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1 Introduction
In RAN2#109e, RAN2 has reached the following agreements related to timer-based transitions for dormant BWP:
· bwp-InactivityTimer should stop if running when UE enters dormant BWP. 
· Timer-based transition between non-dormancy and dormancy is NOT supported (i.e. no new timer or timer behaivour is introduced).

However, RAN2 does not reach to the consensus that whether default BWP could be dormant BWP. An LS [1] is sent to RAN1 (cc RAN4) to check with RAN1’s opinion on this and inform the above agreement as well. 

RAN1 has reply LS in [2] and RAN4 also has some question on the timer-based transition [3]. The paper discusses the timer-based transitions behavior for dormant BWP and how to response to RAN4’s question.  

2 Discussion
According to the RAN1 reply LS, the default BWP could also be dormant BWP.

Q7:RAN2 respectfully ask RAN1 to decide whether the default BWP can be same as dormant BWP?
Current RAN1 specification does not preclude dormant BWP having the same index as default BWP.
The UE switch to default BWP if no data transmission on the active BWP of that SCell for a period of time (i.e. upon expire of bwp-InactivityTimer). The intention to have dormancy is that the UE going to power saving BWP if no data transmission is needed. We thus think it is quite nature to have default BWP as dormant BWP. RAN1 has clarified that they does not preclude the case that dormant BWP having the same index as default BWP. Therefore, we think that RAN2 should confirm default BWP could also be dormant BWP (depending on NW configuration).

Proposal 1: RAN2 confirm that default BWP could also be dormant BWP.

RAN2 agree that no new timer for dormant BWP but does not conclude whether existing timer (i.e. bwp-InactivityTimer) could be used. So, RAN4 sent and LS [3] and request RAN2 to answer the following question.

Q: Is RAN4 expected to derive requirements associated with any kind of timer-based transition between non-dormancy and dormancy, and vice versa? If so, under which conditions would timer-based triggering apply, and which transitions would be valid?

With proposal 1, and the previous agreement that bwp-InactivityTimer is stopped while going to dormant BWP. It is quite clear that timer-based transition from non-dormancy to dormancy is supported by existing timer bwp-InactivityTimer (if NW choose to do such configuration). On the other hand, the timer based transition from dormancy to non-dormancy is NOT supported.  We could reply RAN4 LS accordingly.  

Proposal 2: Reply RAN4 LS that timer based transition from non-dormancy to dormancy is supported by existing timer bwp-InactivityTimer if default BWP is configured as dormant BWP. And there is no timer based transition from dormancy to non-dormancy. 

We have provide a draft LS in [4].
3 Conclusions	
Base on the discussion in section 2, we propose the following: 

Proposal 1: RAN2 confirm that default BWP could also be dormant BWP.

Proposal 2: Reply RAN4 LS that timer based transition from non-dormancy to dormancy is supported by existing timer bwp-InactivityTimer if default BWP is configured as dormant BWP. And there is no timer based transition from dormancy to non-dormancy. 
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