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Introduction
This summary capture the Ad-hoc minutes for [108][144] NR_cov_enh2_part1.

Topic #1: CRs to enable higherPowerLimit-r17 for eligible PC3+PC5 CA/DC combinations respectively, including UL intra-band CA
The discussed issues 
Sub-topic 1-1: CRs to enable higherpowerlimit-r17 for eligible PC3+PC5 combinations of uplink inter-band CA/DC with intra-band UL CA component
Issue 1-1: Whether to agree CR R4-2311040 which is to clarify that the total power under higherpowerlimit feature for PC3+PC5 inter-band UL CA with intra-band UL CA component is determined by the sum of configured power of each band but not by that of each CCs.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes. (Nokia, Samsung)
· Option 2: No. (MediaTek)
· In current RAN4 specs, there is no such UL CA configuration.
· Option 3: Others, in case the CR may need further revision.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

[Ad-hoc discussion]
Nokia: There are already DC/CA configuration in the spec.
Ericsson: Two issues. #1 power class for the intra-band component is the same for the one for the whole combination. #2 power limit is only available for the NR part for the DC configuration.
Vivo: In Rel-16 we have considered such cases. But it should be careful to extend this feature for this case.
Nokia: To Ericsson, it would be better for UE to have the same PC across single band and UL CA. But the signaling would be different. Not sure why we should drop this CR.
Ericsson: If you have NR only UL CA configuration, you can indicate the PC for the CA which can be different from the single band. The intra-band and ENDC are different cases.
Nokia: Clarification: for intra-band UL CA, UE still uses the PC for band combo instead of single band.

Issue 1-2: Whether to agree CR R4-2311041 which is to clarify that the total power under higherpowerlimit feature for PC3+PC5 inter-band EN-DC with intra-band UL CA component is determined by the sum of configured power of each band but not by that of each CCs.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes. (Nokia, Samsung)
· Option 2: No. (MediaTek)
· In current RAN4 specs, there is no such UL CA configuration.
· Option 3: Others, in case the CR may need further revision.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

[Ad-hoc discussion]
Moderator: Further discuss whether these two CRs are necessary.

Topic #2: Leftovers for the agreed ΔPPowerClass report
The discussed issues 
Sub-topic 2-1: Draft CR to implement reference PC change indication for the configured max duty cycle exceeding scenario for both single band and CA operation  
Issue 2-1: Whether to endorse draft CR R4-2313097 which is to implement reference PC change indication for the configured max duty cycle exceeding scenario for both single band and CA operation.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes. (Huawei)
· Option 2: Others, in case the draft CR may need further revision.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

[Ad-hoc discussion]
QC: We don't have requirement for RAN4 for this signalling, seems no need for the CR.
OPPO: It is RAN2 issue.
Ericsson: It is RAN2 issue. Concern on P-Max configuration during the PC fallback. 



Sub-topic 2-2: Miscellaneous 
Issue 2-2: Whether the main bullet in the agreed LS R4-2310500 needs further clarification to emphasize that reporting ΔPPowerClass is also allowed for return on the current PC 
· Proposals
· Option 1: The following clarification is needed. (Nokia)
· enable UE report on ΔPPowerClass to indicate which power class requirements that the UE is referring to where only ΔPPowerClass (power fall) resulting from duty cycle exceedance or ΔPPowerClass (power return) resulting from duty cycle reduction  
· The occasion of the report should be limited to when configured duty cycle is exceeded or reduced after the exceedance
· Option 2: Others.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

[Ad-hoc discussion]
OPPO: Agree with Nokia.
QC: Agree with Nokia. The capabilities which may change during PC fallback should also be discussed.
Nokia: We should not apply this method to each capability.
QC: What are the new capability?
Nokia: In general we should discuss case by case.
QC: Understanding: all impacted UE capabilities impacted by PC fallback are the discussion targets.
OPPO: PC fallback is not a formal concept
QC: When there is PC fallback, what is captured in the spec is the entire requirements would be changed.
Nokia: Similar view with QC. PC fallback UE is allowed to refer to PC3 requirements
Ericsson: Besides the UE indicated (nominal) PC, the UE may use different PC to calculate the Pcmax and PHR. 
MTK: It is good for alignement.



Issue 2-3: Whether to discuss the UE report on multiple sets of capabilities corresponding to each fallback PC case by case
· Proposals
· Option 1: Follow the agreement in the last meeting. 
· UE should report on multiple sets of capabilities corresponding to each fallback PC e.g., UE capability on full power transmission mode.
· Option 2: It should be discussed case by case since the aforementioned report may increase the complexity from UE perspective. (vivo)
· Recommended WF
· TBA


[bookmark: _GoBack]Agreement:
CR is not necessary. Further discuss the LS to RAN2 based on the previous RAN4 agreement in this meeting.
· Discuss on the potential impacted UE capabilities by delta P power class change case by case if proposed.

