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Introduction
This contribution is aimed to capture the minutes on discussed issues during the ad-hoc for this thread.

Topic #2: Enhancement for SAR issue mitigation 
Open issues summary
Sub-topic 2-1: On the proposed solutions
Sub-topic description:
Consensus cannot be easily reached for any one of the proposed solutions so far. Further discussion is needed.  
Issue 2-1: Whether to introduce P-MPR report in FR1
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes. (Qualcomm)
· Option 2: No, because radio link failure caused by high power UE is not observed in FR1 which is different from FR2. (OPPO, Huawei)
· Option 3: Before introducing such report, a specific way on how to utilize it should be clarified. (Nokia)
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Ad-hoc discussion:
Ericsson: P-MPR method is widely used, that should be conjunction with power class fallback method. Such report will be beneficial to the gNB. Option 1
OPPO: Option 2. P-MPR is not in favour of gNB scheduling. We don’t see the need for FR1. P-MPR is commercial secret for UE vendors.
DOCOMO: Option 1. UL-CA/DC is the target scenario. Especially for HPUE for FDD band.
OPPO: PC2 FDD+TDD SAR solution is quite different from single band operation
Ericsson: We don’t expect 20~30dB power backoff for FR1. P-MPR method is the purpose. We don’t want to reveal P-MPR value report from UE. 
QC: Report doesn’t change the rule for UE. Some interests from operator and NW vendor are observed. This is optional.
MTK: Overall picture should be considered. Option 3.
OPPO: We don’t see the need from gNB perspective. QC wants it but we don’t. We should respect the SAR implementation.
Nokia: The importance is that such fallback can be useful to gNB scheduling. Option 1.
Vivo: Option 3. Not clear FR2 method can be useful for FR1
Ericsson:  3dB P-MPR is the difference from PC2 to PC3. We expect this change to be slow. The frequency is important to the scheduler.
OPPO: what if we don’t introduce this report? Any harm?
QC: FR1 has the same issue with FR2.


Issue 2-2: Whether to enable UE report on the ΔPPowerClass to indicate which power class requirements that the UE is referring to only when the UE has changed reference power classes 
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes. (Ericsson)
· 1a: The occasion of the report should be limited to when applicable requirements changes. (Nokia) 
· 1b: The full power transmission capability corresponding to the current reference power class should also be reported to guarantee more reasonable UL scheduling. (Huawei)
· Option 2: No, There factors that impact ΔPPowerClass including maxUplinkdutycycle caused power reduction, Pemax configuration, and SRS antenna switching. And all these factors are either not happening in the real field or already known by NW. (OPPO)
· Option 3: Others.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Ad-hoc discussion:
Ericsson: Both P-MPR reporting and fallback reporting, which are optional.
OPPO: Details on what need to be reported.
Ericsson: If UE indicates support, UE can choose either one to report.
OPPO: Still need to be decoupled.
MTK: We would like to understand from gNB scheduling perspective.
Ericsson: delta Ppowerclass or P-MPR are both feasible for UE report on the power class fallback. That does not involve duration information.
OPPO: What do you mean on the UE power class fallback.
Ericsson: P-MPR can use the same value range for this new method.
Nokia: We have similar view as OPPO has shown in the paper. Requirements change due to duty cycle, NW cannot be aware of it. To MTK: network can consider different MPR table if NW is aware of the requirement change.



Issue 2-3: Whether to introduce ‘duration’ information (e.g., a UE can sustain UL at a previously or concurrently reported PCmax) report for FR1
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes. (Qualcomm)
· Option 2: No, such report is difficult in real field which may impact UE power consumption, and also NW scheduling complexity with many UEs in NW. (OPPO, Huawei, Ericsson)
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Ad-hoc discussion:
OPPO: Option 2. Duration reporting is quite difficult for NW scheduling since we have multiple UEs in the network.
Ericsson: We are fine to give recommendation from RAN4. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]QC: Support.
OPPO: Such report is difficult in real field from RAN4 perspective.

Agreement:
RAN4 stops discussion for this ‘duration’ information report in Rel-18, but this does not mean RAN1 discussion is precluded.



