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1	Introduction
This document is intended to address remaining MUSIM network switching open issues as per the following email discussion guidelines:
[bookmark: _Hlk96587799] [AT117-e][232][MUSIM] Remaining details of MUSIM network switching (Samsung)
      Scope: Discuss MUSIM network switching based on R2-2202240. Discuss the value ranges of MUSIM UAI prohibit timer and musim-LeaveWithoutResponseTimer. Can also discuss other remaining critical open issues for MUSIM NW switching.
      Intended outcome: Discussion report in R2-2203664.
      Deadline: Deadline 4 (Monday W2, 1200 UTC for comments) 

2	Contact information 
	Company
	Contact person (email address)

	Samsung
	Sangyeob Jung (sy0123.jung@samsung.com)

	OPPO
	Jiangsheng Fan(fanjiangsheng@oppo.com)

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Rama Kumar Mopidevi, rama.kumar@huawei.com

	MediaTek
	Felix Tsai (chun-fan.tsai@mediatek.com)

	Qualcomm
	Ozcan Ozturk (oozturk@qti.qualcomm.com)

	Charter Communications
	Reza Hedayat (reza.hedayat@charter.com)

	Intel
	Sudeep Palat (sudeep.k.palat@intel.com)

	Sharp
	Fangying.xiao@cn.sharp-world.com

	ZTE
	Li.wenting@zte.com.cn

	Lenovo
	Wulh5@lenovo.com

	DENSO
	Tomoyuki Yamamoto (tomoyuki.yamamoto.j5c@jp.denso.com)

	vivo
	Boubacar Kimba kimba@vivo.com

	Nokia
	Srinivasan Selvaganapathy (srinivasan.selvaganapathy@nokia.com)

	Ericsson
	Lian Araujo (lian.araujo@ericsson.com)

	LGE
	Hongsuk Kim (hassium.kim@lge.com)

	Apple
	Sethuraman Gurumoorthy (sethu@apple.com)

	NEC
	wang_da@nec.cn




3	Discussion
3.1	Clarification on initiation of UAI procedure for RRC_CONNECTED
In [1], the following proposal is made: 
Proposal 1: Clarify in the specification that the UE is allowed to report its preferred RRC state to network for MUSIM purpose once since it was configured to provide MUSIM assistance information for leaving RRC_CONNECTED. 

According to [2], the UE is allowed to initiate transmission of the UAI message multiple times whenever the UE needs to leave RRC_CONNECTED if configured i.e. UAI procedure may be initiated again due to other UAI features
2> if configured to provide MUSIM assistance information for leaving RRC_CONNECTED:
2>	if the UE needs to leave RRC_CONNECTED state:
3>	initiate transmission of the UEAssistanceInformation message in accordance with 5.7.4.3 to provide MUSIM assistance information;
3>	start the timer T3xx, if configured, with the timer value set to the musim-LeaveWithoutResponseTimer; 

Thus, the main intent of Proposal 1 is to clarify whether UE can re-transmit UAI messages including musim-PreferredRRC-State while the MUSIM leave without response timer is running. Note that the TP is provided for your reference reflecting this meeting agreement (e.g. make the MUSIM leave without response timer mandatory):
2> if configured to provide MUSIM assistance information for leaving RRC_CONNECTED and timer T3xx is not running:
2>	if the UE needs to leave RRC_CONNECTED state:
3>	start the timer T3xx with the timer value set to the musim-LeaveWithoutResponseTimer;
3>	initiate transmission of the UEAssistanceInformation message in accordance with 5.7.4.3 to provide MUSIM assistance information for leaving RRC_CONNECTED;
3>	start the timer T3xx, if configured, with the timer value set to the musim-LeaveWithoutResponseTimer; 

Q1: Do you agree the UE is allowed to report its preferred RRC state to network for MUSIM purpose once since it was configured to provide MUSIM assistance information for leaving RRC_CONNECTED?
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Comments (if any)

	OPPO
	See comments
	Actually, the question is out of sync with the proposed TP above.  Directly asking whether to agree the proposed TP may be more suitable.
Rapp: Sorry for confusion if any. The intent is to ask whether UE can send another UAI after sending UAI including musim-PreferredRRC-state. If agreeable, Rapp think addition of ' and timer T3xx is not running' is aligned with Q1 as our agreement makes this timer mandatory. Anyway as indicated above, the TP is provided just for information and the exact wording can be polished during specification impl. phase  
Regarding the TP above, we slightly share different view and propose the following:
2> if configured to provide MUSIM assistance information for leaving RRC_CONNECTED:
2>	if the UE needs to leave RRC_CONNECTED state for MUSIM purpose:
3>	initiate transmission of the UEAssistanceInformation message in accordance with 5.7.4.3 to provide MUSIM assistance information for leaving RRC_CONNECTED;
3>	start the timer T3xx, if configured, with the timer value set to the musim-LeaveWithoutResponseTimer; 

It’s not a common case for MUSIM UE to send MUSIM assistance information for leaving RRC_CONNECTED again while the MUSIM leave without response timer is running, anyway UE is leaving.

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Agree with comments
	While the timer musim-LeaveWithoutResponseTimer is running, UE should not send the UAI message to leave RRC_CONNECTED again.
For the TP above, the timer should be started after initiaing the transmission of UAI. As the condition includes “and timer T3xx is not running”, it will not lead to multiple tranmissions of UAI message. Modified TP to:
2> if configured to provide MUSIM assistance information for leaving RRC_CONNECTED and timer T3xx is not running:
2>	if the UE needs to leave RRC_CONNECTED state and timer T3xx is not running:
3>	start the timer T3xx with the timer value set to the musim-LeaveWithoutResponseTimer;
3>	initiate transmission of the UEAssistanceInformation message in accordance with 5.7.4.3 to provide MUSIM assistance information for leaving RRC_CONNECTED;
3>	start the timer T3xx with the timer value set to the musim-LeaveWithoutResponseTimer;
Rapp: 
1) On where to add 'and timer T3xx is not running', we are fine with Huawei's suggestion but we just provided it as same as UAI power saving feature i.e. 
1>	if configured to provide its release preference and timer T346f is not running:
2) On when to start the timer: If you look at other UAI features, UE starts timer before executing "initiate transmission of the UAI message …." so Rapp understands there seems no need to deviate from existing procedure.

	MediaTek
	Question is different from TP
	While wait timer is running, UE should not send another UAI for leaveing CONNECTED mode but we wonder do we really need to specify this. Anyway, we would prefer HW’s TP to have condition as below (if needed)
2>	if the UE needs to leave RRC_CONNECTED state and timer T3xx is not running:
Putting the start timer clause before or after the “initiate transmission of the UEAssistanceInformation……” does not really make too much difference in our view. Either way should be fine.

	Qualcomm
	Comment
	No need to specify this as it is a very unlikely case, the NW can ignore it anyway, and we also have prohibit timer on top. If the majoriy really wants this, HW TP is fine.
Rapp: We have separate procedure text for leaving and without leaving in the endorsed CR R2-2202962 i.e. prohibit timer is only applied to switching procedure without leaving.

	Charter Communications
	See comment
	Agree with OPPO and QC that this is an unlikely case and need not be specified.

	Intel
	See comment
	As others also commented, it is not essential to specify this.  If needed, HW text is acceptable.  We also agree with MediaTek that it doesn’t matter in terms of UE behaviour whether the timer is started before after.  The statement is only about delivering the message to lower layers and not about actual transmission.

	Sharp
	See comment
	Same view as Media Tek, we prefer Huawei’s TP to have condition as below, which can avoid UE to initiate another RRC_Connected leaving procedure with minor update:
2>	if the UE needs to leave RRC_CONNECTED state and timer T3xx is not running:

	Samsung
	Agree
	We do not think it is an unlikely case as other UAI features can be triggered in any time so it would be good to confirm UE behavior. To achieve it, we think 'and timer T3xx is not running' is the main intent of this question considering our agreement to make the timer mandatory. The TP is provided just for information so if companies have strong concerns it can be polished during specification implemention phase. 

	ZTE
	Agree with the intention
	We agree with the intention. For the details we agree with Samsung that it can be further polished during specification implementation phase based on companies comments.

	DENSO
	
	If RAN2 needs to specify the UE behavior in this case, Huawei’s text is fine. We also think it doesn’t matter whether timer is started before or after.

	vivo
	See comment
	Regarding the TP, as others also commented, it is an unlikely case and need not be specified.
Regarding the question, the running CR[2] has specified the same: “Clarify in the specification that the UE is allowed to report its preferred RRC state to network for MUSIM purpose once since it was configured to provide MUSIM assistance information for leaving RRC_CONNECTED. ”
	5.3.5.9	Other configuration
1>	if the received otherConfig includes the musim-LeaveAssistanceConfig:
2>	if musim-LeaveAssistanceConfig is set to setup:
3>	consider itself to be configured to provide MUSIM assistance information for leaving RRC_CONNECTED in accordance with 5.7.4:
2>	else:
3> consider itself not to be configured to provide MUSIM assistance information for leaving RRC_CONNECTED in accordance with 5.7.4:

5.7.4	UE Assistance Information
 1>	if configured to provide MUSIM assistance information for leaving RRC_CONNECTED:
2>	if the UE needs to leave RRC_CONNECTED state:
3>	initiate transmission of the UEAssistanceInformation message in accordance with 5.7.4.3 to provide MUSIM assistance information;
3>	start the timer T3xx, if configured, with the timer value set to the musim-LeaveWithoutResponseTimer;


 

	Nokia
	
	We don’t see scenario where the UE already request for leaving and attempt to send another UAI while wait timer is running. If there is real scenario, we are OK to capture it as suggested by Huawei.

	Ericsson
	Agree
	We agree with the intention, and fine also to capture as Huawei proposed if majority prefers that.

	LGE
	Agree
	Since the UE is preparing for leaveing, we think the UE isn’t likely to send any additional UAIs to the network but we are fine with this change.

	Apple
	Agree with intention
	Though we do not see this scenario where in backto back UAI are sent, it is preferred to include the TP from HW.

	NEC
	Agree
	To make it simple, we agree that after sending UAI to leave Connected state, the UE is not allowed to initiated another UAI e.g. to indicate a change of preferred RRC state. And HW’s suggestion looks good.



Summary in Q1: 
· Majority of companies agree with the intention i.e. the UE is not allowed to send another UAI to leave RRC_CONNECTED again for MUSIM purpose while musim-LeaveWithoutResponseTimer is running. Among them, a clear majority view prefers to capture the TP suggested by Huawei.
Proposal 1: The UE is not allowed to report its preferred RRC state to network for MUSIM purpose while musim-LeaveWithoutResponseTimer is running. The following TP can be considered as baseline: 
2> if configured to provide MUSIM assistance information for leaving RRC_CONNECTED:
2>	if the UE needs to leave RRC_CONNECTED state and timer T3xx is not running:
3>	initiate transmission of the UEAssistanceInformation message in accordance with 5.7.4.3 to provide MUSIM assistance information for leaving RRC_CONNECTED;
3>	start the timer T3xx with the timer value set to the musim-LeaveWithoutResponseTimer;

3.2	Condition of stopping the MUSIM leave without response timer
In [1], the following proposal with the corresponding TP is provided: 
Proposal 2: UE stops the configured wait timer (e.g. musim-LeaveWithoutResponseTimer), if running if musim-LeaveAssistanceConfig is set to release. 
3> if the received otherConfig includes the musim-LeaveAssistanceConfig:
2>	if musim-LeaveAssistanceConfig is set to setup:
4> consider itself to be configured to provide MUSIM assistance information for leaving RRC_CONNECTED in accordance with 5.7.4:
2>	else:
5> consider itself not to be configured to provide MUSIM assistance information for leaving RRC_CONNECTED in accordance with 5.7.4 and stop the timer T3xx, if running:

Q2: Do you agree the UE stops the MUSIM leave without response timer, if running if musim-LeaveAssistanceConfig is set to release?
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Comments (if any)

	OPPO
	
	We can understand the intention, but still think this is a minor optimization. If musim-LeaveAssistanceConfig is set to release, that means leaving function is disabled, so whether the wait timer is running or not does not matter. Even the wait timer keeps running and expires, UE will still not go to idle autonomously as the musim-LeaveAssistanceConfig is set to release, i.e. the wait timer is not useful when musim-LeaveAssistanceConfig is set to release.

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Please see comments
	This seems a corner case and we don’t want to specify. If UE wants to leave NW A and the timer is running, what’s the UE behavior if UE stops the timer? Will the UE not move to NW B? If so this is not the intended behavior for the UE.

	MediaTek
	Disagree
	The wait timer is about 100ms so pecificration during wait timer is really a corner case, we don’t have to pecific this kind of UE behavior.
While UE has to leave NW A, it will leave anyway. Stop the timer here implies that the UE leave NW A earlier.

	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	Agree with MTK.

	Charter Communications
	Disagree
	

	Intel
	Disagree
	Agree with others that we do not need to specify this corner case.  We do not need to support a case where network could use this reconfiguration to prevent UE from leaving connected after wait timer has started. And the possibility of a collision of messages is very remote.

	Sharp
	Disagree
	Agree with MediaTek that it is a coner case and we do not think there is any critical issue in current running CR. 

	Samsung
	Agree
	We would like to highlight two parts: 
1) If the received otherConfig includes any UAI feature related with timer and it is set to release, existing procedure text specifies that UE stops timer, if running i.e. 
1>	if the received otherConfig includes the delayBudgetReportingConfig:
2>	if delayBudgetReportingConfig is set to setup:
3>	consider itself to be configured to send delay budget reports in accordance with 5.7.4;
2>	else:
3>	consider itself not to be configured to send delay budget reports and stop timer T342, if running.
We believe that it is exactly aligned with our agreement i.e. 
9:    RAN2 does not specify additional UE behavior on receiving reconfiguration of wait timer while wait timer is running. UE starts/stops/restarts the timer as per legacy procedures for UAI transmission,
2) We understand whether to leave RRC connection is totally up to NW decision. So it is not clear why NW is not allowed for UE to stay RRC_CONNECTED regardless of it is corner case or not.

	ZTE
	See comments
	So does it mean that the network can prevent the UE from leaving when the Network has received the UAI for the leaving? As network vendor, we don’t have strong view on this.

	Lenovo
	Agree
	We are fine to align with the current text similar to T342.

	DENSO
	
	Agree with OPPO.

	vivo
	Disagree
	Agree with Huawei, we do not need to specify this corner case.

	Nokia
	See comments
	As the UE is sending RRC Reconfiguration complete indicating its acceptance for the release of configuration, network will consider that UE will not leave without RRC connection release. If the UE still continue to leave after sending RRC Reconfiguration complete, it is out of sync between UE and Network.  
Eventhough it is corner case, there should be common understanding between UE and NW for this scenario. 
We also agree with Samsung on following the current behaviour related to UAI for this timer also.

	Ericsson
	Agree
	Agree with Samsung. Moreover, if it is a corner case, there are even less reasons to deviate from the usual behavior for UAI.

	LGE
	Agree
	

	Apple
	Disagree
	Agree with HW and MediaTek. Do we really wish to specify this ?

	NEC
	Disagree
	This is a corner case and we don’t need to specify any UE behavior.



Summary in Q2:
· 11/17 companies object to specify any UE behavior as it is a corner case. 
· 5/17 companies support that the UE stop musim-LeaveWithoutResponseTimer, if running if musim-LeaveAssistanceConfig is set to release. 
· One company has no strong view. 
Proposal 2: FFS whether the UE stops the MUSIM leave without response timer, if running if musim-LeaveAssistanceConfig is set to release. 

3.3	Value ranges of MUSIM UAI prohibit timer and musim-LeaveWithoutResponseTimer
RAN2 made the following agreements on the value ranges of MUSIM related timers
Timer value ranges (discussion postponed in 1st week Monday session)
3:    The prohibit timer range is {0s, 0.5s, 1s, 2s, 3s, 4s, 5s, 6s, 7s, 8s, 9s, 10s}. We aim to add some smaller values (e.g. <0.5s, FFS which) during this meeting.
Discuss the above FFS via offline [232]

5:    The value range of musim-LeaveWithoutResponseTimer for leaving RRC Connection state is defined as {10ms, 20ms, 40ms, 60ms, 80ms, 100ms, spare2, spare1}. FFS if we define values for the spares (can be discussed during this meeting)
Discuss the above FFS via offline [232]

Regarding the value range of musim-LeaveWithoutResponseTimer, up to 2 more values can be added without additional signalling overhead. It may be beneficial to define two spare values to be used if needed in the future. 
Q3: Do you agree to define two spare values in musim-LeaveWithoutResponseTimer?
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Comments (if any)

	OPPO
	Agree
	

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Disagree
	The longer values increase the latency for the activities to be performed in NW B. Hence there is not need for spare values.

	MediaTek
	Disagree, but
	But acceptable if majority prefers.
We don’t really think the feature will be updated in the near release. It is kind of redundant to have spare values.

	Qualcomm
	Comment
	It is better to use the remaining values since we will use 4 bits anyway for the signaling. It can fine to have two new values and two spare values, in case we see issues in the field in the future and add new values.

	Charter Communications
	Agree
	

	Intel
	Agree with comments
	We also agree with comments from others that longer values are not useful and also updating the feature in the future is unlikely.  
But, we also see no harm in having the spare values – could help with ASN1 if at all it is indeed increased in a later release.

	Samsung
	Agree
	We understand that defining spare values does not necessarily mean we will introduce longer values. 

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Lenovo
	Agree
	

	DENSO
	Agree
	Longer values seem to be not useful so far, but having spare values is OK since there is no signaling overhead. 

	vivo
	Agree
	We are fine to have two spare values since we will use 4bits for ASN.1 signaling. 

	Nokia
	Agree
	We are OK to define the spare values which is already possible now for any extensions if required. There is no harm in providing this extension.

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	LGE
	Agree
	

	Apple
	Agree
	We are fine to have two spare values.

	NEC
	Agree
	Since anyway 3bits would be required, we can just keep the spare values since they come for free.



Summary in Q3:
· 13/16 companies agree to define two spare values in musim-LeaveWithoutResponseTimer. 
· 2 companies object to define two sapre values in musim-LeaveWithoutResponseTimer and 1 company mention to use the remaining values in musim-LeaveWithoutResponseTimer. 
Proposal 3: The value range of musim-LeaveWithoutResponseTimer for leaving RRC Connection state is defined as {10ms, 20ms, 40ms, 60ms, 80ms, 100ms, spare2, spare1}.

Based on summarized companies's views [3], it is observed that only two companies mentioned smaller values on the prohibit timer range (i.e. 0.4s and less than 0.32s). Considering up to 4 more values can be added, it is not sufficiently clear which exact values are to be added. The rapporteur thinks that the simplest approach might add 0.1s, 0.2s, 0.3s, 0.4s or add two exact values (0.125s, 0.25s) while defining two spare values. 
Q4: Do you have any suggestions/preferences on what smaller values (e.g. <0.5s) to be added for the prohibit timer range? 
	Company
	Values of the prohibit timer (e.g. 0.4s…)
	Comments (if any)

	OPPO
	No strong view
	Adding 0.1s, 0.2s, 0.3s, 0.4s may be simper.

	MediaTek
	No strong view
	Either (0.1s, 0.2s, 0.3s, 0.4s) or (0.125s, 0.25s) is fine to us

	Qualcomm
	Comment
	0.1s and 0.2s would be good. If the UE needs to leave, it is usually for something urgent on the other link, e.g. a voice call so smaller latency is beneficial. Most networks should be able to send a response in 100ms, if not sooner.

	Intel
	No strong view
	Prohibit timer should only impact need for gap in connected.  That should not change that frequently.  

	Samsung
	No strong view
	Including 0.1s, 0.2s, 0.3s, 0.4s is simpler. 

	vivo
	comment
	(0.1s, 0.2s, 0.3s, 0.4s) is fine to us. 

	Nokia
	No Strong View
	OK with suggestion from QC on the recommended values.

	Ericsson
	No strong view
	We are not sure if such smaller values are anyway essential. One could keep spare values instead of defining such smaller values as well.

	LGE
	No strong view
	No strong view but, from UE perspective, it would be beneficial for the UE to have the smallest value among the available options. 

	Apple
	Comment
	Prefer to go with (0.1s, 0.2s, 0.3s, 0.4s)



Summary in Q4:
· Most companies have no strong view on exact values of adding small values but there is a slight majority view of adding {0.1s, 0.2s, 0.3s, 0.4s} in the prohibit timer range.  
Proposal 4: The prohibit timer range is {0s, 0.1s, 0.2s, 0.3s, 0.4s, 0.5s, 1s, 2s, 3s, 4s, 5s, 6s, 7s, 8s, 9s, 10s}. 

3.4	FFS how to handle aperiodic gap configurations
RAN2 made the following agreements on scheduling gap configuration. 
1:    Introduce gap ID in RRCReconfiguration message for MUSIM to identify each configured periodic gap, and support modification or release of configured gaps via gap ID. And adopt the list with ToAddModList/ToReleaseList in RRCReconfiguration for the scheduling gap configuration. FFS how to handle aperiodic gap configurations.

-	Samsung agrees with intent of P1 but would like to clarify whether NW can change any parameters different from UE preference. Chair clarifies this is handled separately.
-	Intel thinks the gap ID was intended for release request but is fine with it.
-	ZTE wonders if this also applies for aperiodic gap? vivo clarifies this was for periodic gaps only.
-	Apple wonders if this means we will have only two gaps configured?
-	Samsung thinks we agreed earlier (RAN2#115e) that aperiodic gaps can be released by network.

During online discussion some companies raised the question whether both periodic and aperiodic gap configuration need to use common ToAddModList/ToReleaseList in RRCReconfiguration message. The rapporteur understands that one of main reasons on use of ToAddModList/ToReleaseList is to release the list elements from the list efficiently via the identities (e.g. gap ID). Thus, rapporteur would like to discuss first whether network is NOT allowed to explicitly release configured aperiodic gap (since it is one-shot configuration). 
Q5: Which of the following options do you agree for release of aperiodic gap configuration?
· Option 1: Network is allowed to release configured aperiodic gap 

· Option 2: Network is NOT allowed to release configured aperiodic gap i.e. aperiodic gap is released implicitly after the gap period is over
	Company
	Option 1/ Option 2
	Comments (if any)

	OPPO
	Option2
	Option2 is straightforward considering aperiodic gap is one-shot configuration

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Option 2
	Since aperiodic gap is one-shot, it’s released implicity after the gap period is over.

	MediaTek
	Option 2
	

	Qualcomm
	Option 2
	The only use case for Option 1 is if NW changes its mind after configuration but before the gap happens, which is very unlikely.

	Charter Communications
	Option 2
	

	Intel
	Option 2
	

	Sharp
	Option 2
	Aperiodic gap is used only once, it is a signalling efficient way to release it implicitly after the the gap period is over.

	Samsung
	Prefer Option 1
	We tend to agree with companies' views expressed so far, but at least it would be good for NW to release it from a specification point of view to address Q's comment. 

	ZTE
	Both option 1 and 2 are acceptable to us
	There may be some cases that the UE doesn’t need to received the on-demand SI(though the network has assigned the gap) anymore(e.g. reselect to other cell). Anyway, both option 1 and 2 are acceptable to us

	Lenovo
	Option 2
	

	DENSO
	Option 2
	Agree with Qualcomm and Sharp.

	vivo
	Both option 1 and 2 are acceptable
	

	Nokia
	Option 2
	The scenario where NW configures the aperiodic gap and release it before the gap starts is unlikely. In most cases the aperiodic gap starts immediately. In such cases this is not possible.

	Ericsson
	Option 2
	We can just define this as Need N in 38.331.

	LGE
	Option 2, but
	The aperiodic gap is requested to conduct instant purpose on NW B, e.g. on-demand SI request. This operation is one-shot switching. There is no need to maintain the aperiodic gap configuration after the one-shot switching.
Nevertheless, the network should be able to release configured aperiodic gap. We are not sure if it is possible scenario but it is awkward to prohibit release of aperiodic gap if the nework or the UE want to release the aperiodic gap before switching. 

	Apple
	Option 2
	Aperiodic gap is used only once. If NW has provided it, it would rather be simple for the UE to use it, and implicitly release it after using.

	NEC
	Option 2
	



Summary in Q5:
· 14/17 companies support option 2.
· 2/17 companies are OK with both option 1 and option 2 while 1/17 company prefer option 1. 
Proposal 5: Network is not allowed to release configured aperiodic gap i.e. aperiodic gap is released implicitly after the gap period is over.

If we go for Option 2, then it seems straightforward to introduce separate field or IE for aperiodic gap configuration. Otherwise, there seems no critical issue to use the common design for both periodic and aperiodic gap configuration i.e. ToAddModList/ToReleaseList. 
Q6: Which of the following options do you prefer for handling of aperiodic gap configuration in RRCReconfiguration message from ASN.1 perspective?
· Option 1: Use the common list with ToAddModList/ToReleaseList for periodic and aperiodic gap configuration

· Option 2: Introduce separate field or IE for aperiodic gap configuration

· Option 3: Others
	Company
	Preferred option
	Comments (if any)

	OPPO
	Option2
	

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Option 2
	The configuration from NW for aperiodic gap could just to indicate to the UE whether the apriodic gap is allowed or not. So, we think a separate IE can be introduced for aperiodic gap configuration. This would be efficient then using ToAddModList.

	MediaTek
	Option 2
	

	Qualcomm
	Option 2
	This is cleaner from ASN.1 perspective

	Charter Communications
	Option 2
	

	Intel
	Option 2.
	It is one-shot and also the agreed addMod/Release structure for periodic gap doesn’t go well with one-shot aperiodic gap.

	Sharp
	Option 1/2
	No strong view, both option works.

	Samsung
	Option 3
	If we go for Option 1 in Q5, we prefer to go for Option 1 as itmakes the specification simpler. Otherwise, we are OK with Option 2. 

	ZTE
	Option 2
	Option 2 seems more clear

	Lenovo
	Option 2
	

	DENSO
	Option 2
	The both options 1 / 2 can work, but separated field is preferred so that UE implementation can be simpler.

	vivo
	
	It is fine to follow majority view

	Nokia
	Option 2
	

	Ericsson
	Option 2
	This option is pretty much the consequence of Option 2 in Q5.

	LGE
	Option 1
	We suggest that the network can release the aperiodic gap before switching in previous question. Based on previous discussion, it is natural that the UE could want to modify the aperiodic gap before switching. Therefore, we support Option 1.
On the other hand, one may concern that the indicator for aperiodic gap needs to be included in the common list. We think that the network can implicitly identify the aperiodic gap by checking the absence of repetition period.


	Apple
	Option 2
	More cleaner solution

	NEC
	Option 2
	



Summary in Q6:
· 13/17 companies support option 2. 
· 2/17 companies are fine to follow majority view while 2/17 companies support option 1. 
Proposal 6: Introduce separate field or IE for aperiodic gap configuration. Details can be discussed during specification implementation phase. 

3.5	Remaining open issues in [Pre117-e][230] 
The main intent of this section is to conclude some of remanining open issues (might impact specification) in [3] as much as possible in order not to further discuss them in future meetings. 
3.5.1	Whether busy indication is supported by network or not should be indicated to UE via broadcast signalling 
In [3], it was discussed whether network needs to indicate UE whether busy indication is supported or not via broadcast signalling. 
Q7: Do you agree to introduce an indication in system information to indicate whether busy indication is supported or not? 
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Comments (if any)

	OPPO
	Disagree
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK4][bookmark: OLE_LINK3]Only NAS based busy indication is agreed for MUSIM and also a NAS indicator is already introduced in SA2 spec to indicate the feature, what’s the motivation and benefit to have AS indicator for busy indication? So, prefer not to have this indication in AS.

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Disagree
	It’s NAS capability and there is no need to indicate the support in system information.

	MediaTek
	Disagree
	We don’t see the need for this. In addition, since it is NAS function, R2 should not discuss.

	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	

	Charter Communications
	Disagree
	

	Intel
	Disagree 
	

	Sharp
	Disagree
	Considering that UE NAS has such information, it is a more efficient way for UE AS to get the information from UE NAS. 

	Samsung
	Disagree
	

	ZTE
	Disagree
	

	DENSO
	Disagree
	No need to indicate the information in AS layer as busy indication is sent in NAS layer.

	vivo
	Disagree
	We don’t think it’s necessary to indicate the support of busy indication in AS since it’s a NAS capability.

	Nokia
	Disagree
	

	Ericsson
	Disagree
	

	LGE
	Disagree
	When sending a busy indication to the network, the UE use NAS signalling to transmit the busy indication. Since RRC signalling is only used to transfer NAS signalling for the busy indication, we don’t think the indication in SI is necessary.

	Apple
	Disagree
	

	NEC
	Disagree
	



Summary in Q7:
· All companies object to introduce an indication in system information to indicate whether busy indication is supported or not.
Proposal 7: Do not introduce an indication in system information to indicate whether busy indication is supported or not.

3.5.2	FFS UE behavior on the interaction between power saving and MUSIM  
In [3], it was discussed when the request of leaving RRC_CONNECTED procedure for MUSIM should (not) be initiated depending on the on-going leaving RRC_CONNECTED procedure for power saving and vice versa. 
Q8: Do you agree that RAN2 does not specify any UE behavior on the interaction between power saving and MUSIM for leaving RRC connection i.e. no specification impact? 
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Comments (if any)

	OPPO
	Agree
	We don’t see the strong motivation to consider the interaction.

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Agree
	

	MediaTek
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	Charter Communications
	Agree
	

	Intel
	Agree
	

	Sharp
	disagree
	For power saving purpose, the NW will not release the RRC Connection even requested by UE if there is any DL data for the UE. So, in this case, if RRC_Connected leaving procedure is triggered for MUSIM, UE should indicate to the NW regardless of the RRC_Connected leaving procedure for power saving is on-going or not.
For MUSIM purpose, the NW should release the RRC Connection if requested by UE. So, if RRC_Connected leaving procedure for power saving is triggered when there is on-going RRC_CONNECTED leaving procedure for MUSIM, it is a signalling efficient way to not initiate the procedure for that the RRC Connection anyway will be released.

So, the request of leaving RRC_CONNECTED procedure for power saving should not be initiated if UE has already initiated the request of leaving RRC_CONNECTED procedure for MUSIM.

	Samsung
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Lenovo
	Agree
	

	DENSO
	Agree
	It can be left up to good UE implementation.

	vivo
	agree
	We think the issue is related to an optimization and not critical to be addressed in this release.

	Nokia
	Agree
	UAI for MUSIM is different from UAI for power-saving. So preferred to have independent handling.

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	LGE
	Agree
	There is nothing to consider additionaly compared to the agreement we made at this meeting:
RAN2 does not specify additional UE behavior on receiving reconfiguration of wait timer while wait timer is running.

	Apple
	Agree
	It can be left up to UE implementation.

	NEC
	Agree
	



Summary in Q8:
· All companies except one agree that there is no need to specify any UE behavior on the interaction between power saving and MUSIM for leaving RRC connection.
Proposal 8: RAN2 does not specify any UE behavior on the interaction between power saving and MUSIM for leaving RRC connection i.e. no specification impact.

3.5.3	FFS indication from UE in UAI on the criticality or need for the gap location to be maintained at the same position as requested
In [3], it was discussed on the need of additional indication (e.g.gap priority flag) in the MUSIM-GapInfo IE to address MUSIM gap configuration conflict with measurement gaps. 
Q9: Do you agree to introduce gap priority in the MUSIM-GapInfo IE? 
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Comments (if any)

	OPPO
	
	Totally a RAN4 issue, we can wait RAN4 progress if any.

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Disagree
	The motivation for the proposal in [3] was that it was discussed in RAN4. But as per our understanding, RAN4 did not make agreement and the majority opined in RAN4 to not define any such UE behaviour. Hence RAN2 does not need to address this. If at all, there is a paging collision, UE implementation can handle it.

	MediaTek
	See comment
	Suggest to discuss gap priority in gap coordination section. Not sure if any other additional indication is proposed but in general we think it is NOT necessary.

	Qualcomm
	Comment
	Agree with MTK

	Charter Communications
	See comment
	We agree with MTK that gap priority should be discussed in gap coordination section. 

	Intel
	See comment
	RAN4 discussion or if anything needs to be discussed in RAN2, it should be in gap coordination section

	Samsung
	Disagree
	We think it would be good to confirm it is not introduced from R2 perspective.

	ZTE
	See comment
	We share the similar view as MTK

	Lenovo
	See comments
	Agree with MTK

	DENSO
	
	Agree with Intel. We don’t need to discuss here.

	vivo
	Disagree
	Agree with MediaTek. It’s unnecessary to introduce gap priority in the MUSIM-GapInfo IE

	Nokia
	See comments
	It is possible that Network may configure MG gap colliding with MUSIM Gaps. As per RAN4 discussions UE is expected to use the gap for NTWK-A measurements in such cases. This will impact NTWK-B operation. If it happens for paging monitoring will result in paging loss or UE triggering paging collision avoidance which will again require UE to release the RRC connection in NTWK-A.  Moreover for the minimum acceptable NTWK-B behaviour paging monitoring is must. So this priority field will also help NTWK to at-least attempt to configure this gap instead of not accepting all the gaps.
We suggest to wait for RAN4 response on MG sharing behaviour with MUSIM gap before conclusion.

	Ericsson
	Disagree
	We already discussed before that RAN2 will not introduce gap purposes. This seems to us like another way of indicating gaps purposes.

	LGE
	Agree
	Based on RAN2#117-e agreements, the network arbitrary select the gap pattern among requested gap patterns if the network cannot provide all requested periodic gaps but just one periodic gap. This may cause the problem of UE operation on NW B. If the UE provide the gap priority information, the network could make better decision for selecting gap pattern.

	Apple
	Comment
	Agree with MTK. 

	NEC
	
	RAN2 can discsse if RAN4 agree to introduce it.



Summary in Q9:
· Majority of companies suggest to discuss gap priority in gaps coordination section or wait RAN4 input on this. Thus, the rapporteur does not make any proposal and suggest the proponent to make contribution on this in gaps coordination section if necessary. 

3.6	Others
For any critical other issues not covered above, please feel free to indicate them into the following table. 
	Company
	Discussion points
	Comments 

	
	
	

	
	
	




4	Conclusion
Proposals for easy agreements: 
Proposal 1: The UE is not allowed to report its preferred RRC state to network for MUSIM purpose while musim-LeaveWithoutResponseTimer is running. The following TP can be considered as baseline: 
2> if configured to provide MUSIM assistance information for leaving RRC_CONNECTED:
2>	if the UE needs to leave RRC_CONNECTED state and timer T3xx is not running:
3>	initiate transmission of the UEAssistanceInformation message in accordance with 5.7.4.3 to provide MUSIM assistance information for leaving RRC_CONNECTED;
3>	start the timer T3xx with the timer value set to the musim-LeaveWithoutResponseTimer;
Proposal 3: The value range of musim-LeaveWithoutResponseTimer for leaving RRC Connection state is defined as {10ms, 20ms, 40ms, 60ms, 80ms, 100ms, spare2, spare1}.
Proposal 5: Network is not allowed to release configured aperiodic gap i.e. aperiodic gap is released implicitly after the gap period is over.
Proposal 6: Introduce separate field or IE for aperiodic gap configuration. Details can be discussed during specification implementation phase. 
Proposal 7: Do not introduce an indication in system information to indicate whether busy indication is supported or not.
Proposal 8: RAN2 does not specify any UE behavior on the interaction between power saving and MUSIM for leaving RRC connection i.e. no specification impact.

Proposals needed to be discussed online:
Proposal 2: FFS whether the UE stops the MUSIM leave without response timer, if running if musim-LeaveAssistanceConfig is set to release. 
Proposal 4: The prohibit timer range is {0s, 0.1s, 0.2s, 0.3s, 0.4s, 0.5s, 1s, 2s, 3s, 4s, 5s, 6s, 7s, 8s, 9s, 10s}. 
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