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1	Introduction
RAN4 received an LS from RAN5 on ambiguity in deciding TL,C. LS is reproduced below for convenience.
1. Overall Description:
In TS 38.101-1, the tolerance for configured output power is specified in section 6.2.4 as below:
The measured configured maximum output power PUMAX,f,c shall be within the following bounds:
	PCMAX_L,f,c  –  MAX{TL,c, T(PCMAX_L,f,c)}  ≤  PUMAX,f,c  ≤  PCMAX_H,f,c  +  T(PCMAX_H,f,c).
where the tolerance T(PCMAX,f,c) for applicable values of PCMAX,f,c is specified in Table 6.2.4-1. The tolerance TL,c is the absolute value of the lower tolerance for the applicable operating band as specified in Table 6.2.1-1.

The tolerance TL,C refers back directly to table 6.2.1-1, where exists a NOTE 3 further reducing the lower tolerance limit by 1.5dB if RB allocation is at the band edge.
NOTE 3:	Refers to the transmission bandwidths confined within FUL_low and FUL_low + 4 MHz or FUL_high – 4 MHz and FUL_high, the maximum output power requirement is relaxed by reducing the lower tolerance limit by 1.5 dB.

However, when calculating PCMAX_L,f,c, the 1.5dB relaxation is already considered in the format of ∆TC,c
PCMAX_L,f,c = MIN {PEMAX,c– ∆TC,c,  (PPowerClass – ΔPPowerClass) – MAX(MAX(MPRc+∆MPRc, A-MPRc)+ ΔTIB,c + ∆TC,c + ∆TRxSRS, P-MPRc) }
where
…
	∆TC,c = 1.5dB when NOTE 3 in Table 6.2.1-1 in 38.101-1 applies for a serving cell c, otherwise ∆TC,c = 0 dB ;

Regarding above core requirements, RAN5 has two different understandings:
1. The source of ∆TC,c  is the same as NOTE 3 in table 6.2.1-1, therefore the 1.5dB relaxation shouldn’t be considered again when deciding TL,C.
2. Strictly following above core requirements, the 1.5dB relaxation should be considered twice when deciding ∆TC,c  and TL,C.

The numeric example of understanding 1 and 2 can been seen below. With understanding 2 the lower limit of Pumax is further relaxed by 1.5dB.

	Understanding
	PPowerClass
(dBm)
	MPR (dB)
	ΔTC,c (dB)
	PCMAX_L,f,c (dBm)
	T(PCMAX_L,f,c) (dB)
	TL,c
(dB)
	Lower limit (dBm)
PCMAX_L,f,c – MAX(T(PCMAX_L,f,c), TL,c)

	1
	23
	0
	1.5
	21.5
	2.0
	2
	19.5

	2
	23
	0
	1.5
	21.5
	2.0
	3.5
	18



Please note both understanding have been adopted in TS 38.521-1 for different bands respectively, therefore it’s important that RAN4 provides clear guidance on which understanding is correct.
2. Actions:
To RAN4 group.
ACTION: 	RAN5 kindly asks RAN4 group to confirm which one of the above understandings is correct.
2	Discussion
∆Tc was introduced to LTE as LTE has narrower bandwidths compared to WCDMA and filter slope at band edge was a challenge for these narrow allocations, see some explanation in [2] then method was adopted to NR.
RAN5 has discovered that in PUMAX low limit calculation ∆Tc is double counted as it is applied in PCMAX_L,f,c  AND in TL,c,
PCMAX_L,f,c  –  MAX{TL,c, T(PCMAX_L,f,c)}  ≤  PUMAX,f,c  ≤  PCMAX_H,f,c  +  T(PCMAX_H,f,c)
This is of course wrong, ∆Tc should not be double counted. This error in RAN4 specification has led to situation in RAN5 that is some cases ∆Tc is double counted and in some cases not.
Error needs to be fixed in RAN4 specification and once decision is made how it is fixed an LS to RAN5 is required.
Our proposal to solve the issue is to remove ∆TC,c from PCMAX_L,f,c formula.
PCMAX_L,f,c = MIN {PEMAX,c– ∆TC,c,  (PPowerClass – ΔPPowerClass) – MAX(MAX(MPRc+∆MPRc, A-MPRc)+ ΔTIB,c + ∆TC,c + ∆TRxSRS, P-MPRc) }
This way band edge relaxation ∆Tc is only applied in PUMAX low limit evaluation trough TL,c.
Proposal: remove ∆TC,c from relevant PCMAX_L,f,c formulas.
PCMAX_L,f,c = MIN {PEMAX,c– ∆TC,c,  (PPowerClass – ΔPPowerClass) – MAX(MAX(MPRc+∆MPRc, A-MPRc)+ ΔTIB,c + ∆TC,c + ∆TRxSRS, P-MPRc) }
[bookmark: OLE_LINK53][bookmark: OLE_LINK54]3	Conclusion
In this contribution we have discussed the RAN5 LS on ambiguity in deciding TL,C. We agree with RAN5 that RAN4 specifications are not correct as ∆TC,c, gets double counted. Our proposal to fix the issue is 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal: remove ∆TC,c from relevant PCMAX_L,f,c formulas.
PCMAX_L,f,c = MIN {PEMAX,c– ∆TC,c,  (PPowerClass – ΔPPowerClass) – MAX(MAX(MPRc+∆MPRc, A-MPRc)+ ΔTIB,c + ∆TC,c + ∆TRxSRS, P-MPRc) }
We have also provided CRs [3][4][5] to this meeting which implement the above proposal. If our solution is acceptable we can do the reply LS to RAN5.
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