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1. Introduction
In the RANP#88-e meeting, following issues were captured in the exception sheet for Rel-16 RRM enhancement WI [1].
	SRS carrier-based switching requirements
· FFS interruption requirements for case 1, case 2 and case 3.
· Case 1: CA is co-location deployed
· Case 2: Single TAG CA, or carriers in the same TAG for multiple TAG CA
· Case 3: uplink time difference does not exceed a threshold X
· X = [5] us
· Note: SRS carrier switching requirement for inter-band FR2 CA is out of scope



In this contribution we further provide our views on the remaining open issues on RRM requirements for NR SRS carrier switching.

2. Discussion
Interruption requirements for CA was discussed for several meetings. In the last meeting it was agreed for the cases other than cases 1, 2 and 3 the interruption requirements were specified the same as for async case. How to specify requirements for cases 1, 2 and 3 are for FFS. 
Firstly it is worth noting that interruption requirements for SRS carrier based switching are specified with interruption length only. The interruption location is unknown to network. The interruption length is NR SRS carrier based switching time plus duration for SRS transmission for a switching to/from carrier. For TDD CA the TA makes the interruption window sliding depending on UE location in the cell, which in turn makes the interruption on the victim cell is not fixed. Thus it is reasonable to specify the requirements as in async cases from minim requirements perspective.
Then there was proposal to optimize requirements for certain CA cases. The common part of case 1 and case 2 is that the TA for uplink transmission for involved carriers are the same. If all CA carriers have same slot configuration and TA is aligned, then the interruption length can be one slot shorter than that for async case. However there could be different slot configuration and if SRS carrier based switching overlapped with DL slots of victim cells, one extra slot of interruption is still possible. Case 3 is roughly intended for the similar TA, which may not need to be exactly the same. The analysis would be similar as case 1 and case 2.
Though there is possibility of enhancing requirements for certain CA use cases, the value of having enhanced requirements for very limited scenario is not clear. As long as UE fulfill the NR SRS carrier based switching time, which is mainly depending on UE architecture and CA configuration, the interruption length would be fixed no matter what requirements are specified. Therefore to simplify requirements cases 1, 2 and 3 is specified with the same requirements as that of other CA cases.
Proposal 1. Interruption requirements for CA cases 1, 2 and 3 is the same as for async case. 

 If proposal 1 is agreeable then there should be no change to existing interruption requirements for NR SRS carrier based switching.
Proposal 2. No change to current interruption requirements for NR SRS carrier based switching. 

3. Conclusion
In this contribution, we further provided our views on remaining issues on RRM requirements of SRS carrier switching. Based on the observations following proposals are present. 
Proposal 1. Interruption requirements for CA cases 1, 2 and 3 is the same as for async case. 
Proposal 2. No change to current interruption requirements for NR SRS carrier based switching. 
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