaxation should be considered twice when deciding ∆TC,c  and TL,C.

[bookmark: OLE_LINK44][bookmark: OLE_LINK47]The numeric example of understanding 1 and 2 can been seen below. With understanding 2 the lower limit of Pumax is further relaxed by 1.5dB.

	[bookmark: _Hlk61625903]Understanding
	PPowerClass
(dBm)
	MPR (dB)
	ΔTC,c (dB)
	PCMAX_L,f,c (dBm)
	T(PCMAX_L,f,c) (dB)
	TL,c
(dB)
	Lower limit (dBm)
[bookmark: OLE_LINK67][bookmark: OLE_LINK68]PCMAX_L,f,c – MAX(T(PCMAX_L,f,c), TL,c)

	1
	23
	0
	1.5
	21.5
	2.0
	2
	19.5

	2
	23
	0
	1.5
	21.5
	2.0
	3.5
	18



Please note both understanding have been adopted in TS 38.521-1 for different bands respectively, therefore it’s important that RAN4 provides clear guidance on which understanding is correct.
In this paper, we’d like to clarify this ambiguity in order to align with each other. A draft reply LS are attached in the Annex.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK24]Discussion on how to reply RAN5’s LS
[bookmark: OLE_LINK19]Based on the contribution [2] and [3], the Note 3 in table 6.2.1-1 is to mitigate the effect of duplex filter band edge attenuation, which was originated from LTE 36.101-v8.5.1. Based on the agreed CR [4], this relaxation was introduced into the Pcmax in LTE 36.101-v8.7.0 for the same technical reason. It’s clear that the understanding 1 is RAN4’s common understanding.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK30][bookmark: OLE_LINK31]Based on the Nokia’s draft LS [5], it’s RAN4’s common understanding that ∆Tc should not be double counted. Thus, we can reply RAN5’s LS as the Annex that understanding 1 is correct.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK28][bookmark: OLE_LINK29][bookmark: OLE_LINK40][bookmark: OLE_LINK41][bookmark: OLE_LINK20][bookmark: OLE_LINK23]Proposal 1: RAN4 reply RAN5’s LS directly that the understanding 1 “The source of ∆TC,c  is the same as NOTE 3 in table 6.2.1-1, therefore the 1.5dB relaxation shouldn’t be considered again when deciding TL,C” is correct.
In previous meeting, the divergence point is how to clarify RAN4’s specification. Thus, it’s more efficient to discuss the replied RAN5’s LS and clarification on RAN4’s specification separately.
Observation 1: it’s more efficient to discuss the replied RAN5’s LS and clarification on RAN4’s specification separately.
Discussion on how to clarify RAN4’s spec
In this sector, we’d like to discuss how to clarify RAN4’s spec and provide our solutions.
In Nokia’s draft LS [5], it’s said that 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK10][bookmark: OLE_LINK9]RAN4 can confirm that ∆Tc should not be double counted. Reason for this situation is due to an error in RAN4 specifications.
RAN4 has decided to fix the error by removing ∆TC,c from relevant PCMAX_L,f,c formulas such as

PCMAX_L,f,c = MIN {PEMAX,c– ∆TC,c,  (PPowerClass – ΔPPowerClass) – MAX(MAX(MPRc+∆MPRc, A-MPRc)+ ΔTIB,c + ∆TC,c + ∆TRxSRS, P-MPRc) }
∆TC,c is considered as an error in RAN4’s specification, but it isn’t the truth. This parameter ∆TC,c  has been introduced into specification since LTE Rel-8, and NR spec inherited it in Rel-15. And it can work very well both in RAN4 and RAN5 at least in 12 years. Right now, some companies may have an incorrect understanding in RAN5, so RAN4 is asked to clarify the understanding about the requirements. I don’t think we can tell RAN5 that ∆TC,c is an error in RAN4’s specification simply. If RAN4 admit that ∆TC,c is an error in RAN4’s specification, it means that we kept this error in both LTE and NR spec since Rel-8.
Observation 2: ∆TC,c can’t be removed by considering as an error in RAN4’s specification.
There are two corrections which were proposed in previous meetings to clarify the requirements as below.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK65][bookmark: OLE_LINK66][bookmark: OLE_LINK62][bookmark: OLE_LINK63]Option 1 (R4-2016494 [6]): Clarifying that tolerance TL,c doesn’t consider 1.5dB relaxation when deciding T(PCMAX,f,c) (Current requirements aren’t changed)
Option 2 (R4-2100139 [7]): dTc is removed from relevant PCMAX_L,f,c formulas. (Current requirements will be changed)
If we take option 2, the relevant PCMAX_L,f,c formulas will be changed. That means the corresponding Lower limit (dBm) PCMAX_L,f,c – MAX(T(PCMAX_L,f,c), TL,c) will be changed. We compared the Lower limit (dBm) using these two approaches as shown below.
Table 1 Lower limit comparison between these two approaches
	Case A (Huawei CR R4-2016494)
	
	Case B(Nokia CR R4-2100139)

	Ppowerclass
	Power Reduction
	Pcmax_L(∆TC,c =1.5)
	T(PCMAX_L,f,c)
	TL,c
	Lower limit (dBm)
PCMAX_L,f,c – MAX(T(PCMAX_L,f,c), TL,c)
	Lower limit Gap dB
(caseA minus caseB)
	Ppowerclass
	Power Reduction
	Pcmax_L(∆TC,c =0)
	T(PCMAX_L,f,c)
	TL,c
	Lower limit (dBm)
PCMAX_L,f,c – MAX(T(PCMAX_L,f,c), TL,c)

	23
	0
	21.5
	2
	2
	19.5
	0
	23
	0
	23
	2
	3.5
	19.5

	23
	1
	20.5
	2.5
	2
	18
	-0.5
	23
	1
	22
	2
	3.5
	18.5

	23
	2
	19.5
	3.5
	2
	16
	-1.5
	23
	2
	21
	2
	3.5
	17.5

	23
	3
	18.5
	4
	2
	14.5
	-2
	23
	3
	20
	2.5
	3.5
	16.5

	23
	4
	17.5
	5
	2
	12.5
	-3
	23
	4
	19
	3.5
	3.5
	15.5

	23
	5
	16.5
	5
	2
	11.5
	-2.5
	23
	5
	18
	4
	3.5
	14

	23
	6
	15.5
	5
	2
	10.5
	-1.5
	23
	6
	17
	5
	3.5
	12

	23
	7
	14.5
	5
	2
	9.5
	-1.5
	23
	7
	16
	5
	3.5
	11

	23
	8
	13.5
	5
	2
	8.5
	-1.5
	23
	8
	15
	5
	3.5
	10

	23
	9
	12.5
	6
	2
	6.5
	-2.5
	23
	9
	14
	5
	3.5
	9

	23
	10
	11.5
	6
	2
	5.5
	-2.5
	23
	10
	13
	5
	3.5
	8

	23
	11
	10.5
	6
	2
	4.5
	-1.5
	23
	11
	12
	6
	3.5
	6

	23
	12
	9.5
	6
	2
	3.5
	-1.5
	23
	12
	11
	6
	3.5
	5

	23
	13
	8.5
	6
	2
	2.5
	-1.5
	23
	13
	10
	6
	3.5
	4

	23
	14
	7.5
	7
	2
	0.5
	-2.5
	23
	14
	9
	6
	3.5
	3

	23
	15
	6.5
	7
	2
	-0.5
	-2.5
	23
	15
	8
	6
	3.5
	2

	23
	16
	5.5
	7
	2
	-1.5
	-1.5
	23
	16
	7
	7
	3.5
	0

	23
	17
	4.5
	7
	2
	-2.5
	-1.5
	23
	17
	6
	7
	3.5
	-1

	23
	18
	3.5
	7
	2
	-3.5
	-1.5
	23
	18
	5
	7
	3.5
	-2

	23
	19
	2.5
	7
	2
	-4.5
	-1.5
	23
	19
	4
	7
	3.5
	-3

	23
	20
	1.5
	7
	2
	-5.5
	-1.5
	23
	20
	3
	7
	3.5
	-4

	23
	21
	0.5
	7
	2
	-6.5
	-1.5
	23
	21
	2
	7
	3.5
	-5

	23
	22
	-0.5
	7
	2
	-7.5
	-1.5
	23
	22
	1
	7
	3.5
	-6

	23
	23
	-1.5
	7
	2
	-8.5
	-1.5
	23
	23
	0
	7
	3.5
	-7

	23
	24
	-2.5
	7
	2
	-9.5
	-1.5
	23
	24
	-1
	7
	3.5
	-8

	23
	25
	-3.5
	7
	2
	-10.5
	-1.5
	23
	25
	-2
	7
	3.5
	-9

	23
	26
	-4.5
	7
	2
	-11.5
	-1.5
	23
	26
	-3
	7
	3.5
	-10

	23
	27
	-5.5
	7
	2
	-12.5
	-1.5
	23
	27
	-4
	7
	3.5
	-11

	23
	28
	-6.5
	7
	2
	-13.5
	-1.5
	23
	28
	-5
	7
	3.5
	-12

	23
	29
	-7.5
	7
	2
	-14.5
	-1.5
	23
	29
	-6
	7
	3.5
	-13

	23
	30
	-8.5
	7
	2
	-15.5
	-1.5
	23
	30
	-7
	7
	3.5
	-14



[bookmark: OLE_LINK26]Based on the lower limit comparison between these two approaches, the lower limits for Nokia’s correction are tighter than the current requirements. Considering this correction is for Rel-15 maintenance, it may have an impact on legacy UEs if we change the RF requirements.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK32][bookmark: OLE_LINK33]Observation 3: It will have an impact on legacy UEs if we tighten the RF requirements in Rel-15 maintenance as option 2.
In order to make progress for this topic, there are three alternatives listed as below about how to clarify the specification:
Alternative 1: RAN4 don’t do any changes in current Rel-15 specification and just reply RAN5’s LS for clarification.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK27]Alternative 2: RAN4 endorse the content of CR R4-2016494 based on the understanding 1 for Rel-15 specification.
Alternative 3: It can be considered to improve the performance of Pumax low limit in the future Release instead of Rel-15.
Proposal 2: RAN4 can choose one solution of three alternatives in this meeting.
Summary
Based on the analysis and discussion above, all the proposals are listed below:
Proposal 1: RAN4 reply RAN5’s LS directly that the understanding 1 “The source of ∆TC,c  is the same as NOTE 3 in table 6.2.1-1, therefore the 1.5dB relaxation shouldn’t be considered again when deciding TL,C” is correct.
Observation 1: it’s more efficient to discuss the replied RAN5’s LS and clarification on RAN4’s specification separately.
Observation 2: ∆TC,c can’t be removed by considering as an error in RAN4’s specification.
Observation 3: It will have an impact on legacy UEs if we tighten the RF requirements in Rel-15 maintenance as option 2.
Alternative 1: RAN4 don’t do any changes in current Rel-15 specification and just reply RAN5’s LS for clarification.
Alternative 2: RAN4 endorse the content of CR R4-2016494 based on the understanding 1 for Rel-15 specification.
Alternative 3: It can be considered to improve the performance of Pumax low limit in the future Release instead of Rel-15.
Proposal 2: RAN4 can choose one solution of three alternatives in this meeting.
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[bookmark: OLE_LINK57][bookmark: OLE_LINK58][bookmark: OLE_LINK18]Response to:	LS R5-206676 on ambiguity in deciding TL,C from RAN5
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[bookmark: OLE_LINK45][bookmark: OLE_LINK46]Cc:	

Contact person:	Zhang Peng
	Zhangpeng169@huawei.com
	
Send any reply LS to:	3GPP Liaisons Coordinator, mailto:3GPPLiaison@etsi.org

Attachments:	None
1	Overall description
RAN4 thanks RAN5 LS on ambiguity in deciding TL,C. RAN4 has discussed understandings and achieved the following agreement:
	The understanding 1 “The source of ∆TC,c is the same as NOTE 3 in table 6.2.1-1, therefore the 1.5dB relaxation shouldn’t be considered again when deciding TL,C” is correct. 
Therefore, the numeric example of understanding 1 should be used for the UE conformance testing.
	Understanding
	PPowerClass
(dBm)
	MPR (dB)
	ΔTC,c (dB)
	PCMAX_L,f,c (dBm)
	T(PCMAX_L,f,c) (dB)
	TL,c
(dB)
	Lower limit (dBm)
PCMAX_L,f,c – MAX(T(PCMAX_L,f,c), TL,c)

	1
	23
	0
	1.5
	21.5
	2.0
	2
	19.5



2	Actions
To TSG RAN WG5 
ACTION: 	RAN4 respectfully asks RAN5 to take account the above RAN4’s clarification in the future.
3	Dates of next TSG-RAN WG4 meetings
[bookmark: OLE_LINK88][bookmark: OLE_LINK87]TSG-RAN4 Meeting#101bis-e 	 17 – 25 January 2022	Electronic Meeting
[bookmark: OLE_LINK54][bookmark: OLE_LINK53]TSG-RAN4 Meeting#102e 	       21 February – 3 March 2022 Electronic Meeting
3GPP
