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Introduction
The power class maintenance has been discussed for over a year and the steady progress were made. However, there still some remaining issues are still kept open. A WF was also agreed in [1].
In this paper, we discuss some of the open issues.
Discussion
DL CA configured with single carrier UL
The following WF is referenced from [1]
Agreements: For HPUE consider following options:
· Option 1: UE shall mandatorily meet ue-PowerClass at least for up to PC2, FFS for PC1.5
· Option 2: support up to highest specified single carrier power class is optional, based on UE capability indication and not restricted by notes in clause 5.5A
· For both options
· Focus on Pcmax impact in RAN4#111
· Strive to update specification from rel-17
· the relation to the table notes in clause 5.5A is also considered.
· Further consider output power for refsens and MSD requirements
This topic has been discussed for a long time, with a majority of companies support option 2. In fact, an earlier version was more acceptable and more clear. Here we still have some doubt on mandatory support of ue-PowerClass, since it indeed make more restrictions for UE, especially the current requirements is targeted for Rel-17, which is two release behind Rel-19 which we already started. If such a strict restriction is enforced, may be Rel-18 is more appropriate.
Proposal 1: For DL CA configured with single carrier UL, prefer not to have mandatory support of ue-PowerClass for DL at least in Rel-17.

Interband UL CA with single carrier UL transmission
The following WF is referenced from [1]

Agreements: To increase UE output power and improve performance with one cell scheduled consider following options:
· Option 1: Allow UE to transmit higher power than specified power classes for the CA configuration up to at least PC2 single carrier power class (ue-powerClass) of the UL band subject to UE capability indication. FFS for PC 1.5.
· Option 2: For interband UL CA, specify Pcmax only for simultaneous transmission in both bands.
· For both options
· Focus on Pcmax impact in RAN4#111
· Strive to update specification from rel-17
Our understanding is that option 2 might be have more chance to transmit as UL single CC case. From flexibility point of view, option 1 is more preferred. But if option 2 from previous issue can be confirmed, both of these two options might also be ok.
Proposal 2: Specify Pcmax only for simultaneous transmission in both bands can be accepted, in case ue-PowerClass is not mandated for UL single CC case.

Other updates in 38.101-1
The following WF is referenced from [1]
Agreements: 

1) Consider to update the Pcmax,f,c for serving cells c of UL CA configurations to cover the cases in which

· the NR band power class ue-PowerClass/ue-PowerClass-v1610 is modified by the per-band-per-BC power class ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17; or
· the power class of the band combination (per-BC) is lower than NR band power class, excluding scenarios of sub-topic 1-1 and 1-2, or 
· UE-specific P-Max is lower than the NR band power class; or
· UE-specific cell-group P-Max indications are present (can be lower than the per-BC power class)

such that the UL output power per serving cell c and the PHR become correct also for these cases.
2) Consider to add a general clause to beginning of 6.2A in TS 38.101-1 describing the power class capabilities and their relationship, if necessary, noting that power-class capabilities are specified in 38.306.  
Our view is that these are needed revisions, and the controversial part are mostly details in CRs. As a general comment, currently there are some duplications in various proposals, either within RAN4 or between different working groups. There are usual debate on how much we should clarify. For example, some power class fallback rules already defined in RAN2 has been confirmed within RAN4 after long discussion, do we need to clarify this in RAN4? From spec point of view, it may not be that necessary. However, it may still beneficial to further clarify in RAN4 for the readers of RAN4. If it is not useful, why RAN4 only agree that after spend so much time to discuss? 
Proposal 3: More clarifications, even redundant or already documented in other WG’s spec, may still be needed in RAN4 as long as long discussions taken place and useful for RAN4.
 

Conclusion
In this paper, we discuss those issues and provided our proposals:
Proposal 1: For DL CA configured with single carrier UL, prefer not to have mandatory support of ue-PowerClass for DL at least in Rel-17.
Proposal 2: Specify Pcmax only for simultaneous transmission in both bands can be accepted, in case ue-PowerClass is not mandated for UL single CC case.
Proposal 3: More clarifications, even redundant or already documented in other WG’s spec, may still be needed in RAN4 as long as long discussions taken place and useful for RAN4.
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