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1. Introduction
[bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK110][bookmark: OLE_LINK111][bookmark: OLE_LINK18][bookmark: OLE_LINK19]In the last RAN4 meeting, WF on L1/L2 inter-cell mobility was approved. In this contribution [1], some open issues on RRM core requirements maintenance for L1/L2 based inter-cell mobility are further discussed.
2. Discussion
PDCCH ordered based RACH requirements
[bookmark: _Hlk132896914]The value of additional time for DL synchronization when needed in the delay requirements for PDCCH ordered RACH before cell switch command
The WF on the value of additional time for DL synchronization when needed in the delay requirements for PDCCH ordered RACH before cell switch command in the last meeting is duplicated as follows [1]:
	<Way Forward> FFS
· In PDCCH ordered RACH delay, TSSB is:
· TSSB is the time to first SSB transmission after PDCCH-order RACH command is decoded by the UE when SSB is within active BWP
· TSSB is the time to first SSB transmission overlapped with MGL after PDCCH-order RACH command is decoded by the UE when SSB is outside active BWP.
· Further discuss the wording in the corresponding CR


In the previous meeting, RAN4 had conclusions on whether PDCCH ordered RACH delay needs additional time for SSB based T/F tracking in different cases, but the exact value of TSSB in PDCCH ordered RACH delay should be further clarified. We believe that TSSB should use the same description as Tfirst-SSB in MAC-CE based TCI state switch delay, and the legacy descriptions in clause 8.15.3 in TS 38.133 are as follows [2]:
	If the target TCI state is known, upon receiving PDSCH carrying MAC-CE activation command in slot n, UE shall be able to receive UE-dedicated PDCCH/PDSCH with target TCI state of the serving cell on which TCI state switch occurs at the first slot that is after slot n+ THARQ + + TOk*(Tfirst-SSB + TSSB-proc) / NR slot length. The UE shall be able to receive UE-dedicated PDCCH/PDSCH with the old TCI state until slot n+ THARQ +  where THARQ (in slot) is the timing between DL data transmission and acknowledgement as specified in TS 38.213 [3];
-	Tfirst-SSB is time to first SSB transmission after MAC CE command is decoded by the UE; The SSB shall be the QCL-TypeA or QCL-TypeC to target TCI state
-	TSSB-proc = 2 ms; 
-	TOk = 1 if target TCI state is not in the active TCI state list for PDSCH/PDCCH, 0 otherwise.


According to the above wording highlighted, and considering the cases of SSB is within and outside active BWP for L1-RSRP measurement, we support that TSSB is the time to first SSB transmission after PDCCH-order RACH command is decoded by the UE when SSB is within active BWP, and TSSB is the time to first SSB transmission overlapped with MGL after PDCCH-order RACH command is decoded by the UE when SSB is outside active BWP.
Proposal 1: In PDCCH ordered RACH delay, TSSB is as follows and the related CR should capture the following:
· TSSB is the time to first SSB transmission after PDCCH-order RACH command is decoded by the UE when SSB is within active BWP
· TSSB is the time to first SSB transmission overlapped with MGL after PDCCH-order RACH command is decoded by the UE when SSB is outside active BWP.
How to capture  and that are not captured both in RAN4 and RAN1
In current RAN1 spec, , and in PDCCH ordered RACH delay requirements are referred to TS 38.133, the specific description in clause 8.1 in TS 38.213 is as follows [3]:
	If a random access procedure is initiated by a PDCCH order, the UE, if requested by higher layers, transmits a PRACH in the selected PRACH occasion, as described in [11, TS 38.321], for which a time between the last symbol of the PDCCH order reception and the first symbol of the PRACH transmission is larger than or equal to  msec, where 
-	 is a time duration of  symbols corresponding to a PUSCH preparation time for UE processing capability 1 [6, TS 38.214] assuming  corresponds to the smallest SCS configuration between the SCS configuration of the PDCCH order and the SCS configuration of the corresponding PRACH transmission 
-	 if the active UL BWP does not change, or if a cell indicator field in the PDCCH order indicates a non-serving cell [5, TS 38.212], and  is defined in [10, TS 38.133] otherwise 
-	 msec for FR1 and  msec for FR2
-	 is a switching gap duration as defined in [6, TS 38.214] 
-	 if a cell indicator field in the PDCCH order indicates a serving cell or if cell indicator field is not present, and  is defined in [10, TS 38.133] otherwise
-	 if a cell indicator field in the PDCCH order indicates a serving cell or if cell indicator field is not present, and  is defined in [10, TS 38.133] otherwise


[bookmark: OLE_LINK25][bookmark: OLE_LINK26]However, the highlighted parameters haven’t been specified in TS 38.133 yet. In the last meeting, RAN4 has tentatively agreed to explicitly specify ,  and in TS 38.133. 
In RAN4 #108 meeting, RAN4 replied to RAN1 that ∆BWPSwitching is not needed in PDCCH ordered RACH delay and 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) [4].However,  is still used in current RAN1 spec according to the above. Therefore, how to capture  and should be further discussed.
Observation 1: RAN4 replied to RAN1 that ∆BWPSwitching is not needed in PDCCH ordered RACH delay and to introduce new additional delay components for TSSB and ∆RF/BB_preparation, but  is still used in current RAN1 spec.
Proposal 2: How to capture  and in TS 38.133 should be further discussed.
The agreements on ∆RF/BB_preparation reached in RAN4 in the previous meeting are as follows:
	∆RF/BB_preparation:
· [bookmark: _Hlk143837117]For the case of PRACH bandwidth of neighbor cell is within active UL BWP, ∆RF/BB_preparation = 0.
· 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). 
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK23][bookmark: OLE_LINK24]For the case of PRACH bandwidth is not within any of the configured UL BWPs of any active serving cell, RAN4 will introduce the UE capability to report ∆RF/BB_preparation.


Regarding how to capture  and in TS 38.133, one option is to avoid send LS to RAN1 for further revision, so the term of should be kept, and RAN4 should clarify  in RAN4 spec to cover the case of PRACH bandwidth outside active UL BWP but within one of configured UL BWPs of any active serving cell. Another option is to keep RAN4’s previous agreement, that is, the term of is not needed, so that RAN4 should send LS to RAN1 for further revision on removing the .
In our view, we prefer the second approach, that is, RAN4 to keep the previous agreement and send LS to RAN1 for further revision on . Considering that RAN4 has already have a common understanding on ∆BWPSwitching, TSSB and ∆RF/BB_preparation, it is better for RAN4 not to revise the previous agreements from RAN4’s perspective. 
In addition, if  is used to cover the case of PRACH bandwidth outside active UL BWP but within one of configured UL BWPs of any active serving cell, the definition of ∆RF/BB_preparation also needs to be modified, it should be used to only cover the case of PRACH bandwidth is not within any of the configured UL BWPs of any active serving cell. For the case of PRACH bandwidth of neighbor cell is within active UL BWP and the case of PRACH bandwidth outside active UL BWP but within one of configured UL BWPs of any active serving cell, ∆RF/BB_preparation = 0. However, we believe that the three cases are more appropriate as a whole, rather than being described as two different parameters, which will be a bit confusing.
Proposal 3: There are two options to deal with the parameters of and ∆RF/BB_preparation:
· Option 1: RAN4 to keep the term of and clarify it in RAN4 spec to cover the case of PRACH bandwidth outside active UL BWP but within one of configured UL BWPs of any active serving cell.
· The LS to RAN1 is not needed.
· Option 2: RAN4 not to revise the previous agreements on and ∆RF/BB_preparation.
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK43][bookmark: OLE_LINK44]The LS to RAN1 for further revision on is also needed.
Proposal 4: We prefer option 2 for capturing the and ∆RF/BB_preparation and the LS o RAN1 for further revision is needed.
Proposal 5: If RAN4 agree to use the term of  and clarify  in RAN4 spec to cover the case of PRACH bandwidth outside active UL BWP but within one of configured UL BWPs of any active serving cell, ∆RF/BB_preparation can be the following:
· If PRACH bandwidth is not within any of the configured UL BWPs of any active serving cell, ∆RF/BB_preparation equals to [UE capability of [1ms, 3ms, 5ms, 10ms]].
· Otherwise, ∆RF/BB_preparation = 0.
Measurement period
Measurement period of inter-frequency L1-RSRP without gap in FR1
The agreement on measurement period of inter-frequency L1-RSRP without gap in FR1 in the last meeting is duplicated as follows [1]:
	< Agreement>
· The requirements of LTM inter-frequency L1-RSRP measurement without gap shall consider both cases of UE incapable and capable of [capability of measurement with RTD>CP].For UE capable of [capability of measurement with RTD>CP], the LTM inter-frequency L1-RSRP measurement without gap period shall scale Nlayer. 
· For UE incapable of [capability of measurement with RTD>CP], no need to scale Nlayer, where NLayer = the number of intra-frequency layers configured for L1-RSRP measurement + the number of inter-frequency layers without measurement gaps.
· FFS RAN4 shall use the wording “incapable of [capability]” or something else. 


In the last meeting, RAN4 has agreed whether to scale Nlayer for cases of UE incapable and capable of [capability of measurement with RTD>CP] for inter-frequency L1-RSRP without gap in FR1. However, there is no consensus on whether RAN4 shall use the wording ‘incapable of [capability]’ or something else.
In our view, we suggest to maintain the wording ‘incapable of [capability]’, so that the description of different UE capabilities is more clear. In addition, the wording of legacy requirements in clause 9.13.2 in TS 38.133 is as follows [2]:
	The requirements in clause 9.13 apply, provided the SSB from cell with PCI different from serving cell configured for L1-RSRP if the following conditions are met:
-	the number of cells with PCI different from seving cells Nmax = 1 for FR2 and Nmax = maxNrofAdditionalPCI for FR1. Where, maxNrofAdditionalPCI is defined in TS 38.331 [2]. 
-	The SSB from the cell with different PCI completely contained in the active BWP or associated with initial downlink BWP of the UE
-	The SSB of the cell with different PCI from serving cell has the same SCS, SFN offset and center frequency as the SSB of the serving cell
-	For a UE supports [two TAs and RTD>CP capability], the requirements apply when RX timing difference is up to MRTD as specified in clause [7.6.X]
-	For a UE which does not support [two TAs and RTD>CP capability], the requirements apply when RX timing difference is less than CP
-	The cell with different PCI from serving cell is known	
-	The SSB resources configured for L1-RSRP measurements are measurable


[bookmark: OLE_LINK61][bookmark: OLE_LINK62]According to the above wording highlighted, the legacy requirements also tend to provide clear explanations in wording to distinguish the two UE capabilities of supporting RTD>CP and does not supporting RTD>CP. Therefore, we support RAN4 to follow the principle of wording in legacy requirements, that is, use the wording ‘incapable of [capability]’ for L1-RSRP measurement for LTM.
Observation 2: The legacy requirements tend to provide clear explanations in wording to distinguish the two UE capabilities of supporting RTD>CP and does not supporting RTD>CP in clause 9.13.2 in TS 38.133.
Proposal 6: RAN4 to use the wording ‘incapable of [capability]’ for L1-RSRP measurement for LTM.
RRC IE timeRestrictionForChannelMeasurements
Whether ‘timeRestrictionForChannelMeasurements’ is needed in LTM L1 measurement configuration
[bookmark: OLE_LINK90][bookmark: OLE_LINK91]The agreement on whether ‘timeRestrictionForChannelMeasurements’ is needed in LTM L1 measurement configuration in the last meeting is duplicated as follows [1]:
	< Agreement> Down selection on the two options in RAN4#110bis
· Option 1
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK4]No need for RRC IE ‘in LTM L1 measurement configuration.
· M=1 for intra-frequency, M=2 for inter-frequency in L1-RSRP measurement delay requirements.
· Option 2
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK63][bookmark: OLE_LINK64]RAN4 recommend RAN1/2 to introduce RRC IE ‘timeRestrictionForChannelMeasurements’ in LTM L1 measurement configuration.


[bookmark: OLE_LINK126][bookmark: OLE_LINK127]For LTM L1 measurements, RAN1/2 has not yet agreed to reuse the traditional RRC IE ‘timeRestrictionForChannelMeasurements’ in LTM-CSI-ReportConfig-r18. In the last meeting, some companies proposed that RAN1 has discussed the related issue and the concluded that this IE will not be introduced. According to our internal discussion, RAN1 has not yet explicitly discussed this IE. Therefore, we can support option 2 to send LS.
Observation 3: RAN1 has not yet explicitly discussed this IE, and whether to introduce this IE should depend on RAN1 instead of RAN4.
Proposal 7: RAN4 recommend RAN1/2 to discuss whether to introduce RRC IE ‘timeRestrictionForChannelMeasurements’ in LTM L1 measurement configuration.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK5][bookmark: OLE_LINK6]In our view, the purpose for defining this IE in RAN1 was to limit whether to perform time-domain averaging on the measurement results. This IE is needed to limit the ability to average multiple measurements when the beam direction of the reference signal changes over time.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK10][bookmark: OLE_LINK11]Considering that R18 LTM has only introduced SSB-based measurements, it is reasonable to perform time-domain averaging on the SSB-based measurement results, that is, there is no need for the restriction of this IE, as the beam direction of the same SSB will not change for SSB-based measurement. In addition, since the results of L1-RSRP are used for cell switch, from a stability perspective, using the average of multiple L1-RSRP measurement results is more reasonable than using a single measurement result. The specific analysis should further depend on RAN1.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK8][bookmark: OLE_LINK9]Observation 4: When the beam direction of a reference signal changes over time, RRC IE ‘timeRestrictionForChannelMeasurements’ is needed to limit the ability to take the average of multiple measurement results.
Observation 5: There is no need for the restriction of this IE, as the beam direction of the same SSB will not change for SSB-based measurement.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK12][bookmark: OLE_LINK13]Observation 6: Since the results of L1-RSRP are used for cell switch, from a stability perspective, using the average of multiple L1-RSRP measurement results is also reasonable.
Observation 7: Based on the current situation where this IE is not configured, i.e. no additional restrictions on measurement time will be imposed, which means that the average value can be taken for multiple SSB-based measurements.
On the other hand, the measurement delay for LTM is expected not to be long, regardless of whether this IE is configured or not, so M=1 for intra-frequency and M=2 for inter-frequency in L1-RSRP measurement delay requirements are also acceptable for us. If a related LS is sent to RAN1, RAN4 can further discuss the value of M based on RAN1's analysis and conclusion. 
Proposal 8: If a related LS is sent to RAN1, RAN4 can further discuss the value of M based on RAN1's analysis and conclusion.
Proposal 9: M=1 for intra-frequency and M=2 for inter-frequency in L1-RSRP measurement delay requirements are also acceptable for us.
Capability related to cell switch delay
Early ASN.1 decoding and validity/compliance check
In the last meeting, RAN4 has agreed to introduce new UE capability regarding number of cells and discussed the conditions for TLTM_RRC-processing is zero. The agreements on UE capability on early ASN.1 decoding and validity/compliance check are duplicated as follows [1]:
	< Agreement> 
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK33]Introduce new UE capability regarding number of cells, [FFS: including both SpCell and SCell], on which UE supports early ASN.1 decoding and validity/compliance check
· Note: to update previous one bit UE capability of Early ASN.1 decoding and validity/compliance check.
· Capability type: FFS
· TLTM_RRC-processing in TS38.133 is zero, when the following conditions are met:
· # configured candidate cells across all frequency layers <= # of cells UE supports early ASN.1 decoding and validity/compliance check or
· # of candidate cells with activated TCI state(s) <= # of cells UE supports early ASN.1 decoding and validity/compliance check and UE has received TCI activation command on target cell more than X ago.
· Option 1: X = THARQ+13ms
· Option 2: X = max{‘TCI activation delay’,  THARQ+13ms}
· FFS: Zero TLTM_RRC-processing applies provided SCell is not part of the cell switch.
· PDCCH-order RACH can also trigger early ASN.1 decoding and validity/compliance check on the candidate cell. FFS on the details.


According to the above, the second condition for TLTM_RRC-processing = 0 is that # of candidate cells with activated TCI state(s) <= # of cells UE supports early ASN.1 decoding and validity/compliance check and UE has received TCI activation command on target cell more than X ago. However, the value of X hasn’t been determined yet. 
Considering the impact of early TCI activation, we prefer option 1. In our view, early TCI activation is just a priority condition for candidate cells, which means that candidate cells with activated TCI state(s) are more likely to be the target cells for LTM cell switch. Therefore, X is only used to ensure that UE has received TCI activation command on target cell before early ASN.1 decoding and validity/compliance check, and there is no need to consider TCI activation delay or the time gap between TCI activation and cell switch when discussing the value of X.
Observation 8: Early TCI activation is just a priority condition for candidate cells, which means that candidate cells with activated TCI state(s) are more likely to be the target cells for LTM cell switch.
Proposal 10: There is no need to consider TCI activation delay or the time gap between TCI activation and cell switch when discussing the value of X.
Proposal 11: # of candidate cells with activated TCI state(s) <= # of cells UE supports early ASN.1 decoding and validity/compliance check and UE has received TCI activation command on target cell more than X ago, X = THARQ+13ms.
3. Conclusion
[bookmark: _Toc423020280]In this paper, we provide our views on RRM core requirements maintenance for L1/L2 based inter-cell mobility. From this discussion we have derived the following observations and proposals:
Proposal 1: In PDCCH ordered RACH delay, TSSB is as follows and the related CR should capture the following:
· TSSB is the time to first SSB transmission after PDCCH-order RACH command is decoded by the UE when SSB is within active BWP
· TSSB is the time to first SSB transmission overlapped with MGL after PDCCH-order RACH command is decoded by the UE when SSB is outside active BWP.
Observation 1: RAN4 replied to RAN1 that ∆BWPSwitching is not needed in PDCCH ordered RACH delay and to introduce new additional delay components for TSSB and ∆RF/BB_preparation, but  is still used in current RAN1 spec.
Proposal 2: How to capture  and in TS 38.133 should be further discussed.
Proposal 3: There are two options to deal with the parameters of and ∆RF/BB_preparation:
· Option 1: RAN4 to keep the term of and clarify it in RAN4 spec to cover the case of PRACH bandwidth outside active UL BWP but within one of configured UL BWPs of any active serving cell.
· The LS to RAN1 is not needed.
· Option 2: RAN4 not to revise the previous agreements on and ∆RF/BB_preparation.
· The LS to RAN1 for further revision on is also needed.
Proposal 4: We prefer option 2 for capturing the and ∆RF/BB_preparation and the LS o RAN1 for further revision is needed.
Proposal 5: If RAN4 agree to use the term of  and clarify  in RAN4 spec to cover the case of PRACH bandwidth outside active UL BWP but within one of configured UL BWPs of any active serving cell, ∆RF/BB_preparation can be the following:
· If PRACH bandwidth is not within any of the configured UL BWPs of any active serving cell, ∆RF/BB_preparation equals to [UE capability of [1ms, 3ms, 5ms, 10ms]].
· Otherwise, ∆RF/BB_preparation = 0.
Observation 2: The legacy requirements tend to provide clear explanations in wording to distinguish the two UE capabilities of supporting RTD>CP and does not supporting RTD>CP in clause 9.13.2 in TS 38.133.
Proposal 6: RAN4 to use the wording ‘incapable of [capability]’ for L1-RSRP measurement for LTM.
Observation 3: RAN1 has not yet explicitly discussed this IE, and whether to introduce this IE should depend on RAN1 instead of RAN4.
Proposal 7: RAN4 recommend RAN1/2 to discuss whether to introduce RRC IE ‘timeRestrictionForChannelMeasurements’ in LTM L1 measurement configuration.
Observation 4: When the beam direction of a reference signal changes over time, RRC IE ‘timeRestrictionForChannelMeasurements’ is needed to limit the ability to take the average of multiple measurement results.
Observation 5: There is no need for the restriction of this IE, as the beam direction of the same SSB will not change for SSB-based measurement.
Observation 6: Since the results of L1-RSRP are used for cell switch, from a stability perspective, using the average of multiple L1-RSRP measurement results is also reasonable.
Observation 7: Based on the current situation where this IE is not configured, i.e. no additional restrictions on measurement time will be imposed, which means that the average value can be taken for multiple SSB-based measurements.
Proposal 8: If a related LS is sent to RAN1, RAN4 can further discuss the value of M based on RAN1's analysis and conclusion.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 9: M=1 for intra-frequency and M=2 for inter-frequency in L1-RSRP measurement delay requirements are also acceptable for us.
Observation 8: Early TCI activation is just a priority condition for candidate cells, which means that candidate cells with activated TCI state(s) are more likely to be the target cells for LTM cell switch.
Proposal 10: There is no need to consider TCI activation delay or the time gap between TCI activation and cell switch when discussing the value of X.
Proposal 11: # of candidate cells with activated TCI state(s) <= # of cells UE supports early ASN.1 decoding and validity/compliance check and UE has received TCI activation command on target cell more than X ago, X = THARQ+13ms.
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Title:	LS on PDCCH order RACH on neighbour cell
[bookmark: OLE_LINK57][bookmark: OLE_LINK58]Response to:	
[bookmark: OLE_LINK59][bookmark: OLE_LINK60]Release:	Rel-18
Work Item:	NR_mob_enh2-Core

Source:	RAN WG 4
To:	RAN WG 1	
[bookmark: OLE_LINK45][bookmark: OLE_LINK46]Cc:	RAN WG 2

Contact person:	
Name:	Lingyu Gao
E-mail Address:	gaolingyu@catt.cn

Send any reply LS to:	3GPP Liaisons Coordinator, mailto:3GPPLiaison@etsi.org

Attachments: None
1 Overall description
For the delay of PDCCH ordered RACH on neighbour cell for LTM, RAN4 has replied to RAN1 that ∆BWPSwitching is not needed in PDCCH ordered RACH delay and 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) in the Reply LS R4-2314454. 
However, RAN4 notice that  is still used in TS 38.213 and refer to TS 38.133. Therefore, RAN4 sincerely asks RAN1 to take the above information into consideration and consider potential update.
2 Actions
To RAN WG1 group
[bookmark: OLE_LINK14][bookmark: OLE_LINK15]ACTION: 	RAN4 sincerely asks RAN1 to take the above information into consideration and consider potential update.
3 Dates of Next TSG RAN WG4 Meetings
TSG-RAN WG4 Meeting #111	20 May – 24 May 2024	      Fukuoka, JP
TSG-RAN WG4 Meeting #112	19 Aug – 23 Aug 2024	    Maastricht, NL
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Title:	LS on the RRC IE of LTM L1 measurement configuration
Response to:	
Release:	Rel-18
Work Item:	NR_mob_enh2-Core

Source:	RAN WG 4
To:	RAN WG 1	
Cc:	RAN WG 2

Contact person:	
Name:	Lingyu Gao
E-mail Address:	gaolingyu@catt.cn

Send any reply LS to:	3GPP Liaisons Coordinator, mailto:3GPPLiaison@etsi.org

Attachments: None
1 Overall description
RAN4 has discussed whether RRC IE ‘timeRestrictionForChannelMeasurements’ is needed in LTM L1 measurement configuration, and the IE will have an impact on the value of ‘M’ for L1-RSRP measurement delay requirements for R18 LTM from RAN4’s perspective..
In RAN4 understanding, RAN1 has not yet agreed to reuse the traditional RRC IE ‘timeRestrictionForChannelMeasurements’ in LTM-CSI-ReportConfig-r18 and this IE has not been explicitly discussed. RAN4 believe that whether to introduce this IE should depend on RAN1 rather than RAN4. Therefore, RAN4 sincerely asks RAN1 to consider whether to introduce the RRC IE ‘timeRestrictionForChannelMeasurements’ in LTM L1 measurement configuration.
2 Actions
To RAN WG1 group
ACTION: 	RAN4 sincerely asks RAN1 to consider whether to introduce the RRC IE ‘timeRestrictionForChannelMeasurements’ in LTM L1 measurement configuration.
3 Dates of Next TSG RAN WG4 Meetings
TSG-RAN WG4 Meeting #111	20 May – 24 May 2024	      Fukuoka, JP
TSG-RAN WG4 Meeting #112	19 Aug – 23 Aug 2024	    Maastricht, NL
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