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1 Introduction
FDD+TDD EN-DC HPUE has been discussed for a long time, and there are still some remaining issues left to conclude the WI. The contribution provides our view on how to close the WI.
2 Discussion
In the WF on PC2 EN-DC FDD+TDD HPUE, options are listed for two subtopics. 

Subtopic 1-1: Choosing “default value” or “blind scheme” when capability parameters are absent
· Option1: Using default value of maxNRDuty for two cases of LTE and NR power combination (vivo, OPPO, Xiaomi, CU, Samsung, CHTTL, Huawei)
· Option 1-a: consider a conditional statement for 100% UL percentage with an upper limit of the UL power setting on the LTE side for each fixed LTE reference configuration.
· Option2: Following “blind” scheme by reduced power (PLTE) and use of the common UL-DL patterns on the TDD CG (Ericsson, T-mobile, Vodafone)
Subtopic 1-2: Choosing “PC fallback” or “blind scheme” when the UL EN-DC scheduling exceeds the UE capability
· Option1: UE should fallback to PC3 (vivo, OPPO, Xiaomi, CU, Qualcomm, Samsung, Huawei)
· Option2: “Blind” scheme should be followed (Ericsson, T-mobile, Vodafone)
For these two options, the preference of more companies is to choose the default value rather than a blind scheme. In the discussion paper [2], the main argument that “blind scheme” is a better choice is that it requires tight scheduling coordination between the CG to exploit the reported duty-cycle capability, however, duty cycle based solution is the recommended one in the SI stage. On the other hand, reducing LTE power will have impact on the existing cell coverage, which violates the principle that the power control shall not have impact to the LTE performance. Furthermore, thought the so called “blind scheme” does not involve the tight co-ordination of two CGs, it is not clear of the criteria to choose the appropriate PLTE, since the parameter is UE specific configured, how to configure the parameter to each UE inside the cell? If the network configures the NR power according to the reported NR power class, the UE will fall back to PC3, we don’t see the additional benefit of blind scheme compared to the default value option. 
Observation: The criteria to configure PLTE is not clear for the “blind scheme”.
If there is concern on the tight co-ordination implementation for the network, when the capability parameters are absent, we can consider an alternative solution, i.e. “full_duty_supported” can be assumed in this case, then how to comply with the SAR requirement is up to UE implementation and there is no restriction on the network scheduling for both LTE and NR. 
For the case of when the UL EN-DC scheduling exceeds the UE capability, for simplicity the UE can fallback to PC3. In our view, the “full duty supported” behavior can also be adopted for this scenario.
Though we are not convinced by the benefit of “blind scheme” solution, we are open to have further discussion of this solution in Rel-17, we also noticed that there is SID proposal to optimize the EN-DC power class fallback in [3], essentially these are similar issues as that of “blind scheme”. Thus the optimization of “blind scheme” could be considered together with other similar issues in Rel-17 if the group agrees to establish such a SI.
Proposal 1: To eliminate the concern on the tight co-ordination of CGs for network implementation, “full duty supported” behavior can be assumed when capability parameters are absent. 

Proposal 2: UE fallback to PC3 is adopted in Rel-16 when the UL EN-DC scheduling exceeds the UE capability. 
3 Conclusion

To conclude the WI on time, we share our view on the remaining issues of the FDD-TDD EN-DC HPUE topic, and we have the following observation and proposals.
Observation: The criteria to configure PLTE is not clear for the “blind scheme”.
Proposal 1: To eliminate the concern on the tight co-ordination of CGs for network implementation, “full duty supported” behavior can be assumed when capability parameters are absent. 
Proposal 2: UE fallback to PC3 is adopted in Rel-16 when the UL EN-DC scheduling exceeds the UE capability.
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