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1. Introduction
In RAN4#101e-bis RAN4 discussed the MUSIM based on the RAN2 LS, with agreements captured in [1]. However, there are still some open issues left. In this contribution, we provide further discussion on the open issues. 
2. Discussion
Issue 1-2-3: Aperiodic gap pattern for MUSIM 
· Proposals: 
· Option 1: MGL only with value [6ms; 10ms; 20ms] (Ericsson)
· Option 2: MGL only with value 20ms; (Charter Communications, vivo, oppo)
· Option 3: MGL only with value [10ms; 20ms] (Huawei)
· Option 4: new gap patterns are with the combination of MGL and MGRP of (20ms, 5120ms), (40ms, 5120ms), (80ms, 5120ms) and (160ms, 5120ms)  (Intel)
· Option 5: MGL (ms) = 80, 160, 320, 640, 1280, 2560, 5120 QC
· Summary on MGL value supported by companies
· 6ms  		Ericsson
· 10ms 	Ericsson Huawei
· 20ms 	Ericsson, Charter Communications, vivo, oppo, Huawei
· 80ms 	xiaomi
· New proposal after 1sr round option 5 from QC
Agreement: 20 ms MGL is agreed for Rel-17 , other candidate value are TBD
In our view, longer MGL (>20ms) is helpful for RACH procedure, e.g. 40ms and 80ms. We believe assumption of using 20ms window for RACH procedure is a bit over-optimistic. 
[bookmark: _Ref95746529]Proposal 1: longer MGL such 40ms and 80ms can be considered for aperiodic gap pattern.

Issue 1-2-4: Mandatory new gap pattern for MUSIM 
· Proposals:
· Option 1: RAN4 to introduce the mandatory MGPs for MU-SIM once UE reporting to support MUSIM capability, such as MGRP = 1280ms. (Ericsson, Charter Communications)
· Option 2: Not necessary (QC MTK Apple Intel Nokia oppo xiaomi Huawei ZTE)
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Since RAN4 already agreed not to introduce RRM requirement (other than new MG patterns) in R17, we believe it is meaningless to mandate any MUSIM pattern.
[bookmark: _Ref95746532]Proposal 2: it is unnecessary to introduce the mandatory MGPs for MU-SIM once UE reporting to support MUSIM capability.

Issue 1-4-1: Gap pattern for on-demand SI  
· Proposals
· Further reply LS R2-2108861, if necessary, is based on draft LS provided at R4-2200386
Option 1: Ericsson Apple
It’s feasible to use multiple short aperiodic gaps for Msg1, Msg2, (Msg3, Msg4) transmission/reception or their combinations and multiple trials for On-demand SI request. 
To avoid missing the following signal reception/transmission windows after the first aperiodic gap window, UE can request multiple aperiodic gaps once at a time.
Option 2: UE requesting multiple aperiodic MUSIM gaps in one shot is not supported (QC vivo)
Option 3: Fine with previous reply (MTK)
Option 4: allow periodic gap request for on-demand SI (Intel)
Option 5: It's fine to send LS to RAN2 but RAN4 should collect ALL the agreements made in this meeting in that LS. (Nokia Charter)
Option 6: the reply in R4-2200386, but shall we include the supported MGL for the aperiodic gap based on agreement in 1-2-3 (Huawei)
We support option 1, especially with existing agreement that the longest MGL for aperiodic gap is 20ms, which we believe may not be enough to finish RACH procedure. Without option 1, UE which requires longer MGL may need to ask NW multiple times to configure multiple one-shot aperiodic gap. Alternatively, UE may even ask for a periodic gap pattern and inform NW to cancel it after RACH is completed. Note that neither of these two approaches are attractive since the latency and signalling overhead is high.
[bookmark: _Ref95746534]Proposal 3: It’s feasible to use multiple short aperiodic gaps for Msg1, Msg2, (Msg3, Msg4) transmission/reception or their combinations and multiple trials for On-demand SI request

1. Conclusion
In this contribution, we further discuss the open issues according to [1]. After discussion, the following conclusions are provided:
Proposal 1: longer MGL such 40ms and 80ms can be considered for aperiodic gap pattern.
Proposal 2: it is unnecessary to introduce the mandatory MGPs for MU-SIM once UE reporting to support MUSIM capability.
Proposal 3: It’s feasible to use multiple short aperiodic gaps for Msg1, Msg2, (Msg3, Msg4) transmission/reception or their combinations and multiple trials for On-demand SI request
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