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1. Introduction
In RAN1 LS R1-2304276, RAN1 asked RAN4 about the time gap between a PDCCH order and the corresponding PRACH transmission and the impact/interruption on UL Tx and/or DL Rx of serving cell due to the PRACH Tx on a candidate cell [1]. 
In RAN4 #108 meeting, RAN4 has replied to RAN1 in R4-2314454 and RAN4’s feedback is copied below [2]:
	For the need for any update is required to ΔBWPSwitching, ΔDelay,
· For ΔDelay: RAN4 has agreed to not change the component.
· For ∆BWPSwitching: It is not needed.
For the need for additional latency, RAN4 agreed to introduce new additional delay components at least for SSB based T/F tracking (TSSB) and RF and/or BB preparation and retuning (∆RF/BB_preparation). The additional delay components introduced are clarified as follows: 
TSSB:
· If TCI state of target cell has been activated before PDCCH ordered RACH, and if SSB index indicated in PDCCH order is in the active TCI state list, and measurement period of L1-RSRP is no longer than 160ms, UE doesn’t need additional time for SSB based T/F tracking to meet UL transmission timing requirements, that is, TSSB = 0.
· If SSB index indicated in PDCCH order is not in the active TCI state list that has been activated for the target cell, and when the measurement period of L1-RSRP is no longer than 160ms, additional delay is needed for fine time tracking, TSSB is FFS.
· Otherwise, TSSB is needed, and the value is FFS.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK16][bookmark: OLE_LINK17]∆RF/BB_preparation:
· For the case of PRACH bandwidth of neighbor cell is within active UL BWP, ∆RF/BB_preparation is FFS.
· For the case of PRACH bandwidth outside active UL BWP but within one of configured UL BWPs of any active serving cell, ∆RF/BB_preparation is DCI based BWP switching delay specified in clause 8.6 of TS 38.133 (in TS 38.133, DCI based BWP switch delay value is dependent on UE capability). 
· For the case of PRACH bandwidth is not within any of the configured UL BWPs of any active serving cell, ∆RF/BB_preparation is FFS
    
For any impact/interruption on UL Tx and/or DL Rx of serving cell due to the PRACH Tx on a candidate cell that is not a current serving cell with PUCCH/PUSCH, RAN4 is still discussing.




In this contribution, we discuss the necessity of further sending the Reply LS to RAN1 about PDCCH ordered RACH on neighbour cell. And we share our intentions to reply to the LS and discuss what are included in the Reply LS.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK1]2. Discussion
The necessity of sending the Reply LS to RAN1
[bookmark: OLE_LINK14][bookmark: OLE_LINK15]For FFS in R4-2314454 sent in RAN4 #108 meeting, RAN4 has further discussed delay requirements and interruption requirements for PDCCH ordered RACH on neighbour cell in RAN4 #108-bis and #109 meeting [3][4]. 
We believe that it is necessary to further reply RAN1 about PDCCH ordered RACH on neighbour cell, and ask RAN1 to consider potential spec update based on RAN4’s feedback. The mainly reasons are as follows:
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK18][bookmark: OLE_LINK19]Firstly, considering that delay requirements of PDCCH ordered RACH on neighbour cell have been captured in RAN1 spec as legacy, and RAN4 reached some new agreements on delay requirements for FFS in RAN4 #108-bis and #109 meeting, so the new agreements will have an impact on RAN1’s spec and it is reasonable for RAN4 to continue synchronizing RAN4’s conclusions regarding delay requirements with RAN1.

· Secondly, in current RAN1 spec TS 38.213, TSSB and ∆RF/BB_preparation in delay requirements of PDCCH ordered RACH on neighbour cell are described as defined in TS 38.133. However, RAN4 spec TS38.133 doesn’t capture any definition of TSSB and ∆RF/BB_preparation for PDCCH ordered RACH on neighbour cell. Therefore, RAN4 should ask RAN1 to consider whether and how to capture the definition for TSSB and ∆RF/BB_preparation in RAN1 spec according to RAN4’s agreement.
Therefore, at least the delay requirements of PDCCH ordered RACH on neighbour cell should be included in the Reply LS.
Observation 1: The delay requirements of PDCCH ordered RACH on neighbour cell have been captured in RAN1 spec as legacy, and RAN4 reached some new agreements on delay requirements for FFS in RAN4 #108-bis and #109 meeting, so the new agreements will have an impact on RAN1’s spec.
Observation 2: TSSB and ∆RF/BB_preparation in delay requirements of PDCCH ordered RACH on neighbour cell are described as defined in TS 38.133. However, RAN4 spec TS38.133 doesn’t capture any definition of TSSB and ∆RF/BB_preparation for PDCCH ordered RACH on neighbour cell.
Proposal 1: It is necessary for RAN4 to further reply RAN1 about PDCCH ordered RACH on neighbour cell, and ask RAN1 to consider potential spec update based on RAN4’s feedback.
Proposal 2: At least the delay requirements of PDCCH ordered RACH on neighbour cell should be included in the Reply LS.
Whether to include the interruption requirements
The other issue should be discussed is whether to include the interruption requirements of PDCCH ordered RACH on neighbour cell in the Reply LS.
In our view, though the interruption requirements of PDCCH ordered RACH on neighbour cell is captured in RAN4 spec, RAN1 has also asked about the interruption requirements in the original LS R1-2304276. By the way, as information, RAN4 could also include the interruption requirements defined by RAN4 in the Reply LS. Furthermore, for interruption on UL Tx and DL Rx of all the serving cells during PRACH transmission, RAN4 will inform RAN1 that RAN4 understands that RAN1 is already discussing the interruption on UL during PDCCH order RACH transmission.
Observation 3: Though the interruption requirements of PDCCH ordered RACH on neighbour cell is captured in RAN4 spec, RAN1 has also asked about the interruption requirements in the original LS R1-2304276.
Proposal 3: As information, RAN4 could also include the interruption requirements defined by RAN4 in the Reply LS.
Proposal 4: For interruption on UL Tx and DL Rx of all the serving cells during PRACH transmission, RAN4 will inform RAN1 that RAN4 understands that RAN1 is already discussing the interruption on UL during PDCCH order RACH transmission.
3. Conclusion
[bookmark: _Toc423020280]In this contribution, we provide our analyses on the necessity of sending the Reply LS to RAN1, and proposals are as follows:
Observation 1: The delay requirements of PDCCH ordered RACH on neighbour cell have been captured in RAN1 spec as legacy, and RAN4 reached some new agreements on delay requirements for FFS in RAN4 #108-bis and #109 meeting, so the new agreements will have an impact on RAN1’s spec.
Observation 2: TSSB and ∆RF/BB_preparation in delay requirements of PDCCH ordered RACH on neighbour cell are described as defined in TS 38.133. However, RAN4 spec TS38.133 doesn’t capture any definition of TSSB and ∆RF/BB_preparation for PDCCH ordered RACH on neighbour cell.
Proposal 1: It is necessary for RAN4 to further reply RAN1 about PDCCH ordered RACH on neighbour cell, and ask RAN1 to consider potential spec update based on RAN4’s feedback.
Proposal 2: At least the delay requirements of PDCCH ordered RACH on neighbour cell should be included in the Reply LS.
Observation 3: Though the interruption requirements of PDCCH ordered RACH on neighbour cell is captured in RAN4 spec, RAN1 has also asked about the interruption requirements in the original LS R1-2304276.
Proposal 3: As information, RAN4 could also include the interruption requirements defined by RAN4 in the Reply LS.
Proposal 4: For interruption on UL Tx and DL Rx of all the serving cells during PRACH transmission, RAN4 will inform RAN1 that RAN4 understands that RAN1 is already discussing the interruption on UL during PDCCH order RACH transmission.
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