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Pcmax Ad-hoc #2 Thursday evening – remaining issues

1. Inter-band EN-DC including FR2
Proposals from:
R4-1810054	Pcmax for Rel-15 inter-band EN-DC for FR1 and NR in FR2	InterDigital, Inc.
Endorse This CR.
---------------------------------------Start of Change 1-------------------------------
[bookmark: _Toc503255885]6.2B.4.1.4	Inter-band EN-DC including FR2
For inter-band dual connectivity with one uplink serving cell per CG on E-UTRA and NR respectively, with NR configured in FR2, the UE is allowed to set its configured maximum output power PCMAX,c(i),i for serving cell c(i) of CG i, i = 1,2.
The UE maximum configured power PCMAX,c(i), on E-UTRA for the subframe i shall be set according to subclause 6.2.5 from 36.101. Applicable inter-band ΔTIB,c parameters shall be used according to the subclauses 6.2B.4.2.4 or 6.2B.4.2.5.
The UE maximum configured power PCMAX,c(j), on NR for the slot j shall be set according to subclase 6.2.4 from 38.101-2.
For the configured power measurements 36.101 subclause 6.2.5 and 38.101-2 subclause 6.2.4 are applicable.
---------------------------------------End of Change 1-------------------------------
R4-1810058	Configured output power for EN-DC	Ericsson (Big CR for EN-DC)

[bookmark: _Toc510693823]6.2B.4.1.4	Inter-band EN-DC including FR2
< equations for Pcmax >
[The configured maximum output power on the MCG and SCG is in accordance with [36.101] and [38.101-2], respectively.]

Discussion:

2. Inter-band EN-DC within FR1 (top priority)
WF: We will go with InterDigital CR in 11484 with comment number 1 from Ericsson addressed.
 
Single carrier Pcmax correction for Teval from Qualcomm R4-1811485 
To be revised for editorials.


3. Intra-band EN-DC within FR1
Two draft CRs for the 2 options were provided on the reflector by Nokia and Ericsson respectively.
Need to consider other options?

Nokia: Alternative of the P-MPR not being accepted.
Instead of P-MPR is NR, there may be an option of what A-MPR table to be used: Normal or more relax
E///: If we make a reference to the tables then it will look like E/// proposal.
Nokia: we need the capability signaling for the UEs that are slow or fast on which table can be used
Qualcomm: RAN4 defines tables. Let’s decouple the RAN1 type of discussion.
Nokia: Set different A-MPR tables. We do not touch RAN1 spec. Just ask RAN2 for a UE capability.
Nokia: Let’s get back to the P-MPR proposal. Because without signaling we don’t know what the UE does.
E///:How the base station will figure out the improved A-MPR on LTE? No capability defined.
Sprint: OK with delayed NR capability. But no P-MPR. 
Better with E/// proposal under circumstances.
Nokia: Then we can assume the worst A-MPR? That is not acceptable for Nokia.
Qualcomm: All the RAN1 mechanisms are there.
Nokia: If no capability, all the UEs will be assumed using worst A-MPR case.
E////: Live LTE as it is and reduce A-MPR …
Nokia: Is there a way to know what A-MPR is used, other than a capability that is linking an A-MPR table?
E///: PHR composite may be used.
Nokia: How to distinguish what A-MPR is used. You cannot.
E///: From PHR reported Pcmax it can be derived.
Nokia: equal back-off was the idea/assumption for EN-DC intra-band.
Mediatek: Merge the tables and use only 1 or use capability signaling.
Sprint: Why is problematic for RAN4 to have a UE capability for A-MPR?
E///: Equal A-MPR on all branches: WE derive A-MPR from the total signal. We can leave LTE as is, before reducing NR for emission.
Nokia: E/// believe that all the UE behave the same.
E///: Why the UEs with improved A-MPR that will take power from LTE would perform better?
Sprint: As an operator. We have more NR bandwidth then LTE. Most of the traffic will be on NR. We don’t want to penalize NR.
Skyworks: If we don’t know what NR alloc is, we aplly LTE SA A-MPR and then NR gets 1RB alloc. How do we compensate for that?
Mediatek: Signaling would be required for the UE capability for A-MPR table selection.
Nokia: UE capabilities can be added later, no problem with the ASN freeze if needed. We want to see how EN-DC will degrade both ways.
E///: There is no need or benefit from a UE capability.
Chair: What if we lock into n-4 NR
Qcom: NO!
Mediatek: Which table we have?
Qcom: Multiple tables atre available.
Intel: Even locking in NR n-4 is there assumed cell edge.
E////: Why slowing down NR? What is the benefit?
Nokia: We don’t follow E//// idea.
Mediatek: Why doing this?

WF:
Mediatek to take a Tdoc number and propose a way forward for the next meeting.




Discussion:



If time allows:
4. NR CA within FR1 (inter-band top priority for NR CA)
At least inter-band should be discussed.
R4-1809758	Pcmax for NR CA considerations in FR1	InterDigital, Inc.

CRs:

R4-1809759	Pcmax for intra-band contiguous NR CA FR1 draft CR	InterDigital, Inc.
R4-1809760	Pcmax for intra-band non-contiguous NR CA FR1 draft CR	InterDigital, Inc.
R4-1809761	Pcmax for inter-band NR CA FR1 draft CR	InterDigital, Inc.

Issues to discuss: Are the proposals in 9758 acceptable for FR1 combinations?
Observation 1: Case 1 from RAN1 agreement can be assimilated to intra-band contiguous or non-contiguous with a single PA UE implementation.
Proposal 1: For Case 1, meaning same numerology across synchronous CCs having the same PUSCH/PUCCH durations, intra-band contiguous and non-contiguous LTE CA requirements can be reused with the appropriate NR spec parameters pointers.
Observation 2: Case 2 from RAN1 agreement can be assimilated to inter-band with two PA UE implementation.
Proposal 2: For Case 2, meaning overlapping UL transmissions and different numerologies inter-band LTE CA requirements can be re-used with the appropriate NR spec pointers.
Discussion:

