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Background 
During RAN4#87 a WF [1] was agreed to investigate RRM issues in BWP switching. In this contribution, we provide our view on the following issues from the WF
· Determine in the next meeting the BWP switching delay when only baseband parameters (including DL and UL) are involved
· Option 1: Same as the delay needed for the BWP switching with RF re-tuning
· Option 2: Same as the delay needed for the BWP switching with SCS change only
· Interruption occurs other serving cells for scenarios 1, 2, 3
· FFS whether interruption can be avoided for those serving cells in different FR to the BWP-switching cell, if UE claimed the supporting of per-FR gap
· FFS the interruption duration 
· Option A: the same switching delay. 
· Option B: re-use the conclusion in Scell activation
· Option C: other values
· FFS whether Interruption occurs for scenario 4 and if so, what the victim cells are.
 
Discussion

Switching Delay
There is already agreement on the delay required for BWP switch [3]. During this delay, the UE is not expected to receive or transmit on the serving cell. The agreed upon numbers for switching delay is 
	Frequency Range
	Scenario
	Type 1
Delay (us)
	Type 2
Delay (us)
	Comment

	1
	1
	600
	 2000
	

	
	2
	600
	 2000
	

	
	3
	600
	 2000
	

	
	4
	400
	950
	No delay required from the RF perspective

	2
	1
	600
	 2000
	

	
	2
	600
	 2000
	

	
	3
	600
	 2000
	

	
	4
	400
	950
	No delay required from the RF perspective


Note: the numbers in the table are calculated from the end of the last symbol including the DCI indicating the BWP switch and until BB processing delay and RF transition time has been completed
As the note from the LS clearly states, the starting point of this switching delay is the last symbol of associated DCI and the end point is after the BB processing delay and RF transition time is done. Thus, no updates on RAN4 agreements are needed at this point. 

Loops
In general, the timing, frequency and AGC loops should not need to be reset when a BWP switch takes place. However, if the CSI-RS has changed then the UE will need to provide CSI feedback. Even in this case, the UE can start decoding PDSCH based on DMRS.
Proposal 1: CSI feedback will need to be provided after a BWP switch. 
Baseband Parameter change 

RAN1 has a list of parameters that can be BWP dependent as listed in [2]. The network can configure the UE with two different BWP’s where the LO, BW, and SCS are all the same, but there one or more of these parameters are different. We would like to clarify that a switch between two such BWP’s would fall under scenario 4 as described in [3]. 
Proposal 2: BWP switch between two BWP’s that only differ in baseband parameters falls under scenario 4. (option2 in WF)

Interruptions
From the UE RF perspective, a change in BWP is like cell activation/deactivation. We propose to re-use the interruptions requirements for cell activation/deactivation for BWP switch
Proposal 3: Interruption for active carriers during a BWP switch are  
For E-UTRA victim: 1 sub-frame for sync, 2 sub-frames for async. 
For NR victim
	SCS (kHz)
	Sync (slots)
	Async (slots)

	15
	1
	2

	30
	1
	2

	60
	3

	120
	5



Conclusion
Proposal 1: CSI feedback will need to be provided after a BWP switch.
Proposal 2: BWP switch between two BWP’s that only differ in baseband parameters falls under scenario 4 (option2 in WF)
Proposal 3: Interruption for active carriers during a BWP switch are  
For E-UTRA victim: 1 sub-frame for sync, 2 sub-frames for async. 
For NR victim
	SCS (kHz)
	Sync (slots)
	Async (slots)

	15
	1
	2

	30
	1
	2

	60
	3

	120
	5
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