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Introduction
This email thread covers the maintenance on Rel-17 Tx switching enhancement for inter-band SUL and uplink CA.
List of candidate target of email discussion for 1st round and 2nd round:
· 1st round:
· Review and comment the recommended WF for each issue in section 1.2.
· Review and comment the (draft) CRs in section 1.3.2.
· 2nd round: 
· TBA
Topic #1: Rel-17 Tx switching maintenance
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2109477
	CMCC
	Correction on DL interruption applicability for inter-band CA:
Draft CR to 38.101-1 Correction on DL interruption applicability for inter-band CA (R4-2105488) was endorsed in RAN#98-bis-e. This is an official CR to correct the DL interruption applicability for inter-band CA.

	R4-2109421
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	Draft CR to 38.101-1 Correction on DL interruption applicability for inter-band CA

	R4-2109586
	China Telecom
	The contributions presented our views to the RAN1 question on 2Tx-2Tx switching time, with the following observations:
Observation 1: Our understanding of the previous RAN4 agreement is that: the set of candidate switching time for 2Tx-2Tx switching is the same as that for 1Tx-2Tx switching, i.e., the same set of {35us, 140 us, 210us}. Meanwhile, the exact value of switching time for a band pair of a band combination is reported separately and can be different for 2Tx-2Tx switching and 1Tx-2Tx switching.
Observation 2: If the value of switching time can be exactly the same for 2Tx-2Tx switching and 1Tx-2Tx switching for any band pair in any BC based on typical UE implementations, we can reach further agreement and send the information to RAN1.
And an draft reply LS was provided:
RAN4 thanks RAN1 for the question on Rel-17 uplink Tx switching. RAN4 further discussed the switching time for 2Tx-2Tx switching and provided the following answer:
RAN1 question: For UL Tx switching in a band pair of a band combination, whether or not the switching time reported by a UE for 2Tx-2Tx switching can be different from that reported by the UE for 1Tx-2Tx switching.
RAN4 answer: For UL Tx switching in a band pair of a band combination, the set of candidate switching time for 2Tx-2Tx switching is the same as that for 1Tx-2Tx switching, i.e., the same set of {35us, 140us, 210us}. Meanwhile, the exact value of switching time for a band pair of a band combination is reported separately and can be different for 2Tx-2Tx switching and 1Tx-2Tx switching.

	R4-2111451
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	draft reply LS on Rel-17 uplink Tx switching:
RAN4 would like to thank RAN1 for the reply LS on Rel-17 uplink Tx switching.
Regarding the question raised by RAN1 for UL Tx switching in a band pair of a band combination, whether or not the switching time reported by a UE for 2Tx-2Tx switching can be different from that reported by the UE for 1Tx-2Tx switching, it is RAN4’s understanding that the reported value could be different for these two cases due to UE implementation. 
On the other hand, for UE supporting 2Tx-2Tx switching, it can consider that the UE supports 1Tx-2Tx as well. In the case that UE only reports the capability for 2Tx-2Tx switching, the same switching time can also be applied to 1Tx-2Tx switching. Otherwise, the switching time for 1Tx-2Tx and 2Tx-2Tx depends on the reported capability respectively. 

	R4-2109423
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	In this paper, we have the following observations and proposal for Tx switching between two uplink bands in Rel-17:
Observation 1: Tx switching between two uplink bands in Rel-17 involves combining inter-band and intra-band contiguous CA with UL-MIMO.
Proposal 1: RAN4 to study and clarify some RF requirements, e.g., MPR/A-MPR, configured transmitted power etc., on the operation of combining inter-band, intra-band contiguous CA and UL-MIMO.
Proposal 2: If some RF requirements related to the operation need to be specified, then RAN4 should discuss at first in which sub-clause these RF requirements should be captured in the specs.

	R4-2109422
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	Observation 1: The power boosting on Carrier #2 for 2Tx-2Tx switching can be supported in the same signalling and capability as that on Carrier #2 for 1Tx-2Tx switching in Rel-16 between two uplink carriers.
Observation 2: A UE can support both PC3 CA + power boosting and PC2 CA based on the same receiver architecture and hardware capability.
Observation 3: Performance gap of a band combination with PC2 capable Carrier#2 between PC3 CA and SUL is still existing due to the unnecessary arbitrary restriction if power boosting on Carrier #2 is not enabled.
Proposal: Support power boosting on Carrier#2 for PC3 CA in 2Tx-2Tx switching between two uplink carriers in Rel-17.

	R4-2109424
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	Draft CR to introduce power boosting for 2Tx-2Tx switching between two uplink carriers.



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 1-1: NOTE for DL interruption applicability
Issue 1-1: NOTE for DL interruption applicability
· Background:
· RAN4 #98e agreement on the applicability of DL interruption (see approved WF in R4-2103235)
· There is no need to differentiate the DL interruption applicability between Rel-16 1Tx-2Tx switching and Rel-17 Tx switching scenarios, which means that “DL interruption allowed” specified in existing TS 38.101-1 should also be applied to the Rel-17 Tx switching scenarios including:
· 2Tx-2Tx switching between carrier 1 and carrier 2
· 1Tx-2Tx and 2Tx-2Tx switching between band A (carrier 1) and band B (carrier 2+3)
· In RAN4 #98e-bis, the draft CR on updating the DL interruption applicability was endorsed in R4-2105488.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Keep the NOTE as endorsed in the last meeting, i.e., (CMCC)
NOTE 8:	Applicable when dynamic Tx switching between two uplink carriers or two uplink bands is conducted. The DL interruption requirement is specified in clause 8.2.2.2.10 of 38.133 [13].
· Option 2: Further change the NOTE as below, since the endorsed change proposes “two uplink carriers” and “two uplink bands” to refer to the cases with switching of two carriers and three carriers from two bands respectively, which is still not clear or accurate enough. (ZTE)
NOTE 8:	Applicable when dynamic Tx switching between two uplink bands is conducted. The DL interruption requirement is specified in clause 8.2.2.2.10 of 38.133 [13].
· Recommended WF
· Encourage feedback from companies
	Company
	Comments

	China Telecom
	From our side, we see no issue if we stick to the endorsed version in option 1. As discussed in the last meeting, based on the section titles for CA switching time mask in TS 38.101-1 as copied below, "two uplink carriers" and "two uplink bands" can be well differentiated /understood. 
6.3A.3.3.2            Time mask for switching between two uplink carriers
6.3A.3.3.3            Time mask for switching between two uplink carriers with two transmit antenna connectors
6.3A.3.3.4            Time mask for switching between one uplink band with one transmit antenna connector and one uplink band with two transmit antenna connectors
6.3A.3.3.5            Time mask for switching between two uplink bands with two transmit antenna connectors
Meanwhile, to our understanding, the main concern from ZTE is that: “two uplink carriers” also belongs to “two uplink bands”, and it may be not very precise to put them in parallel in the Note.
But we are not ok to only leave “two uplink bands” in the Note as proposed in Option 2, and our concern is that people may think this Note is not applicable to the R16 switching between two carriers. 
With these, one possible way might be to go with the initial version from CMCC at Apr meeting as shown below, i.e., remove both “two uplink carriers” and “two uplink bands”, just leave “dynamic Tx switching”. Since the reference clause numbers to 38.133 will be added in the Note after Rel-17 RRM work is finished. There will be no confusion.
NOTE 8:	Applicable when dynamic Tx switching is conducted. The DL interruption requirement is specified in clause 8.2.2.2.10 of 38.133 [13].

	CMCC
	Between option 1 and option 2, we share similar view as CTC. Option 1 was agreed in last meeting and also aligned with the core spec clauses. 
We are also OK with only “dynamic Tx switching”, which was our original proposal in last meeting. If companies can agree to use only “dynamic Tx switching” in the note, we can make the changes in this meeting. Or we just postpone the CR after the clause numbers added to 38.133.

	CHTTL
	Support the endorsed version in option 1, since we also share the same view as China Telecom.

	Nokia
	To ZTE
If we understand ZTE’s proposal correctly, two carriers in Rel16 are actually one is from a band A and the other is from Band B so that we can also say that two uplink bands configuration switches. For Rel-17, if we keep using “carriers”, there is a case that carriers have no Tx switching such as carrier 2 and carrier 3 on Band B. But at least whenever switching happens, uplink bands configurations are switched regardless of Rel16 or 17. So to accommodate Rel16/17, two uplink bands are selected? If so, what ZTE proposed may not be wrong, but if we follow what ZTE proposed, we would need to restructure the current requirements for time mask accordingly to have consistency and avoid redundancy. Because it seems the requirements are agnostic to ‘carrier(s)’.  The virtue of ZTE’s proposal maybe, hypothetically, if we assume that Band A has intra band UL CA and/or if Band B has intra band UL CA with more than two CCs in the future, it seems that the requirements fundamentally do not need to change if what ZTE proposes is correct and if we follow it. That makes RAN4 work less. Is our understanding correct?

	ZTE
	To CTC and CMCC:
The original “dynamic Tx switching” without “two uplink carriers” or “two uplink bands” will not cause the confusion which we raised, so it is acceptable to us.
To Nokia:
Thanks for your extensive thoughts. Yes, no matter Tx switching schemes are Rel-16 or Rel-17, Tx switching actually happens between two UL bands, and it even applies when there are two CCs on both bands in the future as you said. 

	OPPO
	No strong view between option 1 or 2, but for clarification, is there case that the two switching carriers are in same band instead of two bands like one in low band the other in high band?

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Support option 1. As explained by CTC, the requirements are clearly specified for different cases and both Rel-16 and Rel-17 cases should be considered in the spec. 
Original version of “dynamic Tx switching” is also acceptable for us.



Sub-topic 1-2: Reply LS to RAN1 on 2Tx-2Tx switching time
Issue 1-2: Reply LS to RAN1 on 2Tx-2Tx switching time
· Background
· RAN4 sent LS on R17 Tx switching to RAN1/2 in R4-2103234 at RAN4 #98e.
· RAN1 asked RAN4 one question in RAN1 LS R1-2104137/R4-2107613:
· For UL Tx switching in a band pair of a band combination, whether or not the switching time reported by a UE for 2Tx-2Tx switching can be different from that reported by the UE for 1Tx-2Tx switching.
· Proposed RAN4 reply LS:
· CTC:
· For UL Tx switching in a band pair of a band combination, the set of candidate switching time for 2Tx-2Tx switching is the same as that for 1Tx-2Tx switching, i.e., the same set of {35us, 140us, 210us}. Meanwhile, the exact value of switching time for a band pair of a band combination is reported separately and can be different for 2Tx-2Tx switching and 1Tx-2Tx switching. 
· HW:
· Regarding the question raised by RAN1 for UL Tx switching in a band pair of a band combination, whether or not the switching time reported by a UE for 2Tx-2Tx switching can be different from that reported by the UE for 1Tx-2Tx switching, it is RAN4’s understanding that the reported value could be different for these two cases due to UE implementation. 
· On the other hand, for UE supporting 2Tx-2Tx switching, it can consider that the UE supports 1Tx-2Tx as well. In the case that UE only reports the capability for 2Tx-2Tx switching, the same switching time can also be applied to 1Tx-2Tx switching. Otherwise, the switching time for 1Tx-2Tx and 2Tx-2Tx depends on the reported capability respectively.
· Summary of main points in the above reply LS:
· Point #1: For UL Tx switching in a band pair of a band combination, the set of candidate switching time for 2Tx-2Tx switching is the same as that for 1Tx-2Tx switching, i.e., the same set of {35us, 140us, 210us}. (CTC)
· Point #2: The exact reported value of switching time for a band pair of a band combination can be different for 2Tx-2Tx switching and 1Tx-2Tx switching. (CTC, HW)
· Point #3: For UE supporting 2Tx-2Tx switching, it can consider that the UE supports 1Tx-2Tx as well. In the case that UE only reports the capability for 2Tx-2Tx switching, the same switching time can also be applied to 1Tx-2Tx switching. (HW)
· Recommended WF
· Encourage feedback on whether the three points above are agreeable.
	Company
	Comments

	China Telecom
	Agree with Point #1 and Point #2.
· For Point #1, it is stated in the RAN4 LS to RAN1/2 in Jan meeting.
· For Point #2, RAN4 has not discussed whether the value of switching time can be exactly the same for 2Tx-2Tx switching and 1Tx-2Tx switching for any band pair in any BC. If it can be the same based on UE/chipset feedback in this meeting, we can reach additional agreement and send the information to RAN1. If not, we should allow report different values; otherwise, UE will report one longer value for both 1Tx-2Tx and 2Tx-2Tx switching, which is not preferred by us.
For Point #3, it is not only related to the length of the switching time, but also on the fall back capability from 2Tx-2Tx switching to 1Tx-2Tx switching. We are open to it.

	CMCC
	Point 1: agree
Point 2: Although the capability can be reported separately and the value can be different in theory. It is still better to get feedback and clarification whether different values are practical or not.
Point 3:point 3 is related to point2. We believe if UE supports 2Tx-2Tx switching, it can also support 1Tx-2Tx switching. But whether the switching time is the same depends on the outcome of point 2

	CHTTL
	Point #1 and Point #2 is agreable. We stay neutral for the Point #3.

	ZTE
	Point #1: We are fine with the same set of values for 2Tx-2Tx switching as that for 1Tx-2Tx switching.
Point #2 talks about treating 1Tx-2Tx switching and 2Tx-2Tx switching independently, so each may have its own value. However, Point #3 tries to link them together by implicit inclusion of 1Tx-2Tx switching if only 2Tx-2Tx switching is reported. To me, we seem to introduce two different types of UE implementation for Tx switching: 1) independent capability of 1Tx-2Tx switching and 2Tx-2Tx switching; 2) linked capability of 1Tx-2Tx switching and 2Tx-2Tx switching. For one specific UE, only one of these two types is valid, either Point#2 or Point #3, but not possible at the same time. 

	OPPO
	Point 1 agree.
Point 2 agree.
Point 3 ok with it.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Point 1: Agree. Aligned with the LS to other WGs.
Point 2: Agree. Though the value set is the same for 1T-2T and 2T-2T, the reported value could be different due to the UE implementation, e.g. how the PLL is shared between two bands and Tx chains could result different values of switching time among switching cases.
Point 3: Agree. In our view, p2 and p3 are not conflicting to each other. Firstly we share the same view as CMCC that a UE supports 2Tx-2Tx switching, it can also support 1Tx-2Tx switching. As discussed in point 2, the values reported for 1T-2T and 2T-2T could be different due to different UE implementation. If the values are different for a UE implementation, the capability shall be reported separately. However, if UE only reports the capability for 2T-2T, the network has to assume a value for 1T-2T. It’s natural to assume the same value in this scenario. 

	vivo
	Point 1: Agree.
Point 2. Not discussed before, can be agreed for flexibility



Sub-topic 1-3: Other RF requirements for Tx switching between two uplink bands
Issue 1-3: RF requirements on the operation of combining inter-band, intra-band contiguous CA and UL-MIMO for Tx switching between two uplink bands (carrier 1 in band A and carrier 2/3 in band B)
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: RAN4 to study and clarify some RF requirements, e.g., MPR/A-MPR, configured transmitted power etc., on the operation of combining inter-band, intra-band contiguous CA and UL-MIMO. (ZTE)
· ZTE: Tx switching between two uplink bands in Rel-17 involves combining inter-band and intra-band contiguous CA with UL-MIMO.
· Proposal 2: If some RF requirements related to the operation need to be specified, then RAN4 should discuss at first in which sub-clause these RF requirements should be captured in the specs. (ZTE)
· Recommended WF
· Encourage feedback on proposal 1 and 2. 
	Company
	Comments

	China Telecom
	On Proposal 1: 
Could ZTE help elaborate which requirements would be potentially impacted? 
In addition, to our understanding, for the operation of combining inter-band, intra-band contiguous CA and UL-MIMO, if any new RF requirements are to be considered, it should be discussed as generic issues, but not Tx switching specific issues, which is similar to the ongoing discussion for intra-band contiguous CA + UL-MIMO requirements.

	CHTTL
	share similar view as China Telecom, it seems like the mentioned potential requirements are not caused by the action of “Tx switching” itself, but sure the requirements should be settled for each state between the switching.

	ZTE
	To CTC and CHTTL:
We are talking about combining THREE features together: inter-band CA, intra-band contiguous CA and UL-MIMO. In theory, all of requirements need to revisit, as other features did. But of course, some requirements could stay unimpacted, or impacted. The thing is that we need to complete the study. We have listed some examples: MRP/A-MPR, configured Tx power which could be impacted. And to our understanding, there is no other work item to address these generic issues since the new feature (combining three features together) was firstly proposed in this.

	OPPO
	Need to understand better on the impacts of combine the three features to the CA+UL MIMO case. The Tx switching seems not impact.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	It’s not clear what’s the relation of the mentioned MPR/A-MPR requirements to Tx switching. General requirements, e.g. MPR/A-MPR for CA and UL-MIMO, should be discussed separately, and in our understanding these requirements are under study for UE RF FR1 WI.  



Sub-topic 1-4: Power boosting for CA 2Tx-2Tx switching between two carriers
Issue 1-4: Power boosting for CA 2Tx-2Tx switching between two carriers
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: Support power boosting on Carrier#2 for PC3 CA in 2Tx-2Tx switching between two uplink carriers in Rel-17. (ZTE)
· Recommended WF
· Encourage feedback on proposal 1.
	Company
	Comments

	China Telecom
	This proposal has been discussed for several meetings, and our position is not changed, i.e., not supportive of Proposal 1 and stick to the RAN4 agreed CR. 
In ZTE’s paper, it is also observed that a UE can support both PC3 CA + power boosting and PC2 CA based on the same architecture and hardware capability. The same technical understanding is achieved among companies.

	CMCC
	Same view as China Telecom

	Nokia
	Still we don’t see the necessity to apply power boosting. 

	ZTE
	In addition to our concern on the gap between CA and SUL based schemes, with the same architecture and hardware capability, why the same carrier can conduct power-boosting in Rel-16, but not in Rel-17? Since we all reach a common understanding that PC3 CA+powerboosting and PC2 CA can be based on the same architecture and hardware capability, what is harmful if enabling power-boosting for the same carrier in Rel-17 for 2Tx-2Tx switching? In our views, such artificial restriction is not necessary.

	OPPO
	The logic is understood, but as CT mentioned maybe the main point is that is there any band combination that support PC3 in CA but support PC2 in low or high band?

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We share same view as China Telecom. 

	vivo
	Seems not needed.



Companies views’ collection for 1st round
Open issues 
Provided under each issue in section 1.2
CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR number
	CR title
	Comments collection

	CR R4-2109477, CMCC
	Correction on DL interruption applicability for inter-band CA
	China Telecom: Pending on the agreement is Issue 1-1.

	
	
	Company B

	
	
	

	draft CR,  R4-2109421, ZTE 
	Draft CR to 38.101-1 Correction on DL interruption applicability for inter-band CA
	Company A

	
	
	Company B

	
	
	

	draft CR,  R4-2109424, ZTE 
	Draft CR on Rel-17 UL Tx switching time mask for 2Tx-2Tx switching between two carriers
	Company A

	
	
	Company B

	
	
	



Summary for 1st round
Open issues
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#1-1: NOTE for DL interruption applicability
	Issue 1-1: NOTE for DL interruption applicability
Summary of round 1 feedback:
· Option 1: Keep the NOTE as endorsed in the last meeting, i.e., (CMCC, CTC, CHTTL, HW)
NOTE 8:	Applicable when dynamic Tx switching between two uplink carriers or two uplink bands is conducted. The DL interruption requirement is specified in clause 8.2.2.2.10 of 38.133 [13].
· Option 2: Further change the NOTE. (ZTE)
NOTE 8:	Applicable when dynamic Tx switching between two uplink bands is conducted. The DL interruption requirement is specified in clause 8.2.2.2.10 of 38.133 [13].
· Option 3: Remove both “two uplink carriers” and “two uplink bands”, and just leave “dynamic Tx switching”. (CTC, CMCC, ZTE, HW)
NOTE 8:	Applicable when dynamic Tx switching is conducted. The DL interruption requirement is specified in clause 8.2.2.2.10 of 38.133 [13].

After the 1st round discussion, it looks companies have understood ZTE’s concern on Option 1 (as elaborated in Nokia’s comment).
With the strong concern on Option 1 from ZTE, moderator would suggest to go with Option 3. 

Recommendations for 2nd round:
Check if Option 3 is agreeable to all companies, and revise the CR from CMCC. 


	Sub-topic#1-2: Reply LS to RAN1 on 2Tx-2Tx switching time
	Issue 1-2: Reply LS to RAN1 on 2Tx-2Tx switching time
Summary of feedback:
· Point #1: For UL Tx switching in a band pair of a band combination, the set of candidate switching time for 2Tx-2Tx switching is the same as that for 1Tx-2Tx switching, i.e., the same set of {35us, 140us, 210us}. (Supported by CTC, CMCC, CHTTL, ZTE, OPPO, HW, vivo)
· Point #2: The exact reported value of switching time for a band pair of a band combination can be different for 2Tx-2Tx switching and 1Tx-2Tx switching. (Supported by CTC, HW, CHTTL, [ZTE], OPPO, vivo)
· Issues raised:
· ZTE: point #2 and #3 are conflicting to some extend, agree one of them is reasonable
· CMCC: whether different values are practical or not.
HW response: the reported value could be different due to the UE implementation, e.g. how the PLL is shared between two bands and Tx chains could result different values of switching time among switching cases.
· Point #3: For UE supporting 2Tx-2Tx switching, it can consider that the UE supports 1Tx-2Tx as well. In the case that UE only reports the capability for 2Tx-2Tx switching, the same switching time can also be applied to 1Tx-2Tx switching. (Supported by HW, CMCC, [ZTE], OPPO)
· Issues raised:
· CTC: For Point #3, it is not only related to the length of the switching time, but also on the fall back capability from 2Tx-2Tx switching to 1Tx-2Tx switching. We are open to it.
· ZTE: point #2 and #3 are conflicting to some extend, agree one of them is reasonable.
HW response: Firstly we share the same view as CMCC that a UE supports 2Tx-2Tx switching, it can also support 1Tx-2Tx switching. As discussed in point 2, the values reported for 1T-2T and 2T-2T could be different due to different UE implementation. If the values are different for a UE implementation, the capability shall be reported separately. However, if UE only reports the capability for 2T-2T, the network has to assume a value for 1T-2T. It’s natural to assume the same value in this scenario.

Tentative agreements:
Agree Point #1 and Point #2. 

Recommendations for 2nd round:
For the reply LS, capture the tentative agreements, and further discuss whether Point #3 is agreeable.


	Sub-topic 1-3: Other RF requirements for Tx switching between two uplink bands
	Issue 1-3: RF requirements on the operation of combining inter-band, intra-band contiguous CA and UL-MIMO for Tx switching between two uplink bands (carrier 1 in band A and carrier 2/3 in band B)
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: RAN4 to study and clarify some RF requirements, e.g., MPR/A-MPR, configured transmitted power etc., on the operation of combining inter-band, intra-band contiguous CA and UL-MIMO. (ZTE)
· Proposal 2: If some RF requirements related to the operation need to be specified, then RAN4 should discuss at first in which sub-clause these RF requirements should be captured in the specs. (ZTE)

Summary on 1st round feedback:
5 companies provided feedback, and majority companies (CTC, CHTTL, OPPO, HW) would like to understand what the exact impact would be.

Recommendations for 2nd round:
Encourage proponent to provide further information on the proposals in the 2nd round.


	Sub-topic 1-4: Power boosting for CA 2Tx-2Tx switching between two carriers
	Issue 1-4: Power boosting for CA 2Tx-2Tx switching between two carriers
Summary on 1st round feedback:
The situation is not changed in this meeting, i.e., it is still not agreeable to majority companies to introduce power boosting for Rel-17 2Tx-2Tx switching between two uplink carriers.

Recommendations for 2nd round:
[bookmark: _GoBack]In the 2nd round, if any new aspect being identified, we can continue discussing this issue. 



CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provides recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update
Note: The tdoc decisions shall be provided in Section 3 and this table is optional in case moderators would like to provide additional information. 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”

	CR R4-2109477, CMCC
	CR title: Correction on DL interruption applicability for inter-band CA
To be revised

	
	

	
	


	

Discussion on 2nd round


0 Recommendations for Tdocs
0.1 1st round
New tdocs
	Title
	Source
	Comments

	WF on …
	YYY
	

	LS on …
	ZZZ
	To: RAN_X; Cc: RAN_Y

	Reply LS on Rel-17 uplink Tx switching
	China Telecom
	To: RAN1, RAN2



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-210xxxx
	CR on …
	XXX
	Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
	

	R4-2109422
	Further discussion on UL Tx switching between 2 uplink carriers in Rel-17
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	Noted
	

	R4-2109424
	DraftCR on Rel-17 UL Tx switching time mask for 2Tx-2Tx switching between two carriers
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	Not Pursued
	

	R4-2109586
	Discussion on 2Tx-2Tx switching time and draft reply LS
	China Telecom
	Noted
	

	R4-2111451
	draft reply LS on Rel-17 uplink Tx switching
	Huawei,HiSilicon
	Noted
	

	R4-2109421
	Draft CR to 38.101-1 Correction on DL interruption applicability for inter-band CA
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	Merged
	

	R4-2109423
	Further discussion on UL Tx switching between 2 uplink bands in Rel-17
	ZTE Wistron Telecom AB
	Noted
	

	R4-2109477
	Correction on DL interruption applicability for inter-band CA
	CMCC
	Revised
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	



Notes:
1) Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics incl. existing and new tdocs.
2) For the Recommendation column please include one of the following: 
a. CRs/TPs: Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
b. Other documents: Agreeable, Revised, Noted
3) For new LS documents, please include information on To/Cc WGs in the comments column
4) Do not include hyper-links in the documents

0.2 2nd round 

	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-210xxxx
	CR on …
	XXX
	Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
	

	R4-210xxxx
	WF on …
	YYY
	Agreeable, Revised, Noted
	

	R4-210xxxx
	LS on …
	ZZZ
	Agreeable, Revised, Noted
	

	
	
	
	
	



Notes:
1) Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics.
2) For the Recommendation column please include one of the following: 
a. CRs/TPs: Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
b. Other documents: Agreeable, Revised, Noted
3) Do not include hyper-links in the documents


