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Introduction
This contribution discusses the LS from RAN2 on “supported BW for initial BWP” [1] and proposes the response to the LS.  
Discussion
The LS from RAN2 requests RAN1/4 to provide feedback on the following three questions [1]: 
1) Which BWP-bandwidths is a UE is expected to support: Only the BWP-bandwidths matching exactly the supported channel bandwidths or also values less than the exact channel bandwidth (possibly including any value - in number of PRBs - lower than the supported channel bandwidths)? 
2) Can the network make any assumptions regarding supported initial BWP bandwidths (when UE capabilities are not yet known)? 
3) Does the RAN2 agreement that UEs shall support an initial UL BWP bandwidth equal to CORESET#0 have any impact to RAN1/4 specifications?
For the 1st question, our understanding is that the UE is expected to support not only the BWP-bandwidths matching exactly the supported channel bandwidths but also other values less than the exact channel bandwidth. That is, the UE should support any value - in number of PRBs - lower than the supported channel bandwidths.
For the 2nd question, our understanding is that the network can assume all UEs should be able to support the initial BWP bandwidths that do not exceed the minimum channel bandwidth, which is defined as a threshold of the channel bandwidth that all UEs shall support irrespective of the UE’s capability[2]. The minimum channel bandwidth is defined by RAN4. According to [2], “the UE minimum bandwidth in the context of RMSI and COREST containing PDCCH scheduling RMSI should be no less than 20MHz for Frequency Range 1 and 100MHz for Frequency Range 2”.
For the 3rd question, the default initial DL BWP bandwidth is defined to be associated with the CORESET#0 bandwidth [4]. However, RAN1 does not define default initial UL BWP bandwidth according to the following agreement made in RAN1#91[3]
Agreement (RAN1#91):
From UE perspective, all available FDMed PRACH transmissions occasions for initial access are configured within the initial active uplink BWP.
Initial Active UL BWP’s(s) frequency position
Up to RAN4 to decide
Agreement (RAN1#91):
No default value for Initial Active UL BWP’s(s) bandwidth

Therefore, the initial UL BWP bandwidth needs to configured by the network and the configuration is not related to the initial DL BWP bandwidth, nor the CORESET#0 bandwidth, as shown in the following definition in TS 38.213:
If a UE is not provided initialDownlinkBWP, an initial DL BWP is defined by a location and number of contiguous PRBs, starting from a PRB with the lowest index and ending at a PRB with the highest index among PRBs of a CORESET for Type0-PDCCH CSS set, and a SCS and a cyclic prefix for PDCCH reception in the CORESET for Type0-PDCCH CSS set; otherwise, the initial DL BWP is provided by initialDownlinkBWP. For operation on the primary cell or on a secondary cell, a UE is provided an initial UL BWP by initialUplinkBWP. If the UE is configured with a supplementary UL carrier, the UE can be provided an initial UL BWP on the supplementary UL carrier by initialUplinkBWP.
From RAN1 specification point of view, the requirements associated with initial UL BWP bandwidth are defined in a manner agnostic to the size of the initial UL BWP bandwidth. Thus, RAN2’s agreement that “UEs shall support an initial UL BWP bandwidth equal to CORESET#0” should have no impact to RAN1 specifications.
Based on the above discussion, we propose the following responses to RAN2’s LS:
[bookmark: p1]Proposal 1 (response to the 1st question in [1]): The UE is expected to support not only the BWP-bandwidths matching exactly the supported channel bandwidths but also other values less than the exact channel bandwidth. That is, the UE should support any value - in number of PRBs - lower than the supported channel bandwidths.
[bookmark: p2]Response 2 (response to the 2nd question in [1]): The network can assume all UEs should be able to support the initial BWP bandwidths that do not exceed the minimum channel bandwidth, which is the channel bandwidth that all UEs shall support irrespective of the UE’s capability. It is RAN1’s understanding that the exact value of the minimum channel bandwidth is defined by RAN4.
[bookmark: p3]Response 3 (response to the 3rd question in [1]): RAN1 specifications are defined in a manner agnostic to the size of the initial UL BWP bandwidth. RAN2’s agreement that “UEs shall support an initial UL BWP bandwidth equal to CORESET#0” has no impact to RAN1 specifications.

Conclusion
This contribution discussed the LS from RAN2 on “supported BW for initial BWP”. Based on the discussion, we propose the following response to the LS and corresponding draft reply LS is available in [5]:
Proposal 1 (response to the 1st question in [1]): The UE is expected to support not only the BWP-bandwidths matching exactly the supported channel bandwidths but also other values less than the exact channel bandwidth. That is, the UE should support any value - in number of PRBs - lower than the supported channel bandwidths.
Response 2 (response to the 2nd question in [1]): The network can assume all UEs should be able to support the initial BWP bandwidths that do not exceed the minimum channel bandwidth, which is the channel bandwidth that all UEs shall support irrespective of the UE’s capability. It is RAN1’s understanding that the exact value of the minimum channel bandwidth is defined by RAN4.
Response 3 (response to the 3rd question in [1]): RAN1 specifications are defined in a manner agnostic to the size of the initial UL BWP bandwidth. RAN2’s agreement that “UEs shall support an initial UL BWP bandwidth equal to CORESET#0” has no impact to RAN1 specifications.
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