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1				Introduction
In previous RAN4 meeting we presented our simulation results for NR PC2 MPR [1] but no agreement was reached. In this contribution we shortly re-present the results and make a proposal.
2	Discussion
Simulation assumptions in [1] were as follows
· PA calibration point: QPSK 100 RB DFT-s-OFDM signal with 0 dB MPR
· LO leakage and IQ-Image = 28 dBc (better for 256-QAM)
· NR ALCR = 31 dBc
· NR general SEM
· Window lenght 2%
· Assumed MPR, Table 1
Table 1: PC3 MPR
	Modulation
	MPR (dB)

	
	Outer RB allocations
	Inner RB allocations

	DFT-s-OFDM PI/2 BPSK
	≤ 0
	≤ 0

	DFT-s-OFDM QPSK
	≤ 1
	≤ 0

	DFT-s-OFDM 16 QAM
	≤ 1.5
	≤ 0.5

	DFT-s-OFDM 64 QAM
	≤ 2

	DFT-s-OFDM 256 QAM
	≤ 4

	CP-OFDM QPSK
	≤ 3
	≤ 0.5

	CP-OFDM 16 QAM
	≤ 3
	≤ 1.5

	CP-OFDM 64 QAM
	≤ 3

	CP-OFDM 256 QAM
	≤ 6



[bookmark: _GoBack]Results for channel bandwidths of 5 – 100 MHz can be found in Annex. Results format is such that required backoff is compared against MPR in Table 1 and if MPR is enough then negative value is reported with green colour. In case MPR is not sufficient then positive value is reported with red colour. 
I can be seen from simulation results that PC3 MPR is almost a always sufficient for PC2. This was anticipated as for LTE same MPR is defined for PC2 and PC3. There are however some cases when PC3 MPR is not enough, these cases have common issues as follows
· Mostly DFT-s-OFDM
· Mostly PI/2 BPSK and QPSK
· Mostly 1 RB at the edge and at maximum 2RB at the edge
After detailed examination of the above cases root cause for the need of additional MPR was found. It is linear leakage from transmitted RB which violated the SEM immediately outside the channel edge. Reason why this is a problem for PC2 and not for PC3 is that PSD for PC2 is higher but SEM is same. Reason why this is a problem for NR but not for LTE is that NR has higher SU. Reason why this is mostly a problem for DFT-s-OFDM and not for CP-OFDM is that CP-OFDM gets more MPR. MPR is also reason why PI/2 PBSK and QPSK are mostly impacted.
After founding out the root cause we made some experiments and the outcome was that if the window length is increased from 2% to 2.8% for these corner cases then PC3 MPR is sufficient for PC2. This is illustrated in Figure 1.
Figure 1:
[image: ]
As we have proposal for final FR1 MPR in this meeting [2] which allows more MPR than what was used in [1] we think that PC3 MPR is sufficient for PC2 and it is left for UE implementation to solve the linear leakage issue of the corner cases.
Proposal: If proposed MPR [2] or MPR that gives more backoff than [2] is agreed then PC3 MPR is applied also for PC2.
3	Conclusion
In this contribution we have re-presented the studies of NR PC2 MPR from [1] and made following proposal.
Proposal: If proposed MPR [2] or MPR that gives more backoff than [2] is agreed then PC3 MPR is applied also for PC2.
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