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1	Introduction
In RAN4 101-e, some preliminary discussions on BWP switching delay for NR extended to 71 GHz are triggered. Some of the agreements are copied from the WF [1] and pasted below.
	· Cross-carrier active BWP switching
· MRTD value should be considered for BWP switching delay definition in cross-carrier scheduling case.
· RAN4 to further discuss how to define requirements for cross-carrier BWP switching considering the following questions:
· How to account MRTD in cross-carrier BWP switching delay:
· Option 1: Several slots according to the MRTD length
· Option 2: 1 slot to reserve misalignment in case of asynchronous between two carriers
· Other options are not precluded
· How to consider additional margin for cross-carrier scheduling
· Option 1: Any option of previous question covers the margin as ceiling to the integer number provides additional time for cross-carrier processing
· Option 2: 1 slot of 120 kHz when both scheduling carrier and scheduled carrier are in FR2-2 (aligned with Option 2 of the previous question)
· Other options are not precluded
· How to consider different SCS between scheduling cell and scheduled cell for cross-carrier BWP switching delay:
· Option 1: the delay requirements to be defined considering the SCS of scheduled cell
· Option 2: keep current assumption which says “TBWPswitchDelay + Y shall follow the smaller SCS of scheduling cell, scheduled cells before and scheduled cells after active BWP change”


In this paper, we provide some of our thinking on how to specify requirements when SCS between scheduling cell and scheduled cell is different.
2	Discussions
How to consider different SCS between scheduling cell and scheduled cell for cross-carrier BWP switching delay was one of the hot issues discussed during the last meeting. Our view is that the current design already considers different numerologies, and in theory even after introducing some larger SCS compared to legacy cases, we don’t see why this principle needs to be changed. As pointed out by some companies, the margin derived by the smaller SCS might not be enough, then a clarification can be added to the spec. However, the principle of using the smaller SCS shall be kept and we don’t see strong reason to define a new principle.
Having a new principle other than the one already defined in the spec [2] might cause new problems if the applicability rule is not clear. Thus, we prefer to stick to the principle we have for current BWP switching.
Keep current assumption which says “TBWPswitchDelay + Y shall follow the smaller SCS of scheduling cell, scheduled cells before and scheduled cells after active BWP change”.
3	Conclusion
Proposal 1: Keep current assumption which says “TBWPswitchDelay + Y shall follow the smaller SCS of scheduling cell, scheduled cells before and scheduled cells after active BWP change”.
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