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1. Introduction
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]In the last meeting, the following agreements on the concurrent and independent MGs were achieved [1]. Multiple issues around concurrent MGs have been widely discussed and significant progress was achieved until 103 meeting. 
	Sub-topic 2-1 Applicability and configurations
Issue 2-1-1: Whether concurrent gaps are allowed in the case when only E-UTRAN measurement objectives are configured
<Agreement in May 9th GTW session>: Agree on Option 3
· Up to UE capability
· For UE supporting the capability, different LTE MOs can be associated with multiple MGs. 
· For UE not supporting the capability, all LTE MOs can be associated with only a single MG.
Issue 2-1-2: UE capability for concurrent gap with only E-UTRAN measurement objectives
< Agreement>: The detail UE capability
	Features
	Index
	Feature group
	Components

	Prerequisite feature groups
	Need for the gNB to know if the feature is supported
	Applicable to the capability signalling exchange between UEs 

	Concurrent measurement gap
	19-2-1
	Concurrent measurement gaps for E-UTRAN measurement objectives
	Capability of supporting configurations of E-UTRAN measurement objectives associated with more than 1 concurrent measurement gaps
	19-2
	yes
	no


Sub-topic 2-2 Overlapping and priority rule
Issue 2-2-1: X value in proximity condition for overlapping in FR2
< Agreement>: X = 4ms for FR2-1, FFS for FR2-2
Issue 2-2-2: Clarification to the order in which gap priorities are evaluated
< Agreement>: Do not further discuss this issue in this WI.
Issue 2-2-3: Classic MG and concurrent MG
< Agreement>: 
· No differentiation between classic and concurrent MG in the requirements. 
· RAN4 requirements do not apply when a gap without assigned priority is configured simultaneously with any other gap(s) hat affect serving carriers in the same FR.
· RAN4 can revisit the agreement after RAN2 signalling design is concluded
Sub-topic 2-3 Overhead
Issue 2-3-1: Whether to define the overhead cap
< Agreement in May 9th GTW session>: Down-select to Option 3 and Option 5. For option 5, the detailed solution needs further discussion.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK2]<Way forward >: Open issue needs further discussion
· Option 3: Up to UE capability
· Option 5: Handling this issue by extending the dropping rule, instead of defining an overhead cap.
Issue 2-3-2a: Definition of overhead cap (assuming Option 3 agreed in Issue 2-3-1)
< Agreement>: Open issue needs further discussion
· Option 1: The max overhead that UE can support in Rel-15/16
· Option 2: The max overhead is 30%
· Option 3: When concurrent MGs are configured, the MGRP for each MG cannot be smaller than 40ms 
Issue 2-3-2b: Definition of additional dropping rule (assuming Option 5 agreed in Issue 2-3-1)
<Way forward >: Open issue needs further discussion
· Option 1: RAN4 to extend the overlapping rule when two MGs configuring with MGRP=20ms.
· The lower priority gap can be cancelled regardless of proximity rule
· Data scheduling is resumed on the dropped gap occasions
· Option 2: 
· Option 3:
Issue 2-3-3: Overhead cap regarding other gap-related Wis
< Agreement>: The overhead discussions in this WI does not consider the gap-related features in other Wis
Sub-topic 2-4 Others
Issue 2-4-1: Ri in CSSF
< Agreement>: RAN4 not to introduce additional clarification for calculation of Ri in CSSF


In this contribution, we provide some discussions on the following remaining open issues.
· X value in proximity condition for overlapping in FR2-2
· Classic MG and concurrent MG
· Whether to define the overhead cap
· Definition of additional dropping rule
2. Discussion
X value in proximity condition for overlapping in FR2-2
X value in proximity condition for overlapping in FR1 and FR2-1 have been identified during previous meetings. Only the case of in FR2-2, X value is still uncertain. 
We do not have strong view about the value of X. Keeping same value as in FR1 and FR2-1 is a candidate. But considering the 480kHz and 960kHz SCS are possible for FR2-2, for such two SCS, 4 ms refers to as much as 128 slots and 256 slots respectively, so the value of X can be smaller or equals to 4 ms. 
Proposal 1: The value of X for FR2-2 can be smaller or equals to 4 ms.
Classic MG and concurrent MG
For this issue, RAN 4 has achieved agreement during 103 meeting. From RAN4 perspective, no difference between classic and concurrent MG in the requirements. Further more, if the priority is not configured for at least one of the multiple MGs in the same FR, then no RAN4 requirements can be applied. But considering the signalling design for MO and MG is not stable in RAN2, so when RAN 2 identifies the exact signalling structure, we need to further check. 
According to the conclusion of RAN 2 meeting simultaneous with RAN4 103 meeting, it seems that RAN2 update the signaling structure and decide to distinguish two IEs: GapConfig and GapConfig-r17. But for the details about the two IEs framework, until now not any consensus achieved in RAN2. Further more, it should be noted that the association is configured in MO, and the priority is configured in MG.
Proposal 2: RAN4 can wait for the signalling structure finally identified in RAN 2, and then further check the correlation between classic MG and concurrent MG.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK11]Whether to define the overhead cap & Definition of additional dropping rule
Our original view is that such overhead cap is not necessary. For the concern of large overhead caused by concurrent gaps, we believe the Dropping mechanism can alleviate this issue. Beside this, how to configure concurrent gap, which is totally a NW implementation, should not be restricted by additional cap.
But in order to move forward, we can compromise to some reasonable and simple rules for the determination of overhead cap. The following options were proposed and discussed during 103 meeting:
	· Option 3: Up to UE capability
· Option 5: Handling this issue by extending the dropping rule, instead of defining an overhead cap.


We do not believe introduce an additional UE capability is necessary. Option 5 is a good compromise between the disagreements and agreement of the definition of overhead cap. We are open for the details of how to extend. We believe some company provided good idea that when two MGs configuring with both MGRP = 20 ms, the lower priority can be canceled regardless of proximity rule.
Proposal 3: To move forward, we can compromise to Option 5, i.e. handling this issue by extending the dropping rule, instead of defining an overhead cap.
Proposal 4: Referring to the definition of additional dropping rule, we agree that when two MGs configuring with both MGRP = 20 ms, the lower priority can be canceled regardless of proximity rule.
3. Conclusion
In this contribution, we have the following proposals for multiple concurrent and independent MGs:
Proposal 1: The value of X for FR2-2 can be smaller or equals to 4 ms.
Proposal 2: RAN4 can wait for the signalling structure finally identified in RAN 2, and then further check the correlation between classic MG and concurrent MG.
Proposal 3: To move forward, we can compromise to Option 5, i.e. handling this issue by extending the dropping rule, instead of defining an overhead cap.
Proposal 4: Referring to the definition of additional dropping rule, we agree that when two MGs configuring with both MGRP = 20 ms, the lower priority can be canceled regardless of proximity rule.
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