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1.
Introduction
Meeting minutes for two adhocs:
· maxUplinkDutyCycle capability evening AH in RAN4#90 4/10/19 7:10 - 8:15 pm
· ETC testing capability evening AH in RAN4#90 4/10/19 8:20 - 9:15 pm
2. 
Discussion on maxUplinkDutyCycle
2.1
Default value
Chairmen notes v3-0: 

Possible agreement: Not signalling UL duty cycle capability means undefined. 
Discussion: Can we confirm this agreement?

Default value not discussed in evening AH.  

2.2 
Range   
Two open values: 10 % inclusion and 100 %
100 % depends on default value, need agreement on default. 

Candidates: 10, 12.5, 20, 25, 30, 40, 50, 60, 70, 80, 90, 100
10% necessity

For: Qualcomm, OPPO, vivo, Samsung, LGE, Intel, Apple, Huawei, ZTE, Mediatek
Against: Nokia, Ericsson, Sony
Possible agreement: keep 10 % in the list.
Discussion in evening AH:

12.5 added to the candidate values to make number of values full 12 since ran2 has reserved 4 bits for this. 
10 % is enough for UL scheduling. This was the concern in plenary and intention was to further check if it is a problem. No network operation concerns were brought up in this meeting.  

Plenary guidance was to study if values <= 10 are needed. 12.5 is above 10. 

Proposal: 10 % is kept as TBD and 12.5 is added

10(TBD), 12.5(TBD),  20, 25, 30, 40, 50, 60, 70, 80, 90, 100

No agreement possible. Standing among companies as above, change to what is noted in the UE Rf Chairman minutes is that Mediatek supports 10%. 
2.2
UE behaviour below max power
Qualcomm: Proposal 1: Reported maxUplinkDutyCycle is applicable only at the maximum output power and UE duty cycle capability is larger at lower than maximum power levels.  

Nokia: Specify that if the scheduled UL transmission means higher UL duty cycle than indicated by the UE capability signalling, the UE still needs to follow the UL scheduling decisions. In MPE situations the UE is allowed to use P-MPR for FR2 RF exposure compliance.
Apple: Prioritization of channels should have impact on UE behaviour. Prefer to come back in the next meeting. 

Mediatek: Problem with latter sentence since P-MPR is used for other reasons too. 

Possible Agreement of UE behaviour: 
UE declares maxUplinkDutyCycle based on the beam that causes the highest power density at the device surface at maximum power. At maximum power (same reference point as power control) UE reports 0 dB power headroom. If UE reports positive headroom for power, UE is assumed to be able to transmit with longer duty cycle. If UE is scheduled for transmissions higher than reported maxUplinkDutyCycle, UE is assumed to transmit with power level at which MPE is satisfied.  
Apple: Good start for rel-16 discussions. 
Oppo: This seems to contain agreed content for rel-16. WI. 

Qualcomm: Agreed content for rel-16 is enhanced signalling. This has to do with UE behaviour under static capability. PHR is not changed and is there already.  
Apple: Last sentence is already RP-190704 in FG 2-16. “For a FR2 UE when the percentage of uplink transmission time scheduled within a certain evaluation period is larger than its capability, UE could do power back off as in TS38.101-2.”
Apple: Discussion on this parameter is becoming controversial in RAN2. They would need LS asap even if it contains partial information. Ran2 has reserved 16 values for this. 
Nokia: We do not agree to send LS with partial agreements

Apple: RAN4 should confirm values above 20% i.e. send statement that “atleast values 20, 25, 30, 40, 50, 60, 70, 80, 90, 100 are needed”

Nokia: Not agree

Conclusion: No agreements possible on UE behavior. Spec maybe updated with the feature list language (RP-190704) if needed. 
2.4
Case dependence of maxUplinkDutyCycle
Per band capability, This is already agreed and should be used for single band operation
Per case

Possible cases 

· CA between FR2 bands

· CA between FR1 and FR2

· DC between both above

Alternative is that for more complex cases UE applies the additional needed power back off by applying P-MPR and maxUplinkDutyCycle  is only considered for single band. 


Case dependence not discussed in AH. 
3
Discussion on ETC issues

3.1 Testing limitations outcome

Discussion on If Rel-15, chosen RF test systems can not rotate UE’s and test over ETC
Open item if agreement above is confirmed: Who should define the list for requirements that are excluded?

Qualcomm: Ran5 has list for all test cases

Apple: Notes and other test should be kept in ran4 reqs.

Possible options

Option 1: We should write to ran4 requirements which reqs are applicable in NTC or ETC. 

Option 2: Focus on limited set of requirements 

· At least Sph coverage is agreed

· And TRP requirement are not tested over ETC (Nov mtg agreement in chairmen minutes, R4-190002)
Option 3: Convey to ran5 which tests are in NTC

Option 4: Tell ran5 agreed limitation and let ran5 decide what they can test and what not

R&S: We (RAN4) should focus on core requirements and which requirements apply on which TC and what and then let Ran5 decide test coverage. We can inform ran5 of made agreements on Sph and TRP based testing.  
Agreement: (RAN4) should focus on core requirements and which requirements apply on which TC and then let Ran5 decide test coverage based on ran5 discussion. 

Qualcomm: Test system limitations are then excluded from ran4 discussion.
Dish: In practice, there should not be any requirement that is not applicable under ETC. This is already the agreement.

Apple: Chengdu agreement was this approach so this is not new. 
3.2
EIS core requirement over ETC 

Possible WF: Companies revise analysis for EIS over ETC and provide delta to already provided analysis. 
Apple: what if discussions do not progress? We made a compromise and think EIS peak is not applicable over ETC. In Nov-17 meeting WF for values were agreed but in that time spec only included NTC. No paper explained analysis over temp.
Intel: agrees with Apple view. 

Qualcomm: We have heard Apples concern but do not agree.  Requirement was agreed as ETC so if one company can not meet it, it is not our problem.
Dish: Does test system limitation have a dependency on EIS core requirement issue?

Apple: Our compromise proposal is that we keep the numbers in the spec but agree they are only tested in NTC. 

Dish: Can not agree with the approach proposed by Apple. Problem is that RAN5 will not proceed until RAN4 is done. 

Conclusion: Different views on EIS core requirement applicability between companies.
3.3
Beam peak direction over ETC

Possible WF: Companies will provide analysis with estimates on how many degrees beam peak changes and what is the impact to the EIS and/or EIRP. 
No conclusions if beam peak direction changes over temperature or not.
Conclusion

See inline
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