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1. Introduction
During the Ran4 #35 meeting in Athens, 2 CRs were approved [1], [2]. 

1. In [1], the maximum amount of additional power reduction that can be applied to the transmitted waveform in order to not exceed the ACLR requirements when R’99, HS-DPCCH, and E-DCH is transmitted is defined via the use of an equation (the Cubic Metric (CM) equation). This CR is applicable to 25.101.
2. When considering E-TFC selection, the E-TFC-MPR that can be used to reduce PMAX is defined via the use of a look-up table. This CR is applicable to 25.133.
On further reviewing the CRs, we believe we have identified several points that we believe merit further discussion to avoid possible misinterpretation of specifications and to avoid duplicate requirements.
2. Potential Duplication of Requirements 
Prior to E-DCH, the MPR was defined in 25.101 via  Table 6.1a shown below [3]

Table 6.1a: UE maximum output powers with HS-DPCCH
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The effect of CRs [1, 2] is that they moved this table to 25.133 and this table is shown below as Table 6.1 in [4]
Table 6.1: TFC-MPR used for TFC selection
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These 2 tables are essentially equivalent except that it has been moved from 25.101 to 25.133.
Now, with the addition of E-DCH, we have replaced Table 6.1a in 25.101 with the following table/equation [5]

--------- start text from [5] ---------

Table 6.1A: UE maximum output power with HS-DPCCH and E-DCH

	UE transmit channel configuration 
	CM (dB)
	MPR (dB)

	For all combinations of; DPDCH,  DPCCH, HS-DPCCH, E-DPDCH and  E-DPCCH
	0 ( CM ( 3.0
	MAX (CM-1, 0)

	Note 1:
CM = 1 for (c/(d =12/15, hs/c=24/15. For all other combinations of DPDCH, DPCCH, HS-DPCCH, E-DPDCH and E-DPCCH the MPR is based on the relative CM difference. 

Note 2:
The impact of 1dB power control granularity is FFS.


Where Cubic Metric (CM) is based on the UE transmit channel configuration and is given by


CM = [20 * log10 ((v_norm 3) rms) – 20 * log10 ((v_norm_ref 3) rms)] / 1.85

Where

-
v_norm is the normalized voltage waveform of the input signal

-
v_norm_ref is the normalized voltage waveform of the reference signal (12.2 kbps AMR Speech)
----------- end text from [5] -----------

While the MPR in 25.101 is now defined by the new Table 6.1A above, this is essentially not a table but an equation for the Cubic Metric that defines how one could calculate the MPR. 
To calculate MPR that is acceptable for the TFC and E-TFC selection process, CRs [1, 2] have added a new table in 25.133. For completeness, this table is shown below as Table 6.2 [4] 
Table 6.2: E-TFC-MPR used for E-TFC selection

	Inputs for selection E-TFC 
	E-TFC-MPR (dB)

	Case
	c
	hs
	d
	ec
	ed
	E-DPDCH
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	SFmin
	Ncodes
	

	1
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	NA
	0
	[1.00]

	2
	
	0
	0
	>0
	>0
	
	1
	[0.25]

	3
	
	
	0
	>0
	>0
	4
	1
	[0.00]

	4
	
	
	0
	>0
	>0
	4
	2
	[0.10]

	5
	
	
	0
	>0
	>0
	2
	2
	[0.00]

	6
	
	
	0
	>0
	>0
	2
	4
	[0.50]

	7
	
	0
	>0
	>0
	>0
	
	1
	[0.75]

	8
	
	>0
	>0
	>0
	>0
	
	1
	[1.40]

	9
	
	
	>0
	>0
	>0
	4
	2
	[0.70]

	10
	
	0
	>0
	>0
	>0
	2
	2
	[0.50]

	11
	
	
	>0
	>0
	>0
	2
	2
	[0.50]


Note that this new Table 6.2 in 25.133 for E-TFC selection also needs to know the MPR in order to perform the E-TFC selection procedure. The E-TFC-MPR values in this table are listed in a table form by defining regions over which the MPR values are the same (or almost the same) over all possible combinations of c, hs, d, ec, ed, SFmin for E-DPDCH, and Ncodes for E-DPDCH.

In summary, it seems that in 25.101 we have defined MPR via the definition of an equation but that in 25.133 we have defined MPR via the use of tables. The equation defined in Table 6.1A in 25.101 is one way by which the MPR values in Tables 6.1 and 6.2 in 25.133 can be calculated.
If the use of tables to define MPR are acceptable for use in TFC selection and E-TFC selection, then they should be sufficient for defining the UE maximum output power in 25.101 while meeting all ACLR requirements.
As such, we would like to suggest that the MPR not be defined in 2 different ways --- one via an equation and one via a table. If a table method is found to be acceptable, we believe that it is a much clearer way of defining requirements that are testable. This is also consistent with how the Release 5 requirements were defined.
3. Testability of Requirements
The Table 6.1A in 25.101 (which actually refers to the Cubic Metric equation as its basis) does not lead to a requirement that is easily testable. To create a test for this, one would essentially have to use the new Tables 6.1 and 6.2.
Alternatively, Table 6.1 and 6.2 in 25.133 do allow one to construct a test to verify conformance to a requirement with clear pass/fail criterion.
4. Requirement that Defines an Implementation
By explicitly using the Cubic Metric equation in 25.101 to define MPR, it suggests that conformance to this requirement would somehow require the use of this equation or that using other methods of calculating MPR would be invalid. In reality, there are other techniques that one could have used (and was used for HS-DPCCH) to calculate the MPR.
While the Cubic Metric approach serves a useful tool to help calculate the MPR, the 25.101 and 25.133 documents should endeavour to not explicitly endorse an implementation unless it is absolutely necessary. 
Given the useful analytical nature of the Cubic Metric approach and to provide guidance to future readers of the specifications, we believe that an alternative approach is to have a non-normative appendix that would outline the Cubic Metric approach.

5. Conclusions 

We have highlighted several points with regards to how MPR is defined today based on approval of 2 CRs [1, 2]. 

By using a table instead of an equation to define the MPR for E-DCH (as was done for HS-DPCCH), a much cleaner set of requirements for MPR and E-TFC selection would be created. These requirements would also be testable and would be consistent with the approach taken in previous releases of the specifications.
We invite comments from other companies on this issue and would like agreement to create a CR that would address the concerns highlighted above.
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