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1. Introduction
The issue on “BWP without restriction” has been discussed in number of meetings. At the RAN#98-e meeting, whether/which option(s) can be supported in Rel-18 was extensively discussed, but the conclusion was to discuss this issue again in RAN#99 as below [1, 2].
	RP-223506	Moderator's summary of discussion [98e-30-BWP-WithoutRestriction]
					Type: report		For: discussion
					Source: Vodafone
(Replaces RP-223470)
Discussion: 
handled in Fri GTW
Apple: power will increase by 30% so can not agree
Samsung: can also not agree; B-1-1 and B-2-2 should be agreed as a package otherwise no need for agreeing anything in REL-18
Nokia: B-1-1 plus C is already a stretch, B-1-1 plus B-2-2 is not acceptable for us
RAN chair: B-1-1 plus C: supported by 18 companies; B-1-1 plus B-2-2 plus C: supported by 5 companies
RAN chair: taking B-1-1 plus C now and have B-2-2 as come back for RAN #99?
Apple: not acceptable for us; we could go B-1-1 plus B-2-2 plus C and if serious network problems are detected we could come back to B-2-2
RAN chair: could we reduce B.2.2 and just take NCSG? just 9 companies supporting, 7 companies strong concerns
Nokia: B-1-2 and B-2-2 not acceptable for Nokia
Intel: "Companies with concerns about the completeness of Option A should submit contributions to RAN 4. RAN requests RAN 4 to treat any such documents." still applies
RAN chair: up to RAN4 chair
RAN chair: B1 plus C: 2 companies object
conclusion: RAN4 shall not discuss this further and RAN will come back at RAN #99
Decision: 		The document was noted.



At RAN1#112 meeting, there was a TEI-18 proposal to support Option B-1-1 and C [3], but it was not proceeded as RAN guidance on whether/which option(s) can be supported is necessary before starting any corresponding work in WGs for this issue.
RAN4 also discussed on this issue at RAN4#106 meeting and sent LS to RAN to inform their agreements [4].
In this contribution, we provide our view on this issue.

2. Discussion
There are multiple options that have been discussed to address the issue on BWP without restriction. As shown in the section 1, although selecting only single option is preferable in general, companies are trying to solve this issue by supporting multiple options as different options have different impacts on specification/workload, mobility/throughput performance and UE power consumption/complexity.
	· Option A) Perform BM/RLM/BFD based on CSI-RS within active BWP
· Option B) Perform BM/RLM/BFD based on SSB outside active BWP
· Option B-1) UE’s capability not requiring additional measurement gap for BM/RLM/BFD
· Option B-1-1) Using larger BW covering SSB outside active BWP without interruptions
· Option B-1-2) Using larger BW covering SSB outside active BWP with interruptions
· Option B-2) BM/RLM/BFD on SSB outside BWP within measurement gaps
· Option B-2-2) Dedicated MG or NCSG for RLM/BFD/BM measurements
Option C) NCD-SSB approach which would work with existing UE hardware architectures (FG6-1) and be compatible with existing RAN4 specifications for BM/RLM/BFD



We have argued that Option B-1-1 is the most attractive option from operator’s perspective as this option does not require any additional RS transmission and interruption. Option A and C also do not require such additional overhead and corresponding throughput degradation if NW anyway transmits CSI-RS or NCD-SSB within the BWP without containing CD-SSB for some purposes (e.g., for RedCap). Other solutions such as B-1-2 and B-2-2 require interruptions and corresponding RRM requirements.
Based on above, selecting both B-1-1 and C seems reasonable and it was supported by 18 companies at the RAN#98-e meeting. RAN should make a decision on this issue at RAN#99 meeting so that corresponding WGs can complete their work within Rel-18 timeframe. As it would be a compromised package including multiple options such as B-1-1 plus C, it may be good to specify both options under single WI to avoid the situation that one of the options in the compromised package can be specified within Rel-18 timeframe but another one cannot.

Proposal:
RAN tasks RAN WGs to specify Option B-1-1 and C in Rel-18.


3. Conclusion
[bookmark: _Hlk129281962]In this contribution, we provided our view regarding the issue on BWP without restriction, and made following proposal.

Proposal:
RAN tasks RAN WGs to specify Option B-1-1 and C in Rel-18.
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