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1 Introduction
At the last RAN4 meeting, RAN4 agreed that a single mapping table based on 7 bits and 1 dB resolution is sufficient for PHR in both FR1 and FR2, and RAN4 sent LS to RAN2 [1]. However, RAN2 has a concern on adding 1bit to mapping table [2].
In this contribution, we present our views on this topic.
2 Discussion
At the last RAN4 meeting, RAN4 reached the consensus that it was needed to extend the mapping table for PHR to 7bit in order to meet power range in NR, i.e., -40dBm ~ +55dBm. Regarding step size, 1dB step was assumed, which was same as for LTE. Although RAN4 discussed only mapping table for PHR, it would be applied to Pcmax, c, too. 



Figure1. Dual Connectivity PHR MAC Control Element in LTE MAC

However, it is not desirable to extend the field length of Pcmax, c and PH from RAN2 perspective [2]. Figure 1 shows the PHR MAC Control Element in LTE MAC for LTE-DC. Since UE reports Pcmax,c and PH of NR Cell to eNB using LTE PHR MAC CE, LTE MAC spec needs to be adopted to accommodate 7bits of Pcmax,c and PHR. According to [2], there are several options to solve this issue, for example, to use 2 reserved bits to extend both PH and Pcmax,c field. Another option is to define additional MAC CE format for 7 bits field of PH and Pcmax,c field. However, it seems that both options are not desirable from RAN2 perspective. Therefore, RAN2 may want to keep 6bits length of PH and Pcmax,c in PHR MAC CE

Observation 1: It is not desirable to extend the field length of Pcmax, c and PHR from RAN2 perspective.

If 1dB step should be kept, adding 1bit would be needed due to the extended power range in NR regardless of RAN2 opinion, however RAN4 may be able to reconsider 1dB step of Pcmax, c and PHR, i.e., consider coarser resolution for some value ranges. For example, step size larger than 1dB could be considered for the large Pcmax,c and PH values since the error is relatively small compared with the reported value. Since RAN2 is still discussing this issue, we propose that RAN4 should not define the mapping table for Pcmax,c and PHR until RAN2 reaches agreement.

Observation 2: RAN4 may be able to reconsider 1dB step of Pcmax, c and PHR, i.e., consider coarser resolution for some value ranges.

Proposal 1: RAN4 should not define the mapping table for Pcmax,c and PHR until RAN2 reaches agreement.
3 Conclusion
In this contribution, we provided our view on the PHR mapping table. Our observations and proposals are as follows:

Observation 1: It is not desirable to extend the field length of Pcmax, c and PHR from RAN2 perspective.

Observation 2: RAN4 may be able to reconsider 1dB step of Pcmax, c and PHR, i.e., consider coarser resolution for some value ranges.

Proposal 1: RAN4 should not define the mapping table for Pcmax,c and PHR until RAN2 reaches agreement.
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