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Introduction

An ad hoc meeting on P-MPR was held Thursday evening, focusing on the definition for P-MPR and various other aspects relating to this term. The session was chaired by Edgar/Motorola Solutions and ad-hoc minutes secretary Ralf/TeliaSonera.
The following companies and organizations were present: DT, NSN, Qualcomm, NEC, Huawei, DBSD, NTT DoCoMo, Panasonic. KDDI, Samsung, CATT, ZTE, Sprint, Clearwire, Verizon, RENESAS, Telecom Italia, Orange, Inter Digital, Vodafone, Softbank, Alcatel Lucent, Telefonica, Fujitsu, Nokia, TeliaSonera
There are inputs on P-MPR from TeliaSonera, DT, Qualcomm, InterDigital and Ericsson
[1] R4-115576 ; P-MPR definition;  TeliaSonera AB, DT
[2] R4-115662 ; Discussion P-MPR;  Definition and Use Cases Qualcomm Incorporated, InterDigital 

[3] R4-115577 ; CR P-MPR definition;  TeliaSonera AB, DT
[4] R4-115680; P-MPR in the upper limit of Pcmax;  Ericsson, ST Ericsson
1 Introduction

Edgar presented the agenda for the P-MPR discussion.
Valentin/Qualcomm  gave some short overview (PowerPoint slides)  on “RF safety introduction”

2 Definition for the P-MPR term
Existing proposals are in reference [1] and [2]:
· Do we need to define the applicable scenarios?
· Simultaneous LTE  + non 3GPP RATs
· Proximity sensors
· Simultaneous 2UL 
· Others
· Do we need to define the applicable power back off ranges?
· Simultaneous LTE  + non 3GPP RATs
· Proximity sensors
· Simultaneous 2UL 
· CA
· UL MIMO. 
Discussion:

Qualcomm: What does simultaneous 2UL mean and why do we have CA there
Chairman: Yes it covers basically the same

Ericsson: UL MIMO if they are within the same RAT then A-MPR can take care. If it is different RATs it is P-MPR

Qualcomm: P-MPR covers only cases which are not covered by 36.101 and therefore UL MIMO was not in the discussion

Chairman: we should focus on: 

· Simultaneous LTE  + non-3GPP RAT(s)
· Proximity sensors
New P-MPR text proposal:
P-MPR is the allowed maximum output power reduction for;
a) Ensuring compliance with applicable electromagnetic energy absorption requirements and addressing unwanted emissions requirements in case of simultaneous transmissions [on multiple RAT(s)]
b) Ensuring compliance with applicable electromagnetic energy absorption requirements in case a [proximity] sensor is used to address such requirements that require a lower maximum output power
    
The UE shall apply P-MPR only for the above cases.. For UE conducted conformance testing P-MPR shall be 0 dB
Note 1: P-MPR was introduced in the PCMAX equation such that the UE can report to the eNB the available maximum output transmit power. This information can be used by the eNB for scheduling decisions.

Note 2: P-MPR may impact the maximum uplink performance for the selected UL transmission path. 
Discussion on Bullet (b)

Motorola: Restriction to a sensor may not be the right way
Vodafone: They also think it should be proximity sensor

Qualcomm: If we use proximity sensor we need a definition what a proximity sensor means. They think it does not help to have proximity sensor there as it just calls confusion. It could be also handled in other ways.

Telecom Italia: In all inputs we have seen proximity sensor and it was clear to all. Therefore he can not see why this should be changed.
Samsung: Share same view as Motorola and Qualcomm
Vodafone: Can we just call it proximity?
Motorola: There are more ways to do it as e.g. motion sensor, etc

Chairman: Made more examples that there could be more sensors

Motorola: Can we just call it that the power is reduced
Vodafone: Agrees that there could be different sensors doing the job.

Motorola: Way forward: To change the proximity sensor to proximity detection?

· No objections

Discussion on bullet (a)

Qualcomm: Should be not just be limited to 3GPP and non-3GPP RAT
Orange: It should be limited to 3GPP and non-3GPP RAT
Telefonica: Supports Orange

Samsung: Supports the multiple RAT
Qualcomm:: P-MPR was introduced to help the network and it will be done even if it is not defined
Samsung: Has concerns that the self-desense has been removed from (a) and thinks it should be included.

Motorola: Agrees with Samsung that you can have self-desense even without having IMD problems
· Working assumption to add self desense again
Multi-RAT question open for further discussion tomorrow
3 Other open questions
· Do we need/want  extra signaling for the actual P-MPR value?
· Do we need/want test case for P-MPR? 
· Do we need/want to consider P-MPR also for 2G/3G? 
· What is with Rel-8 and Rel-9 as there is no P-MPR defined?
· Other cases to consider already now in the definition?
· For CA to care about SAR and IMD?
· Other cases as mentioned in the TS/DT input
· How to deal with the Ericsson suggestion to add P-MPR to Pcmax,h in [4]?
Discussion:

· How to deal with the Ericsson suggestion to add P-MPR to Pcmax,h in [4]?

Ericsson: Gave a short introduction to the CR
Qualcomm:: P-MPR we see as A-MPR and the value changes depending on the input from the sensor. If we decide to introduce in the future a max limit than there is a problem.
InterDigital: Supports Qualcomm

Ericsson: Pcamx can be anywhere between Pcmax,l and Pcamx,h and works similar to Pemax
InterDigital: P-MPR is more like A-MPR as it is frequency depended, etc
TeliaSonera: It depends also on the definition for P-MPR and that should be resolved first
· No agreement

Do we need/want  extra signaling for the actual P-MPR value?
Qualcomm: We already have in RAN2 signaling the value
Samsung: We do not have consensus on the range therefore we do not need to signal
Chairman: This is exactly why we want to signal it

Ericsson: Is it that the network can compute the value?

Qualcomm: Yes it can compute it

Ericsson: This is only true for the lower limit for the Pcmax as the upper limit is not defined
Nokia: Does the network use the P-MPR value is it not enough with the PHR?
DT: The PHR is enough for the scheduling. There is an issue on performance and that we do want to know it.

DT: We may want to send an LS to RAN3 on this 

Ericsson: For A-MPR the network is aware about it but not for P-MPR
· Further discussion is needed on this

· What is with Rel-8 and Rel-9 as there is no P-MPR defined?

TeliaSonera: We should think about this as there could be a mixture of Rel-8, Rel-9 and Rel-10 tablets in the network in the future
Nokia: Would this not also influence RAN2, Rel-8 and Rel-9 signaling
Qualcomm: Change may be feasible how it is computed in the equations but the network will not know the actual P-MPR value. It would help the scheduler although.
· Further discussion is needed on this
· Do we need/want to consider P-MPR also for 2G/3G? 

DT: Does it have an impact on scheduling?
Telecom Italia: Is it a real problem for 3G  and/or GPRS

Qualcomm: If  they do not have PHR than it does not make sense

Fujitsu: When we understood the problem we should send a LS to GERAN
· Further discussion is needed on this
