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Introduction
The Tx Switching in MC WI has been proceed well in RAN4#108bis, with several LS out sending out and a draft feature big CR endorsed. However, there are still a few open issues left, such as the remaining issues is related to the LS out [1], and two incoming LS [2][3].
In this paper, the remaining issues were discussed for these three LS.
Discussion
In [1], the following questions and conditions have been sent to RAN1:Issue: Length of switching period for the fallback band combinations
From RAN4 UE implementation perspective, when UE support the two Tx switching band combinations of band A+B+C+D and band A+B+C+E, it is possible that UE has different switching periods for the same band pair, for example:
· For band A+B+C+D, A+B with period 35us, A+C with period 140us
· For band A+B+C+E, A+B with period 140us, A+C with period 35us

In this case, RAN4 asks RAN2 the following question:
· When the network configures band A+B+C, how to determine the switching period for band pair A+B and A+C from RAN2 signalling perspective?

RAN4 is still discussing the applied switch period for the case of A+B+C from RAN4 perspective, and RAN4 will keep RAN2 updated if any new progress.


It is noted that no detailed scheme alternatives have been sent to RAN1, and RAN4 is also discussing this issue. RAN4 may have further discussion on this issue.
During the early discussion, some of the alternatives provided including:
· Alt.1: Network configuration
· Alt.2: UE reports preferred capability in addition
· Alt.3: The maximum switch period capability is applied for each band pair between A+B+C+D and A+B+C+E.
Alt.1 seems not reasonable, since this problem is UE implementation, and this should not be network configuration. This alt.1 should be precluded.
Alt.2 may work, and also quite clear. However, reporting capabilities for all the fallback combinations may introduce excessive overhead, thus not that attractive.
Alt.3 would also have some overhead, since some comparison would have to be done by both UE and NW. There may also be some difficulty in defining the requirements. However, this still seems the most simple way, and the overhead is much more limited compared to Alt.2.
So, at least from implementation point of view, Alt 3 seems still be the best way forward among the current available ways. 
Observation 1: Choosing maximum switching period capability between different BCs for each pair may be a simpler and workable way.
Furthermore, the issue here is itself a quite corner case, and even leave it alone and do not consider this, may also not bring too much degradation for the system.
Observation 2: The problem itself may be a corner case, and even not consider it may bring not much degradation.
Proposal 1: If a dedicated solution is set, choosing maximum switching period capability between different BCs for each pair.

For [2], a draft LS reply with simple analysis has been provided in [4].
It should be noted that though no clear action has been provided by RAN1, RAN1 may ask RAN4 about the possibility to cover the requirements in RAN4. However, as has been explained in [4], it is not appropriate for RAN4 to capture complicated schemes on how the priority scheme should be set, since it is mainly RAN1 and RAN2 expertise
Proposal 2: On determination of switching period location in frequency domain based on band priority, it is suggested to be captured into RAN1 spec rather in RAN4. 
A draft reply LS was submitted separately.

[image: ]For [3], there is following contents:

[bookmark: _GoBack]It is found the RAN1 understanding of what RAN4 spec should do “…and the length determination of switching period should be in TS38.101-1” is aligned with what had specified in RAN4. So it seems that no more action in RAN4 or an LS reply is needed.
Proposal 3: Regarding conditions for triggering switch and descriptions on determination of the length of switching period in specifications, no reply LS or RAN4 further action is needed.
Conclusion
In this paper, some remaining issues regarding one LS out [1] and two the incoming LS [2][3] were discussed. The following observations and proposals are provided.
Observation 1: Choosing maximum switching period capability between different BCs for each pair may be a simpler and workable way.
Observation 2: The problem itself may be a corner case, and even not consider it may bring not much degradation.
Proposal 1: If a dedicated solution is set, choosing maximum switching period capability between different BCs for each pair.
Proposal 2: On determination of switching period location in frequency domain based on band priority, it is suggested to be captured into RAN1 spec rather in RAN4. 
A draft reply LS was submitted separately.
Proposal 3: Regarding conditions for triggering switch and descriptions on determination of the length of switching period in specifications, no reply LS or RAN4 further action is needed.
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For different switching cases with dualUL mode with more than two bands involved in one uplink TX switching,
RAN1 discussed on where to capture conditions for triggering switch and descriptions on determination of the

+Iength of switching period and RAN1 made the following agreement. .

.

®  For the TS38.214, conditions for triggering switch and descriptions on determination of the length of switching
period for different switching cases with dual uplink with more than two bands involved in one uplink TX switching,

»  Alt.3: it is kept in both TS38.214 and TS38.101-1 (TS38.214 refers TS38.101-1 and vice versa) -

< From RANI point of view, conditions for triggering switching is in TS38.214, and the length
determination of switching period should be in TS38.101-1 .

< Send an LS to RAN4 to reflect the above in their specification -

.

2. Actions: .
To RAN WG4 .
ACTION: RAN1 kindly asks RAN4 to take the above into consideration. .




