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1 Introduction

In order to avoid potential link failures due to large P-MPR to meet MPE requirement, RAN4 agreed to focus on a signalling-based solution that P-MPR will be reported to network for assisting scheduling. Although the issue on report’s granularity of P-MPR has been discussed several meetings, there is still no consensus. This paper gives our view on this topic based on the agreed WF [1] in the last meeting.
2 Discussion
In the last RAN4 meeting, after a long email discussion, the potential options has been narrowed down to the following two options for P-MPR reporting.
	· PMPR reporting: values

· Four options have been provided in this meeting and merged into two options after 1st round. Further down selection is discussed in 2nd round.

· Option A: 2 bits (4 values) 

· example value {3 ≤ P-MPR < 6, 6 ≤ P-MPR < 9, 9 ≤ P-MPR < 12, P-MPR  ≥  12}

· Option B: 3-bits (8 values)

· example value {1 ≤ P-MPR< 2, 2 ≤ P-MPR< 3, 3 ≤ P-MPR< 4, 5 ≤ P-MPR< 8, 8 ≤ P-MPR< 12, 12 ≤ P-MPR< 16, 16 ≤ P-MPR< 20, 20 ≤ P-MPR}

· => Both options are equally supported and no conclusion can be reached.


As stated in [2], in the real network, the conditions for the UE can be highly dynamic and they may change rapidly over a short period of time e.g. due to the changes of relative position to the human body. If the P-MPR is reported over a too fine step, P-MPR reporting will be very frequent. That is because if P-MPR step is small, the Relative PMPR report trigger threshold should be also small. For example, if the P-MPR step=1 dB, it is better that the Relative PMPR report trigger threshold is no more than 2 dB. Otherwise, the 1 dB P-MPR step will make no sense. That means small changes on P-MPR will trigger P-MPR reporting. Furthermore, even though more fined P-MPR may be possible to help network to schedule UL dutycycle more precisely, it will also cause a higher signaling overhead due to the frequent changing on UL dutycycle.
From the equation of the configured UE maximum output power defined in TS38.101-2, the total back off mainly depends on the maximum value between MPR (or A-MPR) for meeting Tx requirements) and P-MPR for maintaining RF exposure. If we look at MPR requirements in the spec, except zero MPR case, the lowest MPR is 2dB. In other words, in most cases, the MPR may be more than 2 dB. In this case, it may be meaningless for P-MPR less than 2 dB for most of cases.
PPowerclass – MAX(MAX(MPRf,c, A- MPRf,c,) + ΔMBP,n, P-MPRf,c) – MAX{T(MAX(MPRf,c, A- MPRf,c,)), T(P-MPRf,c)} ≤ PUMAX,f,c ≤ EIRPmax
Large P-MPR will heavily limit the maximum output power that UE could transmit, which will impact on the UL coverage of the serve beam.  But this is not enough to force network to trigger a beam management solution directly. For example if the UE in the centre of the cell, i.e. the history PHR is big enough, UE still could use the original beam even though the P-MPR is as large as 20dB. Furthermore, the P-MPR may change in a short time, the network needs to be more caution to decide to change the original beam. Thus, in our view, there is no difference for the reported large P-MPR is 12dB or 20 dB. In order to save bits, the smaller reported large P-MPR boundary, the better. But if considering the maximum compensation of 10dB can be provided by UL dutycycle restriction (assuming from 100% to 10%), the reported large P-MPR boundary shall be better not less than 10 dB since it can help network to verify that even using the smallest UL dutycycle, there would be an additional P-MPR.  In addition, the worst MPR (due to meeting Tx requirements) can be as high as 9 dB for single carrier and 11.2dB for CA case, therefore, 12dB in option A as the reported large P-MPR boundary is appropriate. In view of above, option A is preferable.
Proposal: option A is preferable.
3 Conclusion

In this paper, we discuss the open issue on the P-MPR reporting value for MPE based on the two options listed in the agreed WF [1] and make the proposal as follow.
Proposal: option A is preferable.
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