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1. Introduction
For the power class for NSA case, there is an inconsistent problem which was originally raised in [1]. Though discussion for Rel-16 did not have much progress yet, as the solution for Rel-15, a CR [2] has been agreed for Rel-15 and it has been implemented in Rel-15 38.101-3. 
In addition, an LS from GCF [3] was recently received by RAN4 in which the solution in [2] had been questioned. This paper tries to discuss a proper response.

2. Discussion
As the introduced, there have been thorough analysis for NSA power class 2 UE UL requirements. More background information and references could be referenced to [4]. 
Here is some of the basic idea of [2]. For SA/NSA dual mode UE which support PC2 2Tx UL MIMO in SA but only 1Tx NR in ENDC, power class of NR in ENDC may be same or different from the power class of SA NR in capability signalling because of UE configurations e.g.

•
Case 1: UE PA configurations of 23+23dBm can declare NR=PC2 in SA UL MIMO but may only support NR=PC3 in NSA mode because only 1Tx NR in EN-DC.

•
Case 2: UE PA configurations of 26+23dBm or 26+26dBm can declare NR=PC2 in SA UL MIMO and can support NR=PC2 in NSA mode with 1Tx NR in EN-DC.

In order to clarify the above situation, RAN4 has agreed that in R15 UE PA configuration of above cases is left to UE implementation and following sentence has been added into Section 6.1 of V15.9.0 of 38.101-3 R15 specification:

“Unless otherwise stated, if UE indicates IE maxNumberSRS-Ports-PerResource = n2 in NR standalone operation mode,  the said UE shall meet the NR requirements for either power class 2 or power class 3 in EN-DC within FR1 if UE indicates IE maxNumberSRS-Ports-PerResource = n1 for EN-DC on this NR band.”
This was regarded as a way to incorporate different arthitectures and also accepted that no more UE signaling would be introduced for Rel-15. It is clear both from the intention and the UE behavior.
It is admitted that later there is different understanding and there is contributions such as [5] that try to undo these clarification, and some of the comments could be referenced in previous Email summaries such as [6].However, obvious no new agreements was made and the reason behind these challenges are not accepted by the workgroup.

In [3] there is a description of the current status in 38.101-1 and 38.101-3, however some comments were provided in bullet c) and d) as following:

c) As per above the requirements for a UE configured in a particular way (see point a) the PC requirements are different in 38.101-1 v15.9.0 and 38.101-3 v.15.9.0. GCF CAG considers this requirement to be very important for test coverage.

d) PC2 NSA requirement as referenced in TS38.101-3 subclause 6.1 is not fully concluded yet in RAN4.

For bullet c) there is indeed the requirements are different, but this difference is not regarded as an error or mistake. Just as explained above, NSA single antenna port NR transmission, TxD is not applicable and this would corresponds to single antenna connector. For SA case, there is possibly TxD which 2 links were used, so even under similar architecture such as only PC3 links available, the achievable power class could be different. There are different understanding of how power class should be reported, but they were for discussion and there is no more solid agreements. For 38.101-1, there is still ongoing discussion on possible refinement for SA case.
For bullet d), it is indeed that some companies may currently have concerns on certain text. However, these concerns are not necessarily means “not fully concluded yet” since they were already approved in RAN4 and RAN plenary sequentially and written into spec.

Observation 1: Based on this understanding, it is believed that:

· there is no ambiguities in current Rel-15 38.101-3; Rel-15 38.101-1 may be refined.
· differences pointed out in the LS were after careful consideration and not an error
· PC2 NSA requirement in TS 38.101-3 for Rel-15 is concluded
Admittedly, these methods may not be optimal especially for Rel-16. So Cat A CR for Rel-16 was not submitted for discussion. That is the reason why these requirements were not exist in Rel-16.

Though Rel-16 discussion haven't been concluded, it is believed that new signalling should be introduced to better differentiate different scenarios and implementations. And a more precise and less ambiguous spec could be expected. 

However, based on MCC’s request, a mirror CR is also prepared based on [2] as the procedure requests. Anyway we can do update in the future one the scheme for Rel-16 is set.

Observation 2: Rel-16 scheme discussion is still ongoing and a clearer scheme could be expected.

Proposal: Reply the LS based on the previous two observations.
A draft reply LS is provided and submitted.
3. Conclusion

This paper discussed an LS from GCF [3] and discuss the reply. The following observations and proposal were provided:
Observation 1: Based on this understanding, it is believed that:

· there is no ambiguities in current Rel-15 38.101-3; Rel-15 38.101-1 may be refined.

· differences pointed out in the LS were after careful consideration and not an error

· PC2 NSA requirement in TS 38.101-3 for Rel-15 is concluded
Observation 2: Rel-16 scheme discussion is still ongoing and a clearer scheme could be expected.
· Proposal: Reply the LS based on the previous two observations.
A draft reply LS is provided and submitted.
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Annex A. CR in [2]
6.1
General

Unless otherwise stated the transmitter characteristics are specified at the antenna connector(s) of the UE for the bands operating on frequency range 1 and over the air of the UE for the bands operating on frequency range 2. The requirements for frequency range 1 and frequency range 2 can be verified separately. For the carrier in frequency range 1, requirements can be verified with NR FR2 link disabled. For the carrier in frequency range 2, requirements can be verified in OTA mode with E-UTRA connecting to the network by OTA without calibration.
Unless otherwise stated, requirements for NR transmitter written in TS 38.101-1 [2] and TS 38.101-2 [3] apply and are assumed anchor agnostic. Unless otherwise stated, if UE indicates IE maxNumberSRS-Ports-PerResource = n2 in NR standalone operation mode,  the said UE shall meet the NR requirements for either power class 2 or power class 3 in EN-DC within FR1 if UE indicates IE maxNumberSRS-Ports-PerResource = n1 for EN-DC on this NR band. Requirements are verified under conditions where anchor resources do not interfere NR operation.
For sub-clauses with suffix A or B: the minimum requirements for band combinations including Band n41 also apply for the corresponding band combinations with Band [n90] replacing Band n41 but with otherwise identical parameters. For brevity the said band combinations with Band [n90] are not listed in the tables below but are covered by this specification.
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