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Introduction
In RAN4#101-bis-e, extensive discussions were made regarding MPE requirements. A WF has been agreed in [1]:
[bookmark: _GoBack]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. 
In RAN1#107e-bis, there is no more discussion on this topic.
In RAN4#101-bis-e, discussions are being documented in [2], however consensus is still not reached and in WF [3] is basically still kept open for impact of MPE ehnahcements: 
· Agreements
· It will be further determined
· whether to change current PCMAX definition based on the latest RAN1/2 agreement
· whether to update the P-MPR NOTE based on potential CR proposed to the next meeting.
 In this contribution, some views in [4] are resubmitted, and further proposal was provided.
Discussion
As discussed in last meeting, it was already commonly accepted that P-MPR would be reported with one corresponding SSBRI/CRI, and up to 4 values can be reported based on capabilities. In addition, RAN1 did not specify the criterion for selection of SSBRI(s)/CRI(s).
However, there are still different understandings on whether Pcmax definition or P-MPR note need further updated. There are arguments that P-MPR is now beam specific and need to be extended, but no stable or widely supported wordings were proposed. Just as already raised in [4], the P-MPR is already quite flexibly defined in the respective equation, without having a definite need to be extended.
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

Observation 1: The current P-MPR item in the Pcmax related equation is already flexible to cover multiple Beam cases.
Furthermore, even if further extension can be considered for P-MPR, it is quite doubtful whether some more verification can be considered, since RAN1 spec itself is quite flexible and no selection criterion for selection of SSBRI(s)/CRI(s). 
Observation 2: More tentative P-MPR extension can be more problematic in verification need or testability, thus may not fruitful.
Based on these two observations, the following proposal is provided:
Proposal: No extension of P-MPR concept or equation is needed. 
Conclusion
In this paper, further views of UE RF impact of RAN1 MPE mitigation were provided.

Observation 1: The current P-MPR item in the Pcmax related equation is already flexible to cover multiple Beam cases.
Observation 2: More tentative P-MPR extension can be more problematic in verification need or testability, thus may not fruitful.
Proposal: No extension of P-MPR concept or equation is needed. 
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