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1	Introduction
RAN4 has received a LS from RAN5 [1] on ambiguity in deciding TL,C when calculating the Pcmax and Pumax, where there are two following different understandings based on the TS38.101-1, 
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



Also in last RAN4 #98e meeting, company have already discussed this issues according to [2]. However, no consensus seems to be concluded. 
In this contribution, we provide our understanding on this issue, and draft LS is attached at the end of the contribution.
2	Discussion
The formulations skeleton for Pcmax,f,c/Pumax,f,c in TS38.101-1 were basically referred to TS36.101 although some parameters are different. Therefore, if there exists ambiguity in deciding TL,C in TS38.101-1, then it seems similar issue might also be existed in TS36.101. However, it was not mentioned in RAN5’s LS. But it may not a big problem since we can discuss NR first.
In our understanding, the definition/purpose of ΔTC,c and TL,c are different, ΔTC,c  aims to describe the generic relaxation(i.e. =1.5dB) for some difficult bands where steeply descending filter frequency response at band edges which will cause the power relaxation at the band edges, while TL,c aims to solve the asymmetrical tolerance issue such as +2/-3.5dB(excluding ΔTC,c) for those bands may have PA capability limited or filter losses issues[3]. Therefore, the ΔTC,c(i.e =1.5dB relaxation) shouldn’t be considered again when deciding TL,C.
In terms of the understanding #2 in the table in the LS, it seems the TL,c = 3.5dB is calculated as the sum of the  ΔTC,c and T(PCMAX_L,f,c) since 1.5dB was considered twice and we think it is for the symmetrical power tolerance(i.e. +/-2dB). For asymmetrical power tolerance such as +2/-3.5dB, TL,c = abs(-3.5) dB.
According to the discussion in the previous meeting, it seems there were no objections to the ΔTC,c(i.e =1.5dB relaxation) shouldn’t be considered again when deciding TL,C, which means RAN4 shared the common understandings. Instead companies mainly focus on how to correct the TS38.101-1[4,5,6] to address the RAN5’s misunderstanding. Actually we are not sure whether or not the corrections or clarifications are needed in TS38.101-1 considering it seems the different understandings indicated by RAN5 might be caused due to the misunderstood RAN4 spec, and also similar situation have been existed in TS36.101 for decade although it is not mentioned in RAN5’s LS, and RAN4 shared the common understandings according to the discussion in the previous meeting.
Alternatively, if some corrections or clarifications are indeed needed in TS38.101-1, then we propose another simple clarifications as follow.
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 excluding ΔTC,c for the applicable operating band as specified in Table 6.2.1-1.

3	Conclusion
In this paper, we provide our understanding on the ambiguity in deciding TL,C. The conclusion is:
The 1.5dB relaxation shouldn’t be considered again when deciding TL,C. i.e. Understanding #1 is the correct understanding.

In addition, draft LS is attached in the Annex.
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1. Overall Description:
RAN4 would like to thank RAN5 for the LS in R5-206676. Regarding the two different understandings indicated by RAN5, RAN4 confirm the ‘understanding 1’ is the correct understanding, i.e. 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. Actions:
To RAN5 group.
ACTION: 	RAN4 respectfully asks RAN5 to take the above information into account.
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