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Topic #1: Enhancement for SAR issue mitigation
Issue 1: Whether to introduce PHR reporting for the carrier that is configured for DL but no UL

< Agreement >: 
FFS whether to introduce PHR reporting for the carrier that is configured for DL but no UL.
· The target scenario and details like how to calculate the PHR are encouraged to provide by proponent in the next meeting.

Issue 2: Proposals based on power class related information reporting for FR1 carrier

< Agreement >: 
FFS on the following power class related information reporting solutions for FR1 carrier:
· Option 1: Power class being used by the UE instead of ΔPPowerClass.
· Option 2: Report power-class fallback ΔPPowerClass in the PHR per serving cell using spare bits in the existing PHR MAC-CE; reporting by UEs implementing SAR mitigation by P-MPR and duty cycle averaging (the ‘P-MPR method’) with finer granularity than the ΔPPowerClass is supported using the said spare bits of the PHR in combination with the P-bit.
· Power-capability change, power-class fallback or return to declared power class, can trigger an aperiodic report.
· Report power-class fallback ΔPPowerClass,CA in the multi-entry PHR for the BC; any BC power-class change, fallback or return to advertised BC power class, also trigger an aperiodic PHR.
· Option 3: Report both power-class fallback ΔPPowerClass and the full power transmission capability for the current fall-back power class.

Issue 3: Whether to introduce P-MPR reporting for FR1 carrier
< Agreement >: 
FFS whether to introduce P-MPR reporting for FR1 carrier.

Issue 4: Proposals based on ‘duration’ information reporting for FR1 carrier
< Agreement >: 
FFS whether to consider the following duration related information reporting solutions for FR1 carrier.
· Option 1: On top of the power class related information reporting, also consider report evaluation period, the starting time and estimated time for return to higher power class.
· Option 2: Consider UE reporting on the following information as a ‘forecast’.
· For current UEs, information about how long the gNB should not expect better performance:
1. For UEs that fall-back in power class: how long a duty-cycle related power class fallback is expected to persist. 
2. For UEs that use P-MPR: how long the reported range of P-MPR is expected to persist.
· For all enhanced UEs, information about how long the gNB can expect un-degraded performance:
1. How long a UE can execute UL grants based on duty-cycle capability and last reported Pcmax. 
2. Alternatively, how long a duty cycle can be sustained without triggering additional P-MPR.
· Option 3: Sustainable duty cycle.

Issue 5: Whether EHR should be further discussed
< Agreement >: 
· Stop the discussion for EHR. 

Issue 6: Whether to clarify in the standard that the power-class fallback due to exceeding duty-cycle is optional, not mandatory (for example: ‘may’ instead of ‘shall’)
· Option 1: Yes, because the power-class fall-back ‘mandate’ in section 6.2.1 (and 6.2x.1) in 38.101-1 and 38.101-3 are already effectively not a mandate due to lack of precise evaluation period for UL duty cycle.
· Option 2: Not needed.
< Agreement >: 
· The clarification is not needed. 
