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2 Discussion 

2.1 Discussion papers for NSA FDD-TDD HPUE
	R4-1910740
	About NSA FDD-TDD HPUE SAR solutions
	OPPO

	Abstracts:
Observation 1: From the logic perspective, the five options except option 6 can be divided into two groups, i.e. Option 1/4/5, Option 2/3.

Observation 2: The value ranges are affected by the assumptions made for the calculation which may lead to different values from different companies and it is difficult to converge on a common value.

	Comments:
Vivo: in the second table what is the meaning of “low” for the testability?
Oppo: low means low impacts.
Chair: this document can be noted.

	R4-1910741
	About PMPR restriction
	OPPO

	Abstracts:

Proposal: Modify PMPR description in RAN4 spec like below.
P-MPRc is the allowed maximum output power reduction for

a)
ensuring compliance with applicable electromagnetic energy absorption requirements and addressing unwanted emissions / self desense requirements in case of simultaneous transmissions on multiple RAT(s) for scenarios not in scope of 3GPP RAN specifications;

b)
ensuring compliance with applicable electromagnetic energy absorption requirements in case of proximity detection or other means deducing vulnerability to electromagnetic energy absorption are used to address such requirements that require a lower maximum output power.


	Comments:
Qualcomm: what’s the difference between this and the text provided by Qualcomm in the previous meeting?
      Oppo: texts are almost the same.

NTT Docomo: how does UE trigger P-MPR? In my understanding 3GPP does not define test cases for P-MPR?
      Oppo: the P-MPR will not be test in the conformance test.
Dish: This is proposed both for FR1 and FR2. Is there something new for FR1?
Huawei: what is the difference between adding to bullet a?
MTK: what if the proximity sensor in the UE does not sensing any human nearby what will UE do?
Oppo: The proximity sensor is not implemented in all the UE, we shall allow UE for other means.
Chair: suggest to return to this document.

	R4-1910742
	Draft CR for R15 38.101-1 PMPR modification
	OPPO

	Abstracts:



	Comments:

Chair: suggest to return to this document.

	R4-1910743
	Draft CR for R15 38.101-2 PMPR modification
	OPPO

	Abstracts:



	Comments:

Chair: suggest to return to this document.

	R4-1910812
	further discussion on option3 for PC2 EN-DC (FDD+TDD)
	vivo

	Abstracts:

Proposal: adopt option3 for FDD-TDD EN-DC HPUE.


	Comments:
Qualcomm: Is there a proposal than the LTE duty cycle will be adapted by NR exact duty cycle?
Vivo: option 3 report the NR capability based on the fixed LTE duty cycle.

Samsung: could you clarify which fixed LTE duty cycle you will propose?

OPPO: option 2 and option 3 is quite similar.Option 2 can also be used.

Huawei: option 1 and option 3 is similar, for option 3 we need multiple set on LTE side to satisfy diff. NR config.
CHTTL: similar view as Huawei.

Qualcomm: option 1 gives more flexibility, we have some concern on option 3.

CMCC: need to consider multiple LTE duty cycle setting in option 3 based on operators input.

Vivo: can consider a set of configuration on LTE side.
OPPO: might have impact on LTE spec if we consider lots of fixed LTE duty cycle.

Chair: this document can be noted.

	R4-1911264
	Discussion on the UE capabilibity solutions for EN-DC FDD-TDD High Power UE
	CHTTL

	Abstracts:

Proposal 1: The given minimum and maximum values of the reported capability for each option should at least provide the comparable performance as the EN-DC under SUO mode for case 1 (23dBm + 23dBm) HPUE. 


- for example, the minimum and maximum value of Duty threshold shall be 50% and 100% for option 1.

Observation 1: due to the introduction of the SAR ratio, the complexity of option 4 and option 5 will be higher than option 1, 2 and 3. 

Observation 2: the complexity of the option 3 is the lowest among option 1 to option 5, though some flexibility will be compromised.

Observation 3: the SAR effect differences for FDD and TDD bands can be considered in each option, however option 1 relies on the P-MPR only.

Observation 4: regarding the testability in terms of the number of the test needed to ensure the worst case scenario, option 3 can provide the least test effort among option 1 to option 5.

Proposal 2: take the above observations into account when discussing and down-selecting the UE reporting capability solutions.

	Comments:
Chair: this document can be noted.

	R4-1911649
	Discussion on NSA FDD-TDD HPUE SAR solutions
	China Unicom

	Abstracts:

Observation 1: performance sorted: option1=option3>option4

Observation 2: Specification impacts sorted: option3<option1=option4<option5<option2

Observation 3: Flexibility sorted: option3<option1=option2=option4=option5
Observation 4: Complexity sorted: option3<option1<option4=option5<option2

Observation 5: Testability sorted: option3>option1=option4=option5=option2
Proposal: take the above observations into account when down selecting the UE reporting capability solutions.

	Comments:
Chair: this document can be noted.

	R4-1911716
	Discussion of HPUE ENDC FDD+TDD
	NTT DOCOMO, INC.

	Abstracts:

Observation 1: Option 5 is better option from performance aspect.

Observation 2: No difference between all option from specification impact aspect.

Observation 3: Option 5 is better option from flexibility aspect.

Observation 4: No difference between all option from complexity aspect.

Observation 5: Option 1, 2, 3, and 6 can consider SAR effect difference to set conservative Duty threshold with performance degradation.

Observation 6: No difference between all option from testability aspect

Proposal: Take option 5, and further discuss the value range and the granularity of each capability as a next step.

	Comments:

OPPO: from the flexibility perspective, optoin 5 is the best.
Qualcomm: not sure about the option 5 can give better performance. First the SAR ratio must be big, second we need to accurately measure the SAR ratio.
Samsung: we have similar concern as Qualcomm for option 4 and option 5, given that the SAR ratio is hard to measure. Our suggestion is not to consider the options involving SAR ratio.
Huawei: same view as Qualcomm and Samsung, it is not easy for UE to report this value per band combo.

China unicom/CHTTL: share the same view as Qualcomm/Samsung/Huawei.

Docomo: if we can know the ratio correctly option 5 is benefit, it’s up to implementation. If some UE vendor can measure accurate SAR ratio in the future, it is beneficial.
Chair: this document can be noted.

	R4-1912484
	Comparison of options for FDD-TDD PC2 duty cycle capability signaling
	Qualcomm Incorporated

	Abstracts:

Proposal:  Adopt Option 1 for capability signaling.

	Comments:
Ericsson: regarding the first observation related to the option 6, we will just release the EN-DC, its normal practice for any EN-DC combo. Regarding the second observation related to the option 6, there is no change for other requirements. We are fine to adopt any option from 1 to 5, but option 6 does not need to be discarded. Option 6 does not need any capability.
           Qualcomm: In some case you don’t need to drop the EN-DC with the reduced duty cycle. 
                      Ericsson: No TDM pattern, and no tight coordination between LTE and NR. We only change the P_EN-DC total.

Samsung: option 1 and option 3 is similar if the SAR ratio is 1, but if the SAR ratio is not 1, the UE can give some information to the network. Prefer option 3 but not to have lots of config. sets.
           Qualcomm: option 1 can provide more flexibility.
Huawei: option 1 is more flexible compared to option 3.
OPPO: Option 1 will make the UE to use P-MPR, and this is what we tried to avoid.
           Qualcomm: the SAR ratio is not well predictable. You will end up to the SAR ratio will be pretty close to 1.
Vivo: option 1 needs tight coordination between LTE and NR BS.

         Huawei: the network can coordinate.
Apple: option 3 is similar to the solution for HPUE in SA mode. If there is many LTE configurations, the complexity will be an issue, maybe can set default value to reduce the test.
Chair: this document can be noted.

	R4-1912520
	On SAR solutions for FDD+TDD HPUE
	Huawei, HiSilicon

	Abstracts:

Proposal 1: It is proposed to select a SAR solution similar to agreed mechanism for TDD+TDD HPUE.

Proposal 2: For the TDD+TDD similar solution, at least two NR max UL dutycycle capabilities should be reported to accommodate the deployment flexibility.

	Comments:

Chair: this document can be noted.


2.2 Text Proposals
	R4-1910813
	TP for TR 37.815 of the solution option3 for SAR limits
	vivo

	Abstracts:



	Comments:



	R4-1912521
	TP for TR 37.815 Example TDM patterns for SAR limits
	Huawei, HiSilicon

	Abstracts:


	Comments:



	R4-1911552
	TP for 37.815: FDD-TDD PC2 Option 2
	Ericsson

	Abstracts:


	Comments:





Chair: Those documents can be return to.
3 Summary of Proposal and Discussion
Summary 
1. Option 1
Supportive: Qualcomm, Huawei, CHTTL
2. Option 2
Supportive:

3. Option 3

Supportive: [Samsung], vivo, [OPPO], Huawei, CMCC, China Unicom, CHTTL, Apple
Samsung: need to restrict the sets of LTE config to up to two.
Oppo: can support option 3 if there is only one LTE config from the UE capability update feasibility perspective.
Huawei/CMCC: need to restrict the sets of LTE config to at least two.

4. Option 4

Supportive:

5. Option 5
Supportive: NTT Docomo, OPPO

6. Option 6

Supportive: Ericsson

Ericsson: We propose to include option 6 to be listed in the TR on top of option 1-5.
Chair suggestion:
Return to R4-1910741, and the corresponding draft CRs R4-1910742, R4-1910743 due to the changes are more generic.
Return to the text proposals, R4-1910813, R4-1912521, R4-1911552.
Other contributions can be noted.

Assign a WF to China Unicom, WF can be further discussed based on the summery of the ad-hoc minutes.
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