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Introduction
This document is an e-mail discussion summary of the following e-mail discussion.
[101#68][NR UP/MAC] – BWP linkage – Ericsson
-	Capture the background of the BWP linkage and how to use it
	Intended outcome: Report to next meeting
	Deadline:  Thursday 2018-03-29
Analysis
At RAN2#101 the following agreement and working assumption was made:
Agreements 
=>	For FDD and CBRA, PRACH configuration/resources are linked with DL BWPs (implicitly or explicitly).  The UE only monitors RAR on DL BWPs that are linked to the used PRACH resources
=>	Working assumption: UL BWP k is linked with DL BWP k. If the UE intends to transmit preamble on UL BWP k, then the active DL BWP has to be DL BWP k.  ASN.1 signalling supports this

Introduction
In a broader sense, the purpose of the e-mail discussion can be to gain some understanding in how many RARs the network needs to transmit when it receives a preamble. The rapporteur understands that there are at least two different factors that control this.
Factors:
A	BWP configuration (further explained in the next section): 
0	All UEs share the same configuration.
1	On a system view a UL BWP is mapped to one DL BWP, but not all UEs need to have the same UL-DL mappings.
2	On a system view a UL BWP may be mapped to multiple DL BWPs.
B	PRACH resources: 
0	All UL BWPs have PRACH and all DL BWPs have resources to receive RAR.
1	Only initial UL BWP has PRACH and only initial DL BWP has resources to receive RAR.
Assumptions:
-	Given the agreement made in RAN2, we assume contention-based RA, i.e. the gNB has no way of knowing which UE transmitted a preamble just be reading the preamble alone.
-	Assume all UEs are configured with 4 BWPs (i.e. worst case).
It can be noted that all UEs in a cell share the same configuration for initial BWP, both UL and DL.
BWP configurations
Factor A (BWP configurations) may require further explanation. In this section the working assumption stipulates that UL BWP i is linked to DL BWP i, which is illustrated with the dashed lines.
Same configuration


Figure 1 – Same BWP configuration
In this configuration all UEs in the system have the exact same BWP configuration. 
One-to-one mapping


Figure 2 – One-to-one mapping
On a system view (i.e. taking the configurations from all UEs into account), one UL BWP is mapped to exactly one DL BWP, i.e. any UE which has UL BWP j configured is also configured with DL BWP j, but there may be UEs which are not configured with UL BWP j and DL BWP j. As the numbering of the BWPs are internal in the UE, they do not matter from a system perspective, i.e., the network knows that UL BWP 2 in UE 1 is the same as UL BWP 3 in UE 2.
One-to-many mapping


Figure 3 – One-to-many mapping
On a system view, one UL BWP can be mapped to any DL BWP, i.e. two UEs configured with UL BWP j may be configured with any DL BWP j. This can be seen in the figure that UL BWP 1 in both UEs map to DL BWPs which are not overlapping, or in a sense, one UL BWP maps to two DL BWPs from a system perspective.
UE behaviour
Current UE behaviour (i.e. no linking)
This is the current UE behaviour in a UE (from MAC):
Upon initiation of the Random Access procedure, the MAC entity shall:
1>	if PRACH occasions are configured for the active UL BWP:
2>	perform the Random Access procedure on the active DL BWP and UL BWP.
1>	else (i.e. PRACH occasions are not configured for the active UL BWP):
2>	switch to initial DL BWP and UL BWP;
2>	perform the Random Access procedure on the initial DL BWP and UL BWP.
It should be noted here that if the active UL BWP happens to be the initial UL BWP the UE will not switch active DL BWP to the initial DL BWP, i.e. there is no linking even between initial UL BWP and initial DL BWP.
Proposed/Intended UE behaviour (i.e. with linking)
With linking introduced and for the purpose of this e-mail discussion, the UE behavior could be something like this:
Upon initiation of the Random Access procedure, the MAC entity shall:
1> if PRACH occasions are not configured for the active UL BWP:
2> switch to initial DL BWP and UL BWP;
1> else:
2> if the active DL BWP does not have the same BWP-ID as the active UL BWP:
3> switch the active DL BWP to the DL BWP with the same BWP-ID as the active UL BWP;
1> perform the Random Access procedure on the active DL BWP and UL BWP.
Scenarios
In this section the various scenarios, given the two factors are investigated.
Scenario 1
Same BWP configuration – All BWPs have PRACH
Steps:
1.	UE transmits preamble on active UL BWP.
2.	Because the UL BWP is linked to a certain DL BWP and all UEs share configuration, there is only one DL BWP to transmit the RAR on.
Number of RARs transmitted: 1
Scenario 2
Same BWP configuration – Only initial BWP has PRACH
Steps:
1.	UE transmits preamble on initial UL BWP.
2.	Because the UL BWP is linked to a certain DL BWP and all UEs share configuration, there is only one DL BWP to transmit the RAR on.
Number of RARs transmitted: 1
Scenario 3
One-to-one mapping – All BWPs have PRACH
Steps:
1.	UE transmits preamble on active UL BWP.
2.	Because the UL BWP is linked to a certain DL BWP and all UEs configured with this UL BWP has it linked with the same DL BWP, there is only one DL BWP to transmit the RAR on.
Number of RARs transmitted: 1
Scenario 4
One-to-one mapping – Only initial BWP has PRACH
Steps:
1.	UE transmits preamble on initial UL BWP.
2.	Because the UL BWP is linked to a certain DL BWP and all UEs configured with this UL BWP has it linked with the same DL BWP, there is only one DL BWP to transmit the RAR on.
Number of RARs transmitted: 1
Scenario 5
One-to-many mapping – All BWPs have PRACH
Steps:
1.	UE transmits preamble on active UL BWP.
2.	Because the UL BWP can be linked to multiple DL BWPs (from a system perspective), there are in worst case as many DL BWPs as active UEs in the system, hence N RAR transmissions are needed.
Number of RARs transmitted: N (i.e. the number of UEs in the system)
Scenario 6
One-to-many mapping – Only initial BWP has PRACH
Steps:
1.	UE transmits preamble on initial UL BWP.
2.	Because the initial UL BWP is shared among all the UEs in the cell, and it is linked to the same DL BWP, there is only one DL BWP to transmit the RAR on.
Number of RARs transmitted: 1
Summary
	Scenario number
	Factors
	Number of RAR transmissions

	
	A
	B
	

	1
	0
	0
	1

	2
	0
	1
	1

	3
	1
	0
	1

	4
	1
	1
	1

	5
	2
	0
	N (i.e. the number of UEs in the system in worst case)

	6
	2
	1
	1



Rapporteur's proposed observation from the analysis:
[bookmark: _Toc508971261][bookmark: _Toc508971324][bookmark: _Toc509491340]The system should be configured such that one UL BWP corresponds to one DL BWP.

Question 1:
Do companies agree with the provided analysis? Companies are invited to improve the analysis if they feel it is insufficient for the purpose of this e-mail discussion.
	Company
	Answer
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes in general but with some comments.
	We in general agree with the analysis. Several comments:
1. Firstly, we don't think we need to consider factor B, since we have agreed network can configured PRACH resources on active UL BWP, if we limit PRACH can be configured on initial UL BWP, there is no resource efficiency issue at all. As you also analyzed, if any factor A combined with factor B1, there is only 1 RAR need to be sent.
2. Do we aim to reduce the RAR to only 1 or just reducing RARs (but not necessarily only 1 RAR)?
3. There should be more cases for the BWP configurations, for example (following figure), different UL BWPs are overlapped? If we allow this configuration, is UL BWP2 (or 3, 4) allowed to use common PRACH configured on UL BWP1? If yes, even we have mapping relations, network has to send multiple RARs on the mapped DL BWPs. If no, network still has to send multiple RARs since it can not differentiate which UL BWP the msg 1 comes from. An example as follows:
[image: ]
4. We may come up more BWP configuration cases if possible later.
[Rapporteur] The intention of this e-mail discussion was to try to capture something simple on the background to this mechanism. In the end, everything would be left for network implementation. OPPO (as well as any other company) may of course add more factors and corresponding analyses to the list above.

	Lenovo/ MotM
	Yes
	Analysis is comprehensive except that we need to consider also
B	PRACH resources: 
2	Some UL BWPs have PRACH and Some DL BWPs have resources to receive RAR.
Also, 2 UL (BWP) can be mapped to the same DL BWP e.g. for RAR reception.
[Rapporteur] In this scenario ("some UL BWPs…"), there are two cases, either the active UL BWP has resources, or it does not. The impact of both these cases should be covered in the list above.

	Samsung
	Yes
	We also think that the analysis is very comprehensive, and PRACH in "some" of UL BWP case should also be taken into account as Lenovo commented.

	Fujitsu
	Yes with some clarifications
	The definition of “one UL BWP” or “one DL BWP” seems unclear.

Assuming BWPs for UEs with totally same frequency location, SCS, bandwidth, PRACH, CORESET/search space configuration and/or etc are “one UL BWP” or “one DL BWP”, maybe the case of one-to-many mapping need to be clarified. For example, in figure 3 above, UL BWP 3 of UE1 and UL BWP 4 of UE2 are mapped to the same DL BWP on a system view. It also only requires one RAR in such a case. Another example is depicted below.
[image: ]

	Vivo
	Yes
	

	NTT DOCOMO
	Yes but some additional considerations are needed 
	We confirm the observation from the rapporteur for the case of non-overlapping case. However, as pointed out by OPPO, more than one RAR might be transmitted in case of overlapping case (i.e. PRACH resources are shared by multiple UL BWPs). In that case, linkage will not work.

Regarding the “some” of UL BWPs are configured with PRACH, while RAN2 agreed to allow such, RAN1 seems not have had such assumption. Thus, we may need further discussion.

	ZTE
	Yes, with some comments
	In factor, we mainly concern whether there are PRACH resources on the current active UL BWP and there are RA-Common-Search-space on the current active DL BWP. Thus we can simply change the factor B0 as follows:
 B PRACH resources:
   0: the active UL BWP has PRACH resources and the active DL BWP has resources to receive RAR.

The BWP configuration we also can introduce the Many to One mapping method:
Since the UL/DL BWP for different UEs may be overlapped, and the number of the UL BWP with PRACH resources maybe not equal to the number of the DL BWP with RA-Common-Search-space, So the many to one mapping method should be introduced. The example is shown as below:
[image: 捕获1]



	Nokia
	To far extent, yes.
	It seems that the main use case for BWP, ie., the ‘BW breathing’ scenario where DL BWP for a UE is switched between narrow and wide BW (narrow BW being a subset of the wide BW) is not accounted. For FDD, UL BWP might not need to be switched along with the DL BWP and hence only one UL BWP would suffice. In this case, the NW could transmit only one RAR regardless of the DL BWP active for the UE.
[Rapporteur] Please provide more details if possible. For example, the UE has 2 DL BWPs both on the same center frequency, but one is narrow and one is wide. Because there are 2 DL BWPs, there must be 2 UL BWPs as well. Are they also "narrow" and "wide"?

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	We agree with the above analysis as well as with Lenovo and Samsung’s addition. As for the overlapped scenario (OPPO, DCM), we think there is no issue if the RA resources configured in each UL BWP do not overlap. And even if they do (e.g. the same RA resources are shared by all UL BWPs), there is no issue either if the configured ra-ControlResourceSet for monitoring the RAR is also made common to all DL BWPs. This requires that all DL BWPs also overlap, similar to the UL BWPs. The motivation for supporting a configuration where UL BWPs overlap, but DL BWPs do not (as in OPPO’s example), although technically possible, is questionable.

	ITRI
	Yes
	We agree with the analysis but the BWP overlapping case should also be taken into account.

	Intel
	Yes
	We also think the analysis is comprehensive, and agree with Lenovo to consider the case that “some” UL BWPs are configured with PRACH resource.

	InterDigital
	Yes
	We agree with the analysis. From the UE perspective, one UL BWP is mapped to only one DL BWP.

	Qualcomm
	Yes, but with some comments
	[bookmark: _Hlk510088434]We agree with Lenovo that Factor B should include the scenario where only some UL BWPs have PRACH configured. That is more likely to be the typical configuration.
We disagree with the assumption related to one-to-one mapping (e.g. Section 2.2.2 and 2.3.2). The text and diagram, as well as the conventional definition of the phrase “one-to-one mapping”, seem to suggest that DL and UL always have the same number of BWPs, either in overall system perspective or for an individual UE. We do not think that assumption always holds and thus it is not always possible to have one-to-one mapping as a solution.
We agree that BWP linkage can be used to reduce the number of RARs and improve system efficiency. In our view, network can accomplish this goal by applying the following rules: 
1. If a UL BWP is configured with PRACH resources, it should be linked to one DL BWP configured with ra-SearchSpace. No linkage is necessary for UL BWPs without PRACH.
2. It is possible that two or more UL BWPs are linked to the same DL BWP. But from system’s perspective, a UL BWP should not be linked to more than one DL BWP (as suggested by the rapporteur’s analysis).
3. If two UL BWPs share the same set of PRACH resources, then they should be linked to the same DL BWP or two DL BWPs sharing the same ra-ControlResourceSet and ra-SearchSpace.
We understand that rule #2 and #3 above are up to gNB implementation. From UE’s perspective, as long as network can ensure UE correctly receives its RAR on the linked DL BWP, UE simply follows the linkage to the corresponding DL BWP when performing RACH. But those two rules should be followed if network wants to avoid duplicated RARs on multiple DL BWPs.

	LG
	Yes but with comment
	In general we agree with the analysis but we have some comments.
As brought up by other companies, overlapping UL BWPs case should be considered because it could have further impact on Msg3 transmission, i.e., two different UEs have UL BWP overlapped and linked to the same DL BWP.
[image: ]
In above figure, the network may not know which UE transmits RAP, and hence, cannot exactly know where the PRB index 0 starts from if UE1 and UE2 have overlapped UL BWP i.
To resolve this issue, the same UL and DL BWP linkage should be applied to all UEs in a cell without any overlapping. 
However, this would be to a strong restriction from network point of view, and simply solution would be to define a UL BWP/DL BWP for RA within UL BWP/DL BWP for data transmission. This wouldn’t require any retuning when RA is triggered and allows network to send RAR only once.
[image: ]

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	yes
	We understand there are different scenarios for UL/DL BWPs configuration, including the overlapping cases. But we are fine to address these cases provided by rapporteur first and further see if the one-to-one mapping can also address other cases (it is possible to us at least for some ones).

	MediaTek
	Yes
	We agree with the analysis, and we think even for the case of that multiple UL BWPs share the same PRACH resource, 1-to-1 mapping still works. To be specific, 
· Many-to-1 mapping: If those UL BWPs which share the same PRACH are linked to the same DL BWP or common search space, ambiguity still exists, i.e. UE may have false alarm on RAR detection because UE cannot distinguish whether the received RAR is responding to the UL BWP on which UE sends its preamble.
· 1-to-1 mapping: If several UL BWPs share the same PRACH, network cannot tell which UL BWP has preamble detected and thus network sends RAR on all DL BWPs, each of which link to one of these UL BWPs sharing the same PRACH. Although duplicated RARs are required, we think it might be acceptable to the network because network may determine to configure UL BWP in this way (shared PARCH to multiple UL BWPs) to reduce the amount of configured PRACH resource with a price of duplicated RARs.
As already mentioned by companies, it could be up to network implementation how to configure the mapping (e.g. 1-to-1 or many-to-1) from system perspective. From UE perspective, one UL BWP for PRACH transmission is linked with one DL BWP for RAR reception. 



What and how to capture
From the previous analysis it is seen that the network configures the UEs with a BWP configuration and if the network provides a one-to-many mapping, the load of the network is increased. From a UE perspective it makes no difference.
The rapporteur proposes to agree to the following and have it captured in the chairman's notes:
[bookmark: _Toc509491342]RAN2 understands that the number of RAR transmissions can be reduced if the system is configured with a one-to-one mapping between UL BWPs and DL BWPs on a system level compared to a one-to-many mapping.
[bookmark: _Toc509491343]RAN2 understands that the network transmits a RAR on the active DL BWP of the UE which transmitted the preamble.
Other options are also possible.
Question 2:
Do companies support the proposals or do they feel the outcome of the analysis should be captured in a different way (and if so, what way)?
	Company
	Answer
	Comment

	OPPO
	No
	As commented in Question1, for the overlapped case, even if there is one to one mapping between UL BWP and DL BWP, the network has to sent more than 1 RAR based on the number of overlapped UL BWPs since the network is not aware on which UL BWP the msg1 is sent. Otherwise we need to clarify whether it’s network configuration that the overlapped case is avoided. But how to capture this need to be discussed.

	Lenovo/ MotM
	P1-Agree 
P2-Unclear
	In general we agree with OPPO’s concern above (and also with the Rapporteur’s concern on minimizing the RAR transmission); but we think that we concentrate on the UE behavior. The “System” view can be left to the network unless some UE issue is foreseen.
P1: We agree that from PRACH perspective only one DL BWP need to be linked with one UL BWP. However, they need not have the same Id restriction. This can be left for Stage-3 details though.
P2: Not clear; if the active DL BWP is not PRACH linked to the active UL BWP (with PRACH resources) then what should the UE do? Can it autonomously switch to a DL BWP that is PRACH linked with the current Active UL BWP? Or, change to another pair of UL-DL BWP providing RACH possibility?
[Rapporteur] In section 2.3.2 the proposed UE behavior for linking is described. Basically, the UE switches DL BWP before transmitting preamble to match the UL BWP.

	
	
	

	Samsung
	Yes but
	In general, we support the TP provided in subclause 2.3.2 above.
Regarding Proposal 1, I agree with the analysis, but am not sure anything needs to be agreed in RAN2 as no specification impacts are foreseen.
Regarding Proposal 2, the proposal seems not aligned with the TP in subclause 2.3.2, and can be revised as follows (which would resolve the concern from Lenovo?):
Proposal 2	RAN2 understands that the network transmits a RAR on the DL BWP linked with UL BWP where the UE transmits the preamble.

	Fujitsu
	P1 – needs update
P2 – Yes
	Capture one-to-many mapping in P1:
Alt.1
RAN2 understands that the number of RAR transmissions can be reduced if the system is configured with a one-to-one mapping between UL BWPs and DL BWPs on a system level compared to a one-to-many mapping. One-to-one mapping means, when gNB receives a preamble for “CFRA”, it can determine the exact one DL BWP for RAR. 

Alt.2
RAN2 understands that the number of RAR transmissions can be reduced if the system is configured with a one-to-one mapping or one-to-many mapping with one RAR between UL BWPs and DL BWPs on a system level compared to a one-to-many mapping with more than on RAR.

	vivo
	Yes
	We consider that the one-to-one mapping is probably a better way to simplify the implementation of both the network and the UE.

	NTT DOCOMO
	P1: Yes for some case but…
P2: No
	Propoasal1:
Considering the objective of this email disc is how to capture the background of linkage and its usage, we may need to clarify the intention. In principle, we confirm the analysis that the ambiguity on DL BWP for RAR can be resolved with linkage in some case (one-to-one mapping and non-overlapping case). But for other cases, e.g. one-to-many case or overlapping case, the linkage cannot resolve the ambiguity.

Therefore, we can state that the linkage will work only in case of one-to-one mapping and non-overlapping. But, as proposed by the rapporteur, we may have to only capture the analysis in the chairman’s note (not in the spec).

Proposal2: 
The text from the rapporteur seems a little bit too generic and it is not sure of the relationship with “linkage”. Thus, intention should be clarified. 

	ZTE
	P1- Party agree
P2 - Yes
P3- additional
	As we analyze above ,the many to One mapping method should also be considered for different scenarios.
Proposal 1:RAN2 understands that the number of RAR transmissions can be reduced if the system is configured with a one-to-one and many to one mapping between UL BWPs and DL BWPs on a system level compared to a one-to-many mapping.

 We think the link relationship can be maintained only in NW side by implementation (i.e. UE is not requried to know the link relationship). And once the msg1 is transmitted on the UL active BWP, the UE only need to receive the msg2 on the current active DL BWP.
So we should give the proposal as:
Proposal 3: It is up to NW’s implementation for establishing the link between UL BWPs and DL BWPs for RACH case. and the current specification have no need to be modified for this link.


	Nokia
	P1: Agree in principle
P2: Unclear
	We tend to agree with Lenovo the system view point can be left to NW implementation and we can build up the mapping principle which gives NW tools to reduce the number of RAR transmissions if it so intends.
P1: We understand that this is one possibility but also there are scenarios were one-to-many can also result to as few RARs (like the ‘BW breathing’ scenario). Hence, from both system and UE point of view to avoid unnecessary DL BWP switching, it makes sense to allow response via both DL BWPs (from system point of view this could still be one).
P2: Samsung’s proposal seems to better capture the intention.

	Ericsson
	P1: Agree in principle
P2: Samsung's proposal
	We think P1 is fine, but we note this should be left to NW implementation. It seems obvious that there are tools for the network to use to reduce the number of RARs to be transmitted.
On P2, we think the improved P2 by Samsung should be agreed.

	CATT
	Partly
	The TP is only valid for CBRA RA. Indeed, For CFRA, NW knows which UE sent the msg1 and so in which DL BWP to send the RAR. A suggested correction can be:
1> else:
2> if the random access is contention-based; and
2> if the active DL BWP does not have the same BWP-ID as the active UL BWP:
3> switch the active DL BWP to the DL BWP with the same BWP-ID as the active UL BWP;

P1: It is generic enough to be agreed.
P2: A suggested update addressing the above comments:
RAN2 understands that the network transmits a RAR on the active UE’s DL BWP which was active when of the UE which it transmitted the preamble.
As for “one-to-one” or “one-to-many” mapping, we are OK with the former for its simplicity although this is fully left to NW implementation.
[Rapporteur] The TP is technically correct, but it seems the only gain is that the UE can refrain from one DL BWP switch?

	ITRI
	P1: partially agree
P2: unclear
	For P1, we share the same view with ZTE. The many-to-one mapping case should also be considered. Beside, we also think it is up to NW implementation to decide which case of link relationship should be established.

	Intel
	P1: Partially yes
P2: Unclear
	In general, we prefer to minimize DL BWP switching if possible.

Proposal 1: we agree with NTT DOCOMO that the linkage might not resolve the ambiguity if UL BWPs are overlapping. We also share the view that this is mainly network implementation issue.

Proposal 2: It seems that the version by Samsung captured the intention in section 2.3.2. 

	InterDigital
	Yes, but
	We agree with the intent. We agree with the suggestions made by Samsung.

	Qualcomm
	P1: partially yes
P2: disagree
	For P1, instead of using the terms such as 1-to1 or N-to-1 mappings, we suggest to simplify it as follows:
Proposal 1.  If a UL BWP is configured with PRACH resources, it should be linked to one DL BWP configured with ra-SearchSpace. 
For P2, we agree with Samsung’s proposal 2.

	LG
	No
	As responded to Question 1, if we define a BWP for purpose of RA procedure, it should be clearly captured as UE behavior, i.e., which UL BWP and DL BWP is used for RA procedure. But, we tend to agree that the network’s behavior could be captured only in chairman’s note.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	P1: fine with both rapporteur’s and QCM’s proposals;

P2: fine with Samsung’s proposal
	We also do not like the restriction to the network on the flexibility of BWP configuration. 

	MediaTek
	P1-Agree 
P2-Samsung’s proposal
	
For P2, we prefer Samsung’s suggestion



Conclusion
Most companies agree with the analysis in section 2, but several companies suggest it is not comprehensive enough. The rapporteur thinks that RAN2 could look closer on the "BW breathing scenario" presented by Nokia, but advises against investigating too complex scenarios. Some companies have noted that the network decides on the system configuration and thus its complexity.
With respect to what to capture and how the rapporteur had two proposals. Many companies seem to support the intention with proposal 1, but some suggest minor modifications in various directions. However, one company proposed to focus on the properties of the UL BWP and its linked DL BWP. The rapporteur thinks this might be something RAN2 could agree on and proposes:
1. If a UL BWP is configured with PRACH resources, it should be linked to one DL BWP configured with ra-SearchSpace. 
For the second proposal from the rapporteur Samsung proposed an update which several companies seemed to prefer over the initial proposal. The rapporteur therefore proposes:
RAN2 understands that the network transmits a RAR on the DL BWP linked with UL BWP where the UE transmits the preamble.
[bookmark: _GoBack]With respect to specification changes to implement the linking, no company has voiced an opinion against the proposed function in section 2.3.2. Hence the rapporteur proposes the following text proposal (CR in R2-1805417):
Upon initiation of the Random Access procedure, the MAC entity shall:
1>	if PRACH occasions are configured for the active UL BWP:
2>	perform the Random Access procedure on the active DL BWP and UL BWP.
1>	else (i.e. PRACH occasions are not configured for the active UL BWP):
2>	switch to initial DL BWP and UL BWP;
1> else:
2> if the active DL BWP does not have the same BWP-ID as the active UL BWP:
3> switch the active DL BWP to the DL BWP with the same BWP-ID as the active UL BWP;
21>	perform the Random Access procedure on the activeinitial DL BWP and UL BWP.
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