3GPP TSG-RAN WG4 Meeting # 96-e 
R4-2010854
Electronic Meeting, 17-28 Aug, 2020
Source: 
vivo
Title: 
Discussion on remaining FR2 MPE issues 
Agenda Item:
7.12.1.1
Document for:
Discussion
1. Introduction
In RAN4#95e, a good progress was made in WF [1] and the email discussion was documented in [2]. However, there is still some issues that not settled, including:

· PMPR reporting values
· Relative PMPR report trigger threshold
In this contribution we provide some views and proposals for these two points.

2. Discussion
2.1 PMPR reporting values

In [1], two options were provided and no conclusion has been done.
· 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}
As analysed in [R4-2006311], the fine granularity for P-MPR and large range may not very meaningful and we also hold the view for 2bits reporting can be enough in earlier stage. However, since one more bit would not increase the overhead too much, and further extension of it may bring flexibility and to accommodate more UE types and power classes. Reuse existing MAC-CE maybe simpler, but we would have to do further enhancement sooner or later and 2bits restriction may not simplify things too much from long run.
Proposal 1: Choosing 3 bits (Option B) was slightly preferred, for better flexibility and potential extension.
2.2 
Relative PMPR report trigger threshold
In [1], there is the following remaining issue for 

=> Agreement: Relative PMPR trigger threshold can work below and above the absolute PMPR threshold.

      => Signaling details are left for RAN2 to discuss and decide.

It has been clarified that the applicability of relative PMPR trigger threshold was not restricted by absolute P-MPR threshold, for simplicity and etc. There is also no state machine discussion since the details were RAN2 discussion, e.g. whether relative P-MPR relative difference would be defined only between different P-MPR report.
However, the relative threshold values may still need RAN4’s decision. Currently, the parameter “phr-Tx-PowerFactorChange” was used in PHR reporting as a relative threshold for pathloss change or P-MPR change. The definition is in 38.331 and the scheme is specified in 38.321:
phr-Tx-PowerFactorChange            ENUMERATED {dB1, dB3, dB6, infinity},
phr-Tx-PowerFactorChange
Value in dB for PHR reporting as specified in TS 38.321 [3]. Value dB1 corresponds to 1 dB, dB3 corresponds to 3 dB and so on. The same value applies for each serving cell (although the associated functionality is performed independently for each cell).
RAN2 may need certain guidance for the definition of newly introduced P-MPR relative threshold. The current values {1, 3, 6}dB in “phr-Tx-PowerFactorChange” which is used for PHR can be used as a baseline. It is proposed to also add at least 9dB into this set. 12 dB can also be considered since this is a tentative upper bound of absolute P-MPR reporting values. Larger values may not that useful.
Proposal 2: Provide the values for relative P-MPR reporting values to RAN2, a tentative value set can include {1, 3, 6, 9}dB, 12dB can also be considered.
3. Conclusion

This paper provide some views and proposals were provided for remaining issues for FR2 MPE. The following proposals were provided:
Proposal 1: Choosing 3 bits (Option B) was slightly preferred, for better flexibility and potential extension.
Proposal 2: Provide the values for relative P-MPR reporting values to RAN2, a tentative value set can include {1, 3, 6, 9}dB, 12dB can also be considered.
References
[1] R4-2008479, WF on MPE enhancements, OPPO, RAN4#95e

[2] R4-2008951, Email discussion summary for [95e] [121] NR_RF_FR2_req_enh_Part_1, Moderator (OPPO), RAN4#95-e
 2 / 3

