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1	Introduction
This document is the report of the following offline discussion:
[AT119-e][230][MUSIM] Stage-2 and MAC corrections to MUSIM (Samsung)
      Scope: Discuss Stage-2 and NR MAC corrections for MUSIM marked for this discussion.
	Intended outcome: Report in in R2-2208763. Merged Stage-2 CR in R2-2208764 and MAC CR in R2-2208765.
	Deadline: Deadline 1 (report) / Deadline 2 (final CRs)

2	Contact information 
	Company
	Name
	Email address

	Qualcomm
	Ozcan Ozturk
	oozturk@qti.qualcomm.com

	OPPO
	Jiangsheng Fan
	fanjiangsheng@oppo.com

	MediaTek
	Felix Tsai
	Chun-fan.tsai@mediatek.com

	Apple
	Sethuraman Gurumoorthy
	sethu@apple.com

	Intel
	Sudeep Palat
	Sudeep.k.palat@intel.com

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

	Samsung
	Sangyeob Jung
	sy0123.jung@samsung.com

	Srinivasan
	Srinivasan.selvaganapathy@nokia.com
	Srinivasan.selvaganapathy@nokia.com

	Ericsson
	Lian Araujo
	lian.araujo@ericsson.com

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

	LGE
	Hongsuk Kim
	hassium.kim@lge.com

	vivo
	Wenjuan Pu
	wenjuan.pu@vivo.com



3	Discussion on Stage-2 corrections to MUSIM
3.1	Correction on number of MUSIM gap patterns 
At RAN2#118-e meeting, RAN2 agreed to extend the max # of periodic MUSIM gaps as follows: 
[bookmark: _Hlk103243366]Extend signalling to allow UEs to optionally support 3 periodic gaps in Rel-17. This can be included in the RRC CR rapporteur CR in offline [230].
But above agreement is not reflected yet in TS 38.300 clause 20.3 as mentioned in [1-4] i.e. 
When configured to do so, a MUSIM device can signal the network A a preference to be kept in RRC_CONNECTED state in Network A while temporarily switching to network B. This is indicated by scheduling gaps preference. This preference can include information for setup or release of gap(s). The network A can configure at most 3 gap patterns for MUSIM purpose: two periodic gaps and a single aperiodic gap.
It is straightforward to be corrected but rapporteur observed two different wordings i.e. 
· Option 1 in [1, 2, 4]: The network A can configure at most 34 gap patterns for MUSIM purpose: twothree periodic gaps and a single aperiodic gap.
· Option 2 in [3]: The network A can configure Aat most 34 gap patterns preference can be indicated for MUSIM purpose: two 3 periodic gaps and a single aperiodic gap
Both options look more or less the same except that option 1 clarifies NW restriction on the number of configurable MUSIM gap patterns while option 2 clarifies UE restriction on the preference of the number of MUSIM gap patterns.

Q1: Which of the following options do you prefer to update TS 38.300 on the number of MUSIM gap patterns?
· Option 1: The network A can configure at most 4 gap patterns for MUSIM purpose: three periodic gaps and a single aperiodic gap.
· Option 2: At most 4 gap patterns preference can be indicated for MUSIM purpose: 3 periodic gaps and a single aperiodic gap
	Company
	Preferred option 
	Comments (if any)

	Qualcomm
	Option 1
	#1 is less change and more in line with stage-2 language. Option 2 is also acceptable; we should change to “indicated by the UE” though.

	ZTE
	Option 2
	In the current spec, it only indicates the maximum gaps that can be configured by the network, it doesn’t say anything about the maximum gaps preference that can be indicated by the UE.
So we describe it from the UE preference side, than we add “The network A should always provide at least one of the requested gap patterns or no gaps. Network providing an alternative gap pattern instead of the one requested by the UE is not supported in this release.” (as discussed below 3.2) to give the restriction on the network side, which can implicitly indicate that at most 4 Gaps can be configured by the network.

	OPPO
	Option1 or Option2
	We see no much difference between the two options.

	MediaTek
	Both fine
	

	Apple
	Both fine
	

	Intel
	Slightly prefer option 2 combined with option 1 in 3.2
	This combination will cover both UE and network behaviour.

	Sharp
	Option 1
	We already captured the restriction with option 1 for the case of at most 3 gap patterns. 

	Samsung
	Both fine
	No strong view but note that this clause mentions 'MUSIM device' rather than 'UE'. If we go for Option 2, then it may be improved as Qualcomm pointed out i.e. 
At most 4 gap patterns preference can be indicated by the MUSIM device.

	Nokia
	Option 1
	As the base statements already indicate how many can be configured towards UE, a simple change over that is preferred it. Moreover, it also covers the capability aspect implicitly

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	But option 2 is also fine for us.

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Option 1
	Agree with QC

	LGE
	Both fine
	

	vivo
	Both fine
	



Summary in Q1: There is a slight majority of companies in favour of Option 1 (11 vs 8) to correct the number of MUSIM gap patterns as follows:
· 5/13 companies prefer Option 1 as it is less change. Among 5 companies, 2 companies are acceptable with Option 2
· 2/13 companies prefer Option 2 as it captures both UE and NW behavior (if Option 1 in Q2 is agreed)
· 6/13 companies are fine with both options.   
Based on comments, rapporteur feels that it looks like a matter of taste which option is better to be specifed. Thus, the proposal is made by majority view but would like to have a quick online checking whether it is OK (please keep in mind that intent is NOT to have a prolonged discussion and follow below proposal unless there is serious concern). 
Proposal 1: Agree the third change in R2-2208000 i.e. update TS 38.300 clause 20.3 as follows:
· The network A can configure at most 34 gap patterns for MUSIM purpose: twothree periodic gaps and a single aperiodic gap.

3.2	Clarification on how NW configures MUSIM gap patterns
At RAN2#118-e meeting, RAN2 agreed to capture the following NW behavior for MUSIM gap patterns in TS 38.300, but it is not captured yet: 
14: The following statement should be captured in 38.300: "Network should always provide at least one of the requested gap pattern or no gaps. Network providing an alternative gap pattern instead of the one requested by the UE is not supported in this release"
[3] suggests the same text as in above agreement while [2] simplifies above text as follows " The network may configure the UE according to one or more of the indicated gap patterns." 

Q2: Which of the following options do you prefer to update TS 38.300 on NW behavior how to configure MUSIM gap patterns? 
· Option 1: The network A should always provide at least one of the requested gap patterns or no gaps. Network providing an alternative gap pattern instead of the one requested by the UE is not supported in this release.
· Option 2: The network may configure the UE according to one or more of the indicated gap patterns.
	Company
	Preferred option
	Comments (if any)

	Qualcomm
	Option 1
	Option 1 is clearer. 

	ZTE
	Option 1 (proponent)
	

	OPPO
	Option1
	

	MediaTek
	Option 1
	

	Apple
	Option 1
	Simpler and clearer

	Intel
	Option 1
	

	Sharp
	Option 1
	

	Samsung
	Both fine
	

	Nokia
	Option 1
	

	Ericsson
	Option 2
	There is no UE capability for MUSIM gaps. Hence, if the network decides to configure the UE with MUSIM gaps, it can only rely on the UE report. Therefore, there would be no need to specify this.

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Option 1
	Option 1 is clearer

	LGE
	Both fine
	

	vivo
	Option 1
	



Summary in Q2: There is a clear majority of companies in favour of Option 1 (12 vs. 3) to clarify NW behaviors on MUSIM gap configuration as follows:
· 10/13 companies prefer Option 1 due to clarity
· 1/13 companies prefer Option 2 since it's sufficient to specify that NW may configure the UE with MUSIM gaps according to indicated gap patterns due to no (explicit) UE capability which specific MUSIM gaps are supported from UE.  
· 2/13 companies are fine with both option
Based on comments, it seems that both options have no real technical concern. Since Option 1 reflects the majority view, rapporteur would like to suggest to go with Option 1. 
Proposal 2: Agree the second change in R2-2207164 i.e. to add the following text in 38.300 clause 20.3
· The network A should always provide at least one of the requested gap patterns or no gaps. Network providing an alternative gap pattern instead of the one requested by the UE is not supported in this release.

3.3	Inclusion of relevant specification for MUSIM operation
In [4], it is proposed to add references for MUSIM operation i.e. 
When configured to do so, a MUSIM device can signal the network A a preference to leave RRC_CONNECTED state by using RRC (see TS 38.331 [12]) or NAS signaling (see TS 23.501 [3]). After sending a preference to leave RRC_CONNECTED state by using RRC signaling, if the MUSIM device does not receive an RRCRelease message from the Network A within a certain time period (configured by the Network A, see TS 38.331 [12]), the MUSIM device can enter RRC_IDLE state in Network A.

Q3: Do you agree with the first change in [4]?
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Comments (if any)

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	We agree with this modification for that it can make the spec clear.

	OPPO
	Agree(Proponent)
	

	MediaTek
	Agree
	

	Apple
	Agree
	

	Intel
	Agree
	

	Sharp
	Agree
	

	Samsung
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Agree
	 Can be merged to rapporteur CR.

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Agree
	

	LGE
	Agree
	

	vivo
	Agree
	



Summary in Q3: There is unanimous support for the first change in R2-2207231. 
Proposal 3: Agree the first change in R2-2207231 i.e. to add missing references in 38.300 clause 20.3. 

3.4	Removal of Editor's NOTE for Paging Collision Avoidance
In [1], it is proposed to remove the following note in TS 38.300 clause 20.2 i.e. 
Editor's note: It is left to UE implementation as to how it selects one of the two RATs/networks for paging collision avoidance.
Rapporteur understands that it is to capture the following agreement made at RAN2#113-e meeting. 
It is left to UE implementation as to how it selects one of the two RATs/networks for paging collision avoidance.

Without a clear motivation/argument, it seems enough to update the format style i.e.
NOTE:	It is left to UE implementation as to how it selects one of the two RATs/networks for paging collision avoidance.

Q4: Do you agree to update the format style i.e. Editor's note to NOTE?
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Comments (if any)

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	We shouldn’t just delete the Editor’s Note since it came from a RAN2 agreement.

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	OPPO
	Agree
	

	MediaTek
	Agree
	

	Apple
	Agree
	

	Intel
	Agree
	

	Sharp
	Agree
	

	Samsung
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	No
	Need not capture all the RAN2 agreements on UE behavior in Notes. In this case, the behavior is driven by NAS. So better to capture in other specs.

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Agree
	

	LGE
	Agree
	

	vivo
	Agree
	



Summary in Q4: Only one company disagrees with Q4 by arguing that the concerned UE behavior is driven by NAS. But rapporteur's understanding is that the note does not mention any AS-NAS interaction (e.g. up to UE implementation) and such note has been endorsed for a long time based on RAN2 previous agreement. 
Proposal 4: Update the format style of existing Editor's note in 38.300 clause 20.2 as follows:
NOTE:	It is left to UE implementation as to how it selects one of the two RATs/networks for paging collision avoidance.

3.5	Inclusion of preferred RRC state of MUSIM in UE Asssitance Information
In [1], it is proposed to specify preferred RRC state explictly in TS 38.300 clause 7.9 as follows:
-	If it prefers to transition out of RRC_CONNECTED state for MUSIM operation and its preferred RRC state for transition; 

Q5: Do you agree with the first change in [1]?
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Comments (if any)

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	Good for completeness

	ZTE
	No strong view
	

	OPPO
	No strong view
	

	MediaTek
	No strong view
	But tend to think it is not necessary

	Apple
	Agree
	Should it be “and its preferred RRC state after transition” ? 

	Intel
	No strong view
	Agree with the suggestion from Apple.  The original proposed text is bit unclear.

	Sharp
	Agree
	

	Samsung
	No strong view
	First part of the concerned sentence already clarifies 'transition out of RRC_CONNECTED state' so if agreed it seems enough to clarify as follows:
· If it prefers to transition out of RRC_CONNECTED state for MUSIM operation and its preferred RRC state;

	Nokia
	Agree
	Proponent

	Ericsson
	Agree
	Agree with Apple’s suggestion too.

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Disagree
	Not necessary as preferred state can be IDLE, INACTIVE or outOfConnected. It can be misleading that UE always has a preferred RRC state. Do not see any issue with the existing description and it is the same as power saving description.

	LGE
	Agree
	

	vivo
	No strong view
	Tend to think it is not necessary



Summary in Q5: There is a clear majority view to support the first change in R2-2208000:
· 6/13 companies support the change as it is good for completeness
· 6/13 companies have no strong view
· 1/13 company disagrees with the change as it can be misleading or existing description is the same as power saving description 
Based on comments, rapporteur understands that the change itself may noy be essential but it seems NOT to cause any ambiguity i.e. one may consider that outOfConnected is anyway UE's preferred RRC state. With this clarification, it is proposed to have this change with one minor update suggested by Apple. 
Proposal 5: Agree the first change in R2-2208000 with one update as follows:
-	If it prefers to transition out of RRC_CONNECTED state for MUSIM operation and its preferred RRC state forafter transition; 

3.6	Miscellaneous corrections on editorials/typos 
In [2], several typos and editorials are suggested to improve readability in TS 38.300 clause 20.3 i.e. see the corrections below.  
When configured to do so, a MUSIM device can signal to the network Network A a preference to leave RRC_CONNECTED state by using RRC or NAS signaling. After sending a preference to leave RRC_CONNECTED state by using RRC signaling, if the MUSIM device does not receive an RRCRelease message from the Network A within a certain time period (configured by the Network A), the MUSIM device can enter RRC_IDLE state in Network A.
When configured to do so, a MUSIM device can signal to the network Network A a preference to be temporarily switching to network B kept while remaining in RRC_CONNECTED state in Network A while temporarily switching to network B. 

Q6: Do you agree with the above miscellaneous corrections in [2]?
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Comments (if any)

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	Reads better

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	OPPO
	No strong view
	

	MediaTek
	Agree
	Just some wording improvement	

	Apple
	Agree
	

	Intel
	Agree
	

	Sharp
	Agree
	

	Samsung
	Agree
	'network B' can be also updated as 'Network B'. 

	Nokia
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Agree
	

	LGE
	Agree
	

	vivo
	Agree
	



Summary in Q5: There is unanimous support for miscellaneous editorial corrections in R2-2208033. 
Proposal 6: Agree miscellaneous editorial corrections in R2-2208033. 
4	Discussion on MAC corrections to MUSIM
4.1	Whether to specify MUSIM gaps behaivor in TS 38.321 
In RAN2#118-e meeting, the following agreement is not captured in TS 38.321: 
15: The UE is allowed to initiate RACH procedure during MUSIM gaps. Capture this in MAC specification according R2-2204895 (first part, sections 5.1.2 and 5.1.2a).
Before discussing on whether/how to specify the MUSIM gaps behaviors in TS 38.321, [5] claimed that above agreement is motivated due to the fact that the UE handling of MUSIM gaps would be similar to the UE handling of measurement gaps. With this, the following observation is made: 
Observation 1	Specifying MUSIM gaps in 38.321 may require multiple changes that are not limited to RACH procedure.
During the offline discussion in RAN2#118-e meeting, the following proposal with the intent to clarify MUSIM gaps behavior as similar to measurement gaps behavior was marked for discussion, but couldn’t be treated due to lack of time:
Proposal 16: Discuss whether to restrict uplink transmissions during MUSIM gaps.
Thus, rapporteur feels that it would be needed to check if the companies agree that MUSIM gaps behavior can be similar to (or even same as) measurement gaps for different UL (UL-SCH/SR/CSI-RS/HARQ) and DL (PDCCH/DL-SCH/DCP) scenarios in Rel-17.
Q7: Do you agree to consider MUSIM gaps behaviour in Rel-17 as similar to measurement gaps behavior as specified in TS 38.321? 
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Comments (if any)

	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	The question is very general as it implies the same behavior for MUSIM gaps as with measurement gaps. We shouldn’t re-open this discussion in full after stage-3 freeze. No company proposed such general behavior in this meeting. There is an importance difference between RACH (which some companies propose in this meeting as below in 4.2) and other uplink transmissions.

	ZTE
	See comments
	We prefer to stick to previous RAN2 agreement i.e. see [7] as in the below Q9. If companies prefer to “consider MUSIM gaps behaviour in Rel-17 as similar to measurement gaps behavior” we think we can change “measurement Gap” to “Gap” Immediately in the 38.321.

	OPPO
	Disagree
	We don’t think this question is easy to answer because we even don’t give the comparison between MUSIM gaps and measurement gaps for different UL (UL-SCH/SR/CSI-RS/HARQ) and DL (PDCCH/DL-SCH/DCP) scenarios in Rel-17, so the safer and easier way is to stick to the agreement we made in last meeting or capture nothing. 

	MediaTek
	Agree
	In our understanding

Measurement gap: Define a period of time the that UE has swich its RF resource to other frequency so that is cannot receive/send data in current serving cells.

MUSIM gap: Define a period of time the that UE has swich its RF resource to other SIM so that is cannot receive/send data in current serving cells.

The only difference between these two gaps are the purpose. Other than that, we think that UE beahvior should be the same

	Apple
	Disagree
	In our view, we should stick to our previous RAN2 agreement. Agree with Oppo as we have not clarified the difference between the two types of Gaps.

	Intel
	See comments
	We also have a similar opinion as MediaTek that there shouldn’t be a difference between the gap types.  However, we agree that this was not discussed explicitly,

	Sharp
	Disagree
	Same view as Qualcom.

	Samsung
	Agree
	We do not see any difference on UE behaviors on handling of measurement gaps and MUSIM gaps from MAC specification point of view. 

	Ericsson
	Agree
	Note that even if we say the MUSIM gap behavior should be different, it still seems unclear what is the actual MUSIM gap behavior for all cases captured in MAC. Hence, either way we should discuss the detailed behavior and see how to capture it in the specs.

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Agree
	Agree with MTK and Samsung.

	LGE
	Disagree
	We think that full comparision between two types of gap should be first before answering this question. However, RAN2 has not been discussed this issue explicitly as indicated by other companies. Considering that Rel-17 is already frozen, the safest way would be to stick to the previous RAN2 agreement.

	vivo
	Agree
	Tend to agree with MTK and Samsung. 



Summary in Q7: Companies' views are split exactly in half-half (6 vs. 6). Opponent companies expressed the following reasons: 
· From MAC specification point of view, RAN2 haven't discussed fully what is the real differerence on UE behaviors between MUSIM gaps and other gap types (e.g. measurement gaps) 
· Considering that Rel-17 is frozen, we shouldn't re-open the whole discussion. Rather, we should stick to the previous RAN2 agreement i.e. to clarify that the UE is allowed to initiate RACH procedure during MUSIM gaps 
Proponent companies expressed that there shouldn't be a difference between the gap types. Among them, 1 company indicated that if there is difference, it should be clearly captured what it is. 
Considering current status, it seems hard to make progress on this issue at this very late stage. Rapportuer thinks that the best way forward is not to make concrete proposal but just to make the following observation for the sake of progress. 
Observation 1: Companies' views are diverging on whether to specify MUSIM gaps behavior as similar to (or same as) other gaps behaviors in TS 38.321.   

If companies agree to Q7, just capturing missing previous agreement in TS 38.321 may be incomplete and inconsistent. Thus, it would be good to check whether any change at all needs to be introduced in TS 38.321 for MUSIM as asked in [5] before discussing what extents to be specified in the next question. 

Q8: Do you agree to specify MUSIM gaps behavior in TS 38.321? 
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Comments (if any)

	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	We are open to discussing RACH part per 4.2 below.
[Rapporteur] Option 1 or none. 

	ZTE
	
	See answer to Q7
[Rapporteur] Option 1 or change 'measurement gap' to 'gap' if companies prefer to 'consider MUSIM gaps behavior in Rel-17 as similar to measurement gaps behavior. 

	OPPO
	
	Only RACH part or nothing.
[Rapporteur] Option 1 or none.

	MediaTek
	Agree
	

	Apple
	
	See answer to Q7
[Rapporteur] Option 1 or none.

	Intel
	
	See response to Q7
[Rapporteur] Accept Option 1. 

	Samsung
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Agree, but
	On exactly how to capture it would be good to make it consistent with other gaps discussed. So maybe this would have to be discussed in the main gap coordination part.

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Agree
	

	LGE
	
	See answer to Q7
[Rapporteur] Option 1.

	vivo
	Agree 
	



Summary in Q8: Companies hold different views to what extent of MUSIM gaps behavior is to be specified in TS 38.321, but all companies (12/12) agree to specify it. Note that 3 companies also indicated that it is fine with no specification update if Option 1 in Q9 is not agreed. Like Q7, rapporteur would like to suggest to make the following observation and directly discuss Q9. 
Observation 2: All companies are fine to specify MUSIM gaps behavior in TS 38.321 though different views are identified to what extent is to be specified. 

4.2	How to specify MUSIM gaps behaivor in TS 38.321 
If companies agree to Q8, then the question is how to specify MUSIM gaps behavior in TS 38.321. Based on [5-7], the following options are on the table: 
· Option 1: Stick to previous RAN2 agreement i.e. see [7]
· Option 2: On top of Option 1, further specify MUSIM gaps behavior in clause 5.1.4, 5.1.4a, and 5.7 i.e. see [6] 
· Option 3: Have a general wording that measurement gaps may serve to different gaps (e.g. MUSIM gaps) i.e. see [5] 
· Option 4: Add MUSIM gaps behavior as same as measurement gap in existing clauses. 

Q9: If agreed to Q8, which of the following options do you prefer to specify MUSIM gaps behavior in TS 38.321?
· Option 1: Stick to previous RAN2 agreement i.e. see [7]
· Option 2: On top of Option 1, further specify MUSIM gaps behavior in clause 5.1.4, 5.1.4a, and 5.7 i.e. see [6] 
· Option 3: Have a general wording that measurement gaps may serve to different gaps (e.g. MUSIM gaps) i.e. see [5] 
· Option 4: Add MUSIM gaps behavior as same as measurement gap in existing clauses. 
	Company
	Preferred option
	Comments (if any)

	Qualcomm
	Option 1 or none
	We shouldn’t introduce new functionality at this stage. Option 1 is acceptable. Note that the spec is not broken and we can live without any changes. The change in Option 1 is “UE may” just like in measurement gaps so doesn’t impose any UE behavior. 

	ZTE
	Option 1 or other

	See answer to Q7

	OPPO
	Option 1 or none
	See answer to Q7

	MediaTek
	Option 2 + 4
	The change in [2] looks reasonable but not sure about what’s the change in [3].
It is a little bit strange in [1] that we allow RACH in MUSIM gap but we say nothing while MUSIM gap is overlapped with RAR. In this case, the UE should monitor RAR, otherwise, initialization of RACH become meaningless.

	Apple
	Option 1 or none
	See answer to Q7. We do not prefer any additional restriction on UE behavior.

	Intel
	See comments
	We also have a similar opinion as MediaTek that there shouldn’t be a difference between the gap types.  However, we agree that this was not discussed explicitly and accept that option 2 may not be acceptable to many companies,  We could agree on option 1 now and revisit it in a later release or after RAN4 has discussed the performance requirements.

	Samsung
	Option 4 or Option 2 (5.1.5 and 5.1.4a and open to discuss 5.7) 
	We think that Option 4 is the simplest approach to achieve unambiguous behaviors between UE and NW due to below: 
There can be two interpretations when nothing is specified for any MAC operation of MUSIM gaps.
1.As nothing is specified, all the DL and UL operations are possible during the gaps, which is clearly not the intention of providing the gaps
2.Behavior is left to the implementation. However, it is important that both gNB and UE needs to understand  each other's behavior during the gap. i.e. If one entity can transmit,other should be listening for reception. It is not clear how the common understanding between gNB and UE can be made possible when it is left to implementation.

But if companies are not acceptable with Option 4, we are OK to clarify MUSIM gaps behavior on RACH part only. But it seems worthy to mention that without further updates on 5.1.4 and 5.1.4a on top of Option 1, RACH procedure itself is incomplete as MTK pointed out. As DRX part is the new one not discussed so far, we are fine to check companies' views.

	Ericsson
	See comments on Q8
	

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	Option 3
	Option 3 is the simplest as we don’t need to change all the places that need to add MUSIM gap.

	LGE
	Option1 
	See answer to Q7

	vivo
	Option 1 
	Option 4 is our original TP provided in R2-2204895, this option was not agreed, it seems companies do not want to add other restriction on the UE behavior during MUSIM gap. We are ok to just capture RACH behavior during MUSIM gap. For MTK comments, in our understanding, if the UE initiates RACH before MUSIM gap, the UE will follow RACH procedure and monitor RAR accordingly, so we see no problem here. 
[Samsung] Thanks for the clarification! 
As proponent of TP for Proposal 2 in R2-2208470, it is currently specified that UE monitors RAR regardless of the possible occurrence of a measurement gap. We understand that the intent is to ensure to continue RACH procedure i.e. to monitor RAR if RACH is initiated during measurement gap. 
Without the TP for Proposal 2, it seems to us that there is "no UE requirement" to continue RACH procedure if initiated during MUSIM gap. 
5.1.4    Random Access Response reception
Once the Random Access Preamble is transmitted and regardless of the possible occurrence of a measurement gap or a MUSIM gap, the MAC entity shall:
1>  if the contention-free Random Access Preamble for beam failure recovery request was transmitted by the MAC entity:
Thus, we proposed the TP for Proposal 2 just to ensure this aspect. Not clear whether companies are on the same page, but probably companies may prefer to add such additional 'explicit' UE requirements based on comments? 




Summary in Q9: Companies' views are summarised as follows:
· Option 1 (7/12): Qualcomm, ZTE, Oppo, Apple, Intel, LG, Vivo  
· Option 2 (2/12): MediaTek, Samsung 
· Option 3 (1/12): Huawei
· Option 4 (2/12): MediaTek, Samsung
· Other (1/12): Ericsson 

Based on detailed comments, it is observed that there are basically two camps i.e. Option 1/2 (to specify previous RAN2 agreement only) and Option3/4/Other (to specify MUSIM gaps behavior as similar to (or same as) other gaps behaviors). Since Option 1 reflects the majority view and just captures missing agreement in RAN2#118-e meeting anyway, rapporteur would like to suggest to agree it in this meeting. Of course, companies are allowed to address this issue if any critical issue is found in the next meeting. Also, there seems no clear view why the TP in Proposal 2 in R2-2208470 is not agreeable but one may argue that it can be left to UE implementation. 
Proposal 7: Agree proposed changes in R2-2208462 i.e. just to capture missing agreement in RAN2#118-e meeting.   
[bookmark: _GoBack]5	Conclusion
Proposals for easy agreements:
Proposal 2: Agree the second change in R2-2207164 i.e. to add the following text in 38.300 clause 20.3
· The network A should always provide at least one of the requested gap patterns or no gaps. Network providing an alternative gap pattern instead of the one requested by the UE is not supported in this release.
Proposal 3: Agree the first change in R2-2207231 i.e. to add missing references in 38.300 clause 20.3. 
Proposal 4: Update the format style of existing Editor's note in 38.300 clause 20.2 as follows:
NOTE:	It is left to UE implementation as to how it selects one of the two RATs/networks for paging collision avoidance.
Proposal 5: Agree the first change in R2-2208000 with one update as follows:
-	If it prefers to transition out of RRC_CONNECTED state for MUSIM operation and its preferred RRC state forafter transition; 
Proposal 6: Agree miscellaneous editorial corrections in R2-2208033. 

Proposals needed to be discussed online:
Proposal 1: Agree the third change in R2-2208000 i.e. update clause 20.3 of 38.300 as follows:
· The network A can configure at most 34 gap patterns for MUSIM purpose: twothree periodic gaps and a single aperiodic gap.

MAC corrections
Observation 1: Companies' views are diverging on whether to specify MUSIM gaps behavior as similar to (or same as) other gaps behaviors in TS 38.321.   
Observation 2: All companies are fine to specify MUSIM gaps behavior in TS 38.321 though different views are identified to what extent is to be specified. 
Proposal 7: Agree proposed changes in R2-2208462 i.e. just to capture missing agreement in RAN2#118-e meeting.  
6	Reference
[1] R2-2208000	Correction on MUSIM related changes		Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell	CR	Rel-17	38.300	17.1.0		0522	-	F	LTE_NR_MUSIM-Core
[2] R2-2208033	Update to gap handling for Multi-USIM (38.300)	Ericsson	CR	Rel-17	38.300	17.1.0	0526	-	F	LTE_NR_MUSIM-Core
[3] R2-2207164	CR on the Gap Numbers Restriction	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips	CR	Rel-17	38.300	17.1.0		0500	-	F	LTE_NR_MUSIM-Core
[4] R2-2207231	Corrections on NW Switching for Multi-SIM with or without Leaving RRC_CONNECTED	38.300	OPPO	CR	Rel-17	38.300	17.1.0		0506	-	F	LTE_NR_MUSIM-Core
[5] R2-2208030	Mac updates for MUSIM	Ericsson	discussion
[6] R2-2208470	UE MAC operations during MUSIM gaps	Samsung R&D Institute India	discussion
[7] R2-2208462	corrections on RACH procedure during MUSIM gaps	vivo	CR	Rel-17	38.321	17.1.0		1386	-	F	LTE_NR_MUSIM-Core

