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Introduction
The WI of on Further RF requirements enhancement for NR and EN-DC in FR1 has been agreed and the latest version is in [1]. There have been two way forward agreed in last two meetings in [2] and [3]. The last meeting’s summary can reference to [4].
In this paper, we further discuss some issues.
Discussion
RF parts/performance
In the WF[3], there is following agreement:
Agreement (GTW):
· For both 4Tx and 8Rx
· Reuse existing component assumptions for handheld UE unless otherwise stated;
· No differentiation of CPE/FWA;
· FFS on
· Option 1:
· Vehicular UE should have high antenna isolation characteristics similar to CPE and FWA 
· One set of requirements for CPE/FWA/vehicle/industrial devices;
· Option 2:
· Vehicular UE has same antenna isolation as handheld UE (Previous agreement)
· Two set of requirements for CPE/FWA/vehicle/industrial devices;
Currently the main controversial issue is whether the antenna isolation parameter for vehicular UE should be similar to handheld UE or other types such as CPE/FWA etc. This may lead to one/two set of requirements in the end.
Admittedly, there were previous agreements that vehicular UE has same antenna isolation as handheld UE. However, considering the possible simplicity of unified requirements, it may be worthwhile to do some re-consideration. Though there might be different implementation for vehicular UE, and the actual form factor may be comparable to a handheld device, this is anyway carried by a vehicle, thus should be more flexible compared to handheld device in the form factor. It might be unnecessary to have different requirements.
In addition, it is still not fully clear the extent and scope of the possible impact of this antenna isolation assumption to the final RF requirements. It might be also possible to postpone the decision while developing requirements considering both assumptions, and make further decision when more requirements impact is clear.
Observation 1: Vehicular UE seems have more flexibility in UE form factor and implementation compared to handheld UE.
Observation 2:  The requirements impact is still not that clear with different assumptions.
Proposal 1: Slightly prefer to have unified assumptions and requirements target for vehicular UE with CPE/FWA. If no consensus can be reached, the decision may also be postponed to the stage after the evaluation of both assumptions to see the impact of requirements.


SAR compliance
The following WF was agreed:
· Option 1: Only consider P-MPR approach for CPE/FWA/vehicle/industrial devices (OPPO, Xiaomi, Huawei, ZTE, Intel, T-Mobile USA)
· Option 2: Confirm existing solutions including P-MPR and UL dutycycle scheme for CPE/FWA/vehicle/industrial devices since P-MPR number is flexible and dutycycle is or optional. ([Nokia], NTT Docomo, CMCC, CHTTL, vivo)
· Agreements:
FFS. Discuss if the current duty cycle capability can be allowed to report or not.
Actually, there were still ambiguities in the understanding of whether a dutycycle scheme is considered or not. Specifically, the reporting of duty cycle is always optional among different scenarios developed in different WIs, and there is no mandatory case for a UE should report a duty cycle. 
Observation 3: The reporting of dutycycle by a UE is always optional for all the related scenarios.
However, the default behaviour without duty cycle reporting is somewhat different among different cases. In many cases, the “default” behaviour with no dutycycle reported, is a default dutycyle would be used, such has basic PC2 SA UE behaviour to use 50% as default dutycycle incase UE has no reporting, while in FDD-TDD EN-DC case the default behaviour is only P-MPR is considered with no restriction of dutycycle. The following specs were also referenced here:
Case 1: Dutycycle always used as default even without reporting. E.g.PC2 HPUE(Rel-15):
[bookmark: _Hlk494452010]If a UE supports a different power class than the default UE power class for the band and the supported power class enables the higher maximum output power than that of the default power class:
-	if the field of UE capability maxUplinkDutyCycle-PC2-FR1 is absent and the percentage of uplink symbols transmitted in a certain evaluation period is larger than 50% (The exact evaluation period is no less than one radio frame); or
-	…
-	shall apply all requirements for the default power class to the supported power class and set the configured transmitted power as specified in clause 6.2.4;
-	…
-	… and the percentage of uplink symbols transmitted in a certain evaluation period is less than or equal to 50% when maxUplinkDutyCycle-PC2-FR1 is absent. (The exact evaluation period is no less than one radio frame):
-	shall apply all requirements for the supported power class and set the configured transmitted power as specified in clause 6.2.4.

Case 2: Dutycycle not used as default without reporting. E.g. LTE FDD – NR TDD EN-DC:
If UE indicating the two capabilities maxUplinkDutyCycle-FDD-TDD-EN-DC1 and maxUplinkDutyCycle-FDD-TDD-EN-DC2:
–	…
else
–	shall apply all requirements for the supported power class and set the configured transmitted power as specified sub-clause 6.2B.4;
In addition, it seems there are also relating on-going HPUE discussion for other cases such as discussed in [5] in this meeting. It is believed that the 
Observation 4. There are different cases for behaviour without dutycycle reporting, with some consider a default dutycycle and use it, while others not using dutycyle at all.
The wording “dutycycle solution” should be more clearly defined, and we propose to clearly define it in two points: whether to allow duty cycle reporting, and clarify whether the default behaviour would utilize a default behaviour or not. 
Proposal 2: Further clarify “dutycycle solution” on the capability reporting and default behaviour without reporting.

Conclusion
In this paper, some issues were discussed and a number of observations and proposals are provided.
Observation 1: Vehicular UE seems have more flexibility in UE form factor and implementation compared to handheld UE.
Observation 2: The requirements impact is still not that clear with different assumptions.
Proposal 1: Slightly prefer to have unified assumptions and requirements target for vehicular UE with CPE/FWA. If no consensus can be reached, the decision may also be postponed to the stage after the evaluation of both assumptions to see the impact of requirements.
Observation 3: The reporting of dutycycle by a UE is always optional for all the related scenarios.
Observation 4. There are different cases for behaviour without dutycycle reporting, with some consider a default dutycycle and use it, while others not using dutycyle at all.
Proposal 2: Further clarify “dutycycle solution” on the capability reporting and default behaviour without reporting.
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