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1. Introduction
In RAN4 #104-bis-e,  WF[1][2] has been agreed for R18 Tx switching for single-TAG and multi-TAG respectively. In this contribution we continue the discussion
2. Discussion
2.2 Multi-TAG
Issue 2-1-1A: on the wording in the FFS bullet
· Proposals on the wording in the FFS bullet in RAN4#104-bis-e
· Proposal 1: UE requirements are written in such way that network defines UE behaviour. (QC)
· Proposal 2: Reuse the existing wording in TS 38.214, and agree the following bullet (China Telecom)
· UE may omit the uplink transmissions corresponding to any TAG during the UE switching time.
· Proposal 3: When multi-TAG UL Tx switching is configured to UE the precondition should be NW will take the TA differences into account in the UL transmission scheduling. (OPPO)
· Proposal 4: For the case of Tx switching with multi-TAG for the two uplink carriers, the UE is not expected to transmit PUCCH/PUSCH/SRS on OFDM symbols that overlaps with the switching period on both the carriers. (HW)

Proposal 1 we have slightly different view. We agree the concept that the scheduling should be done by the network and UE should not drop (or initiate) transmissions when network does not expect only when the network do not schedule unexpected UE behaviour.
Proposal 2 should be the baseline of Tx switching. Whether to allow uplink transmission on the Tx chain that are unchanged depends on discussion outcome on observation 4.
Proposal 3 has been conclude by RAN4 agreement “UL switching time should not include timing difference up to MTTD between two TAGs” during RAN4#104-e meeting thus RAN4 does not need to discuss this further.
Proposal 4 describes more details that may be relevant to uplink outage so we think it might be better to discuss such detail specification requirements in RRM session.
Proposal 1: P2 in the FFS bullet is agreeable as Tx switching baseline and details specification is better to be discussed in RRM session. No need further discuss P3 in FFS bullet since there has been RAN4 agreement. And P4 in FFS bullet shall be discussed in RRM session.
Issue 2-1-2A: RAN4 CR text
WF RAN4 CR text: 
continued discussion at the next meeting. Two options:
Option 1: modify the time mask for TX switching to include the case of dual TAG with different timing advance on the two TAGs.
Option 2: apply same approach as in R17 V2X that the time mask only contains the UE hardware requirement (switching period), and no TA difference included. The impact of Tx switching with multiple TAGs can be considered as scheduling restriction.

As stated in proposal 3 of this contribution above, RAN4 had agreement “UL switching time should not include timing difference up to MTTD between two TAGs” and also agreed the switching period of single-TAG and multi-TAG are same, option 2 shall be adopted.
Proposal 2: RAN4 adopt option 2: apply same approach as in R17 V2X that the time mask only contains the UE hardware requirement (switching period), and no TA difference included. The impact of Tx switching with multiple TAGs can be considered as scheduling restriction
3. Conclusion
For multi-TAG:
· FFS bullet in RAN4#104-bis-e:
· Proposal 1: UE requirements are written in such way that network defines UE behaviour. (QC)
· Proposal 2: Reuse the existing wording in TS 38.214, and agree the following bullet (China Telecom)
· UE may omit the uplink transmissions corresponding to any TAG during the UE switching time.
· Proposal 3: When multi-TAG UL Tx switching is configured to UE the precondition should be NW will take the TA differences into account in the UL transmission scheduling. (OPPO)
· Proposal 4: For the case of Tx switching with multi-TAG for the two uplink carriers, the UE is not expected to transmit PUCCH/PUSCH/SRS on OFDM symbols that overlaps with the switching period on both the carriers. (HW)
Proposal 1: P2 in the FFS bullet is agreeable as Tx switching baseline and details specification is etter to be discussed in RRM session. No need further discuss P3 in FFS bullet since it has been agreed by RAN4. And P4 in FFS bullet shall be discussed in RRM session.
Regarding WF RAN4 CR text:
Proposal 2: RAN4 adopt option 2: apply same approach as in R17 V2X that the time mask only contains the UE hardware requirement (switching period), and no TA difference included. The impact of Tx switching with multiple TAGs can be considered as scheduling restriction
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