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1
Introduction
In this contribution we address the remaining work with regards to Pcell discussions.

2
Discussion
The progress on Pcell is very limited since only so called “easy” combinations have been agreed to consider mandatory support.

In fact the combinations that brought this issue up are still being debated, and this looks like an operator vs. vendor debate with conflicting interests. This can be noted in latest WF [4] were open items are A2 combinations with harmonic trap filter, and FDD+TDD CA combinations.

In this contribution we highlight that there are two ways to handle the conflict based on the following premise:

Premise: RAN4 for A2 combinations with harmonic hit have discussed the use of HTF. In cases where it has been agreed to use HTF, only HTF solution has been specified, i.e. relaxations for deltaT/R have been incorporated, and MSD calculated accordingly.

Option 1: for those combinations where RAN4 has specified a HTF, then Pcell shall be mandatory supported

Option 2: for those combinations where RAN4 has specified a HTF, then RAN4 should provide specifications for UE not supporting HTF. And mandate Pcell support for those cases. Signalling may be introduced (it is understood this would not impact legacy UEs)

Option 3: for those combinations where RAN4 has specified a HTF, then RAN4 should revisit the agreement, and call for a new decision considering Pcell is mandatory for the low band

In summary the following 3 options are possible to move this discussion forward:

	
	Option 1
	Option 2
	Option 3

	Proposal
	Make Pcell mandatory for the cases where HTF is considered
	Specify CA combination with no HTF in parallel. Make Pcell mandatory for all CC
	Revision of the HTF agreement. Discuss need of HTF again assuming Pcell is mandatory

	Comments
	See observation 1
	This may mean need to distinguish devices.
See observation 1
	See observation 1


Additionally it should be noted that “do nothing” option in this discussion is not acceptable since current situation is quite unreasonable from predictability of support point of view, and for some operators could be quite damaging. Clarity on Pcell support will ease discussions in future CA debates with harmonic hit.
Observation 1: It should be noted that some operators may have compromised to adopt use of HTF in the past, even if no hit was present. This in turn means that Pcell may not be implemented. The “do nothing” option is not acceptable in consequence as this situation poses a penalty to networks freq planning, due to unknown support of Pcell.
In consequence it is proposed:

Proposal 1: RAN4 to decide on a way forward considering Option 1, Option 2 or Option 3

3
Conclusion
This contribution has presented one observation and one proposal:
Observation 1: It should be noted that some operators may have compromised to adopt use of HTF in the past, even if no hit was present. This in turn means that Pcell may not be implemented. The “do nothing” option is not acceptable in consequence as this situation poses a penalty to networks freq planning, due to unknown support of Pcell
Proposal 1: RAN4 to decide on a way forward considering Option 1, Option 2 or Option 3
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