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1	Introduction
RAN4 has sent he LS R2-2102644 (R4-2103144) to RAN2 with the following information:
RAN4 would like to inform RAN2 that the UE capability singleUL-Transmission is reported per band combination and may not be sufficient for UE to indicate dual UL in one UL CC pair and single UL in another CC pair in one band combination. RAN4 agree that it is left to RAN2 on whether and how to resolve this issue.
We would also note that while this partly relates to the other recent LS on single UL (see R4-2103365), the issue is different from that LS. Hence, we discuss what RAN2 shoud do to this.
2	Single UL allowance for EN-DC 
The single UL capability is currently indicated per band combination as shown in below excerpt from TS38.306:
	singleUL-Transmission
Indicates that the UE does not support simultaneous UL transmissions as defined in TS 38.101-3 [4]. The UE may only include this field for certain band combinations defined in TS 38.101-3 [4]. If included for a particular band combination, the field applies to all fallback band combinations of this band combination that are defined in TS 38.101-3 [4] as being allowed to include this field and does not apply to any other fallback band combinations defined in TS 38.101-3 [4].
The UE shall include this field for band combinations containing a band pair for which single UL transmission is the only specified operation mode in TS 38.101-3 [4] and if the UE supports UL on both bands. Otherwise, this feature is optional.
	BC
	FD
	N/A
	N/A



This means that when UE indicates the single UL (in)capability for a band combination, it will apply to the whole band combination and all of its fallback band combinations. Hence, UE cannot indicate that for this band combination, single UL is only required for some fallback BCs but not to others. For example, should a UE support a (hypothetical) band combination DC_1A_2A_n66A_n78A, it is not possible to indicate in a single band combination that UE would require single UL for DC_2_n66 but not for DC_2_n78 (both of which allow single UL as per TS38.101-3).
Observation 1: Current single UL signalling applies for the entire band conbination, including the fallback BCs.
However, this is likely not true a problem in practice: It is already allowed for UE to indicate better capabilities for a fallback BC by repeating that in the band combinations. Thus, in the above example, UE could indicate support for both BC DC_1A_2A_n66A_n78A (with single UL) and the BC DC_2A_n78A (without single UL), in which case network can easily interpret what UE actually supports. And while this may not scale extremely well for many cases, it is similarly perhaps not so likely that UEs would require single UL in some fallbackl BCs but not in others. It's even difficult to find such cases from TS38.101-3 where this would even be possible currently. And while it's clear that lot of band combinations keep being added, it doesn't seem like a common case currently.
Observation 2: UE can always indicate fallback BC with "better" capabilities (e.g. no need for single UL) than parent BC has (e.g. single UL required) in UE band combination capabilities.
Hence, as RAN4 left the task of what to do in the hands of RAN2, we think that nothing needs to be done: A solution already exists (since Rel-15) and it's not clear if there are any practical BCs where this would truly be a problem.
Proposal 1: RAN2 to reply to RAN4 that there is already a solution to the claimed single UL issue since Rel-15 and RAN2 does not plan to implement additional solutions.
A draft reply LS to RAN4 according to proposal 1 is shown in the annex A.
Proposal 2: Agree to the reply LS to RAN4 in Annex A.
3	Conclusion
This documents has made the following observations:
Observation 1: Current single UL signalling applies for the entire band conbination, including the fallback BCs.
Observation 2: UE can always indicate fallback BC with "better" capabilities (e.g. no need for single UL) than parent BC has (e.g. single UL required) in UE band combination capabilities.
And proposed the following:
Proposal 1: RAN2 to reply to RAN4 that there is already a solution to the claimed single UL issue since Rel-15 and RAN2 does not plan to implement additional solutions.
Proposal 2: Agree to the reply LS to RAN4 in Annex A.
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1. Overall Description:
RAN2 thanks RAN4 for the LS R4-2103144 on single-uplink operation in more than one band pair of a band combination.
RAN2 would like to inform RAN4 that the issue cited in the LS has a solution: UE can always indicate the fallback BC with "better" capabilities separately to allow network to know in which fallback BCs UE doesn't require single UL. This is possible since Rel-15 and all UEs support it without capabilities, so RAN2 sees no need to provide for another solution. 

2. Actions:
To RAN4 group.
ACTION: 	RAN2 respectfully informs RAN4 that no additional solutions need be specified for single UL UE capabilities.

3. Date of Next TSG-RAN WG2 Meetings:
3GPP RAN2#114-e	from 2021-05-19	to 2021-05-27		Electronic Meeting





