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1. Introduction

The topic of MPR and A-MPR versioning has been discussed in the last several meetings, most recently with proposals in [1], [2], and [3].  In this contribution, we provide our thoughts on the subject.  In particular, we focus on the proposal to make MPR and A-MPR changes mandatory in the current release.
2. Discussion

There may be a number of reasons why the MPR or A-MPR for a band may be desired to be changed from its original definition.  Recent proposals include enhancing the A-MPR table to accommodate 5 MHz in Band 13, adjusting the offset for which emission requirements apply in Band 26, and optimizing the MPR for multi-cluster type allocations.  In each case, unless it can be demonstrated that there is an error in the MPR or A-MPR calculation, the proposed change has not been agreed since the MPR and A-MPR tables are understood to be consistent and unchangeable from release-to-release.  The reasons for keeping the MPR and A-MPR tables constant across release are so that the UE has a fixed set of requirements for the band regardless of the release to which it conforms, and so that the eNB scheduler is simplified by being able to know the behavior of all UE's operating in the cell without introducing an additional variable depending on the release version.  Thus, a tradeoff exists between flexibility in the specification and consistency and predictability of device behavior since it is likely that devices conforming to multiple versions of the specifications will operate simultaneously in any practical network.
From a UE design perspective, it is imperative that the design specifications and requirements are well known and not subject to unnecessary change, especially "last-minute" changes.  Once a design has been completed, it is often difficult if not impossible to revisit that design.  This has been a long-standing tenet acknowledged in the working group that specifications should not be adjusted once agreed, and certainly not after design has commenced, except in the unusual circumstance that an error is found.  In concert with this, the proposals in [1], [2], and [3] suggest that changes are only made in the currently open release of the specification.  In spirit, we agree it is appropriate that any changes are made only in current and future specifications, rather than mandated in previous versions.  However, some challenges remain to be addressed even with this strategy.  For example, a UE built to a new version of the specification is not practically redesigned from scratch.  Certain elements are often carried over from previous designs.  In particular, band specific design elements are often carried over from release to release.  That is, the design of a legacy band is not redesigned for a new release.  Furthermore, since RAN4 often trails the other working groups in completing the requirements and specifications for a given release, the requirements that RAN4 defines may not be published until near the end of the release cycle.  Moreover, the types of design changes required for MPR and A-MPR often require hardware considerations that necessitate longer lead times.  Thus, it may not be possible to accommodate such late arriving requirements in a design which would otherwise integrate desired features introduced in the release.  The consequence could be that the UE is delayed which may in turn delay a network operator's planned deployment, the band is removed, or the UE is redefined to an older release which implies that the new features in the current release are not available.
Recommendation

For the above reasons, we have concerns regarding the proposal in [2] and [3] to mandate the MPR or A-MPR change in the current release.  Thus, we prefer the proposal in [1]
"Device vendor should in most cases have a freedom to choose which MPR/A-MPR definition the UE complies in order not to force unnecessary redesign for older UE platforms which otherwise would be usable in the case when new MPR/A-MPR version is introduced. UE would indicate with a new UE capability which MPR/A-MPR version it follows."
However, acknowledging the fragmentation that may result as described in [2], it may be beneficial to mandate the new MPR/A-MPR in some future release.  We suggest that the new MPR/A-MPR should be optional in the release in which it is introduced or modified, but can be considered for mandatoriness in the next release.  Thus, if a change to an MPR/A-MPR table is made in Rel-12, it should be optional in Rel-12, but could be considered to be made mandatory in Rel-13 if agreeable to the working group.
3. Conclusion
For the discussion on MPR and A-MPR versioning, we propose a slight modification to [3] to account for practical UE design processes.  It is inappropriate to add new mandatory requirements to the UE without sufficient design time to accommodate those changes.  Therefore, we propose the way forward in [3] be adjusted as follows.
· Change 
· A-MPR table associated with certain NS value
· MPR
in the open release, optional for UE(s) compliant with the open release, but available for consideration to be made mandatory in the following release pending working group agreement.
· Amend RRC signaling so that UE(s) can indicate which version of MPR/A-MPR is complies with, subject to the MPR/A-MPR becoming mandatory in the following release
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