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Issue 3-2-1: [Case 1] Define definitions for simultaneous and non-simultaneous Pre-MGs activation/deactivation for Pre-MG + Pre-MG
· Proposals
· Option 1: 
· Simultaneous multiple Pre-MGs activation/deactivation: 
· Option 2: 
· Non-simultaneous multiple Pre-MGs activation/deactivation: 
· 
· Recommended WF
· Define and agree on the definitions for simultaneous and non-simultaneous multiple Pre-MGs activation/deactivation
· In simultaneous case, the multiple Pre-MGs activation/deactivation over fully or partially overlapping (de)activation delay in time.
· In non-simultaneous case, the multiple Pre-MGs activation/deactivation are not overlapping over (de)activation delay in time.
Discussions:
Apple: We can FFS on which requirement to define later.
Ericsson: there could be more scenarios for partially overlapped cases.
Intel: this is only about the duration overlapping, not about how they are triggered
CATT: trigger event can be same or different
QC: for each gap: activation + delay. Do we need this definition? 
Apple: The delay starts from the triggering event, not just the 5ms window.
Nokia: Need to mention the (de)activation interval
Tentative agreements:
· Definitions for simultaneous and non-simultaneous multiple Pre-MGs activation/deactivation
· In simultaneous case, the multiple Pre-MGs activation/deactivation over fully or partially overlapping (de)activation delay (before any potential extension) in time.
· In non-simultaneous case, the multiple Pre-MGs activation/deactivation are not overlapping over (de)activation delay (before any potential extension) in time.
· FFS the requirements, e.g., triggered by the same or different commands

Issue 3-1-1: [Case 1] Whether to consider a new capability for Pre-MG + Pre-MG in an FR
Moderator: It is common understanding that the Pre-MG + Type-2 MG will be defined as a new UE capability, yet the new capability issue discussed in here is whether to define a saperate UE capability for Pre-MG +Pre-MG.
· Proposals
· Option 1: LGE, CATT, CMCC, Xiaomi, China Telecom, Ericsson 
· No, without UE capability
· Option 2: QC, Apple, vivo, OPPO, Nokia, MediaTek, 
· Yes, with UE capability
· Option 2a: Intel, ZTE
· Yes, with UE capability for UE to support the simultaneous Pre-MGs activation/deactivation
· Recommended WF
· Discuss the options. Can companies consider option 2a as a compromise option?  
Discussions:
Apple: Our understand is to bundle with the same trigger event, not simultaneous or not.
Intel: Same view as Apple
Ericsson: 
	Apple: we see the benefit to have non-simultaneous
ZTE: prefer not to bundle with the trigger events
Ericsson: 
Tentative agreements:

Issue 3-3-4: [Case 1] dynamic collisions definition
· Proposals
· Option 1: QC.
· Dynamic collisions are gap collisions involving at least one pre-configured MG, where gap instances of other MGs are dropped.
· Recommended WF
· Option 1 missing the comment on higher priority, yet the intention to define the dynamic collision is important. Can companies agree to the following definition for dynamic collision:
‘gap combination that cause collision when at least one of the collided gaps is activated Pre-MG with higher priority compared to the other overlapped gap’.
Discussions:
MTK:
Apple: [ ] is to have potential collision handle for de-activated MG.
MTK: activated is added to also consider collision for de-activated MGs
QC: 
CMCC: the scenario includes pre-MG to drop Type 2 MG?
	QC: yes
Intel: we had the agreement to consider only activated Pre-MG. This agreement may imply some change to R17 rules.
Tentative agreements:
· Dynamic collisions are gap collisions involving at least one [activated] pre-configured MG, where gap instances of other MGs (which has lower priority) are dropped.
· [activated] is based on the assumption that only activated Pre-MG can casuse collisions.

Issue 3-3-1: [Case 1] Required changes for Pre-MG on collision
· Background:
· RAN4 has reached an agreement in the meeting RAN4#104-e [R4-2214346]: 
· For Case 1 (Pre-configured MG and multiple concurrent MGs), the baseline requirement considers collisions on Pre-MG is only considered when Pre-MG is activated.
· Then, RAN4 has reached another agreement in meeting RAN4#105 [R4-2217251]:
· FFS further enhancement. If no consensus can be achieved in the future, we stick to the agreed baseline in R4-2214346. 
· FFS whether an additional capability is needed if collisions on Pre-MG is only considered when Pre-MG is activated
· TBD a deadline to cut off the discussion.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Apple, China Telecom, vivo, ZTE, MediaTek, E///, Nokia
· RAN4 shall stick to previous agreement in RAN4#104e, i.e. collision on Pre-MG is considered only when Pre-MG is activated (deactivated Pre-MG is not considered in collisions).
· Option 2: Huawei
· De-activated pre-MG is considered in collisions handling.

· Recommended WF
· Can companies agree on option 1?
Discussions:

Tentative agreements:



Issue 3-3-5: [Case 1] Whether to define a new UE capability for dynamic collisions?
· Proposals
· Option 1: QC, vivo, OPPO, Huawei, MediaTek
· Add a UE capability to indicate whether the UE supports Case 1 gap combinations that cause dynamic collisions.
· Details of the new capability can be FFS
· Option 2: E///, Intel, CATT
· No additional capability is needed to handle the dynamic collision due to Pre-MG status change if UE supports Pre-MG and ConMGs capabilities.
· Option 3: Nokia, Huawei
· Postpone the discussion on dynamic collisions until the previous issues related to scenarios, supported gap combination configurations and UE capabilities are resolved.
· Recommended WF
· The majority of the companies are supporting option 1. Can option 1 be supported?
Discussions:

Tentative agreements:


Issue 4-1-1: [Case 2] Whether to consider a new capability for NCSG + NCSG in an FR
Moderator: It is common understanding that the NCSG + Type-2 MG will be defined as a new UE capability, yet the new capability issue discussed in here is whether to define a separate UE capability for NCSG + NCSG.
· Proposals
· Option 1: ZTE, China Telecom, CATT
· No, without UE capability
· Option 1a: E///
· Condition: No, if only one spare RF chain is assumed for NCSG+NCSG.
· Option 1b: LGE
· New UE capability for overlapping handling can be necessary if two spare RF chains are assumed for NCSG+NCSG.
· Option 2: QC, Apple, OPPO, Nokia, MediaTek
· Yes, with UE capability 
· Option 2a: E///
· Condition: Yes, if two spare RF chains are assumed for NCSG+NCSG.
· Recommended WF
· Collect views.
Discussions:

Tentative agreements:

Issue 3-2-3: [Case 1] When the pre-configured MG activation procedure is overlapped with one of concurrent gap occasion
· Proposals
· Option 1: QC, MediaTek, CATT
· A collision between a change in the status of a pre-configured MG and a gap instance happens when the change occurs ≤ 4 ms before the start or ≤ 4 ms after the end of a gap instance of an activated concurrent MG. (UE shall extend the activation procedure)
· Option 1a: QC, 
· If a change in the status of a pre-configured MG collides with a gap instance, the change in status is delayed (until the end of the gap instance plus 5 ms) to avoid the collision.
· Option 1b: MediaTek
· If a change in the status of a pre-configured MG collides with a gap instance, the change in status is delayed by (MGL of the gap instance plus 5 ms) to avoid the collision.
· Option 1c: Nokia, 
· If a change in the status of a pre-configured MG collides with a gap instance, the change in status is delayed (until the end of the gap instance plus 4 ms) to avoid the collision.
· Option 2: CATT
· UE shall drop the activation procedure, when the pre-configured MG activation is overlapped with the other concurrent gap occasion.
· Option 3: Xiaomi, ZTE
· UE shall drop the measurement on the overlapped concurrent gap occasion, when the pre-configured MG activation is overlapped with the other concurrent gap occasion. The activation/deactivation procedure should be prioritized.
· Option 4: ZTE
· Firstly, regarding to the collision between pre-configured MG activation/deactivation procedure and one of concurrent gap occasion, the priority rule is not valid since of the status of the pre-configured MG is uncertain.
· Option 5: Huawei
· RAN4 to decide UE behaviour when pre-MG (de)activation procedure is overlapped with occasion of the other MG after concluding how to handle deactivated pre-MG in collision handling.
· Option 6: E///
· During Pre-MG activation/deactivation period, the UE is not required to receive or transmit in the corresponding NR serving cells in the Pre-MG occasions. 
· Option 7: CATT, Intel
· There is no need to define additional UE capability for the support of collision case.
· Recommended WF
· Discuss the options. 
· Besides, options 1, 1a, and 1b provide a reasonable compromise with minimum impact to Network and UE, hence, can companies check whether to compromise to these options? 
Discussions:

Tentative agreements:

Issue 3-2-2: [Case 1] Whether to support simultaneous and non-simultaneous Pre-MGs activation/deactivation for Pre-MG + Pre-MG
· Proposals
· Option 1: QC, CMCC, CATT, OPPO, Nokia, E///, Intel, HW
· Simultaneous multiple Pre-MGs activation/deactivation (with the same events)
· Non-simultaneous multiple Pre-MGs activation/deactivation 
· Option 1a: E///
· (with the same events)
· Option 2: Apple, Xiaomi
· Simultaneous multiple Pre-MGs activation/deactivation
· Option 3: vivo, MTK
· Non-simultaneous multiple Pre-MGs activation/deactivation
· 
· Recommended WF
· Can companies consider the following as a compromise option?
· If a separate UE capability is defined for Pre-MG + Pre-MG then simultaneous and non-simultaneous multiple Pre-MGs activation/deactivation can be supported, otherwise, only non-simultaneous multiple Pre-MGs activation/deactivation can be supported.
Discussions:

Tentative agreements:

Issue 3-2-4: [Case 1] Whether to extend the delay for simultaneous activation/deactivation for Pre-MG+Pre-MG
Moderator: This issue is depenedent on whether simultaneous activation/deactivation for Pre-MG+Pre-MG is supported or not.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Apple, CATT, CMCC, Xiaomi, China Telecom, ZTE, OPPO, Nokia, E///
· If statuses of the two Pre-MGs are changed simultaneously, e.g. due to the same event, existing Pre-MG (de)activation delay requirements can be reused.
· Option 1a: ZTE, Intel
· Based on condition that a UE capability of the combination of pre-MG + pre-MG in an FR is introduced.
· Option 2: Ericsson, HW
· The simultaneous multiple Pre-MGs activation delay (due to same event) equals multiple BWPs/SCells/RRC reconfiguration delay plus the additional post-processing time T.
· Recommended WF
· Based on the condition, if simultaneous activation/deactivation for Pre-MG+Pre-MG is supported in issue 3-2-2, can companies agree on option 1 in this issue? 
Discussions:

Tentative agreements:


Issue 4-2-3: [Case 2] Whether to consider parallel measurements upon gap collision
· Proposals
· Option 1: Intel, CMCC
· Yes
· Option 2: Qualcomm, Apple, Xiaomi, China Telecom, vivo, OPPO, HW, MTK
· No
· Option 2a: China Telecom
· No, when the RF chains for the two NCSG patterns are different.
· Option 3: CATT
· Up to UE capability,
· For UE supporting this capability, both NCSGs can work when colliding.
· For the UE not supporting this capability, R17 priority rules when colliding can be reused.
· Option 4: E///, Intel
· RAN4 to study a general solution to allow both NW and UE to know the parallel measurements combination when UE supports NCSG parallel measurement capability.
· Option 5: Nokia
· RAN4 to agree on investigating relevant scenarios with gap collision for the Case 2 scenario.

· Recommended WF
· Collect views from companies. Can companies agree on option 2?
Discussions:

Tentative agreements:


Topic #2: [106][214] NR_MG_enh2_part2
Ad hoc session chair: issues in blue will be prioritized in the ad hoc discussion


Issue 1-1-1: Singaling for UE to indicate UE supporting ”no-gap” with interruption
[Moderator notes: in the last meeting the addtional Rel18 signaling to indicate UE supporting ”no-gap” with interruption was aggred. But the exact signaling is FFS. 
	< Agreement >: 
· Introduce additional Rel-18 UE signalling to differentiate UE supporting no gap with interruption (Case 2)
· Signalling details are FFS.



]
· Proposals
· Option 1: Qualcomm, Intel, xiaomi, vivo, 
· Extension based on “NeedForGapsInfoNR”
· E.g. “{gap, [nogap-withinterruption] ,[nogap-nointerruption]}”  within ‘NeedForGapsInfoNR-r18'
· Option 2: Nokia, CATT, vivo, Ericsson
· New IE is needed
[Moderator notes: if we considered IE of “xxx_r18” in Option 1 is new IE instead of the legacy IE based on “xxx”, Option 1 and 2 are same indeed. ]
· Option 2a: Nokia
· [bookmark: _Toc127555219]For intra-frequency measurements, signaling of Case 2 should be considered per serving cell which contained the target SSB to be measured (as in Rel-16 signaling). 
· [bookmark: _Toc127555220]For inter-frequency measurements, signaling of Case 2 should be considered per target band to be measured (as in Rel-16 signaling). 
· Option 3: Ericsson, 
· introduce a separated one-bit IE ‘NoGapIndication-r18’
· When UE doesn’t report the new interruption indication, the default value means interruption is expected.
· Option 3a: Huawei, MTK, Ericsson, QC
· introduce a separated [one-bit] IE to indicate whether interruption is needed when UE reports ‘no-gap’ in “NeedForGapsInfoNR”
· Option 4: Apple, Intel, Nokia, CATT, CMCC, Xiaomi
· Up to RAN2
· Option 5: Nokia
· UE signalling of vacant RF chain not to be implemented by fixed UE capability, but more dynamic, i.e. UE assistance information.
· Option 6: Nokia
· No interruption is allowed for UE signaling no-gap as part of needForGapsInfoNR-r16 or needForGapNCSG-InfoNR-r17. 
· Indication of “no-gap” as part of needForGapsInfoNR-r16 or needForGapNCSG-InfoNR-r17 means no-gap Case 1 (no gap without interruption)
· Recommended WF
· Continue discussion. 
· Whether the LS needs to RAN2 in this meeting can be up to achieving progress during this meeting.
Discussions:
QC: 3a is per UE or per band?
Intel: intension is to give RAN2 clear guidance. 
Tentative agreements:
Regarding the issue of ” Singaling for UE to indicate UE supporting ”no-gap” with interruption”: Inform RAN2 in this meeting about the agreement in the last meeting.

Issue 1-1-2: Framework of the interruption requirements
[Moderator notes: according to the proposals in this meeting, the preference on how to form the interruption requirements can be summarized in the table below. Companies can also focus on this components of the interuption requirements in this meeting. ]
	Part of requirements
	Prefered by
	Objected by

	interruption length
	Apple, Intel, CMCC, xiaomi, vivo, OPPO, Huawei, MTK, CATT, Nokia,ZTE, Ericsson
	Qualcomm

	interruption location
	Apple, Nokia, CMCC, OPPO, ZTE, MTK, CATT

	Vivo, Huawei, QC

	interruption ratio
	Intel, CMCC, xiaomi, Ericsson, Huawei, Qualcomm, vivo, 
	Apple


· Recommended WF
· Continue discussion. Moderator suggested that companies can focus on the form of interruption requirements and achieve agreements in this meeting.  
Discussions:
QC: we are fine with defining the interruption length
Apple: drawback on interruption ration: UE needs 2 ms for each measurement. We have concern on UE power consumption because UE need to keep RF chain on. Interruption location is needed to define schedule restriction. NW can still try to schedule other UEs on the interrupted occasions.
OPPO: agree with Apple’s 2nd comment.
Nokia: share concerns from Apple. NW needs to know the interrupted locations. Otherwise, it affect the link quality. 
QC: interruption ratios come with min measurement cycle (period). Interruptions ratios set up a bound. NCSG can be used to locate the interruption locations. 
Nokia: do not agree with any mapping of this feature with NCSG. Concern on the uncertainty on unknown interruption locations. 
Ericsson: For deactivated SCell, interruption ratios are defined, but we also have NCSG. If we go with a pattern, we need additional effort to define it. 
Vivo: from SPEC point of view. If this is very similar to NCSG, what is the point to define separate requirements.
ZTE: prefer interruption location. NW need to know the scheduling opportunities.  
Tentative agreements:
The following aspects will be defined in the requirements of interruption:
· Interruption length
· FFS whether to define interruption locations or interruption ratios.

Issue 2-2-1: On top of which UE capability to support the inter-RAT NR measurement without gap when UE has vacant RF chain available (Case a-1)
[Agreements on this issue in last meeting:
<Way forward/Agreement >: 
· On top of “interRAT-NeedForGapsNR-r16” UE capability to support the inter-RAT NR measurement without gap when UE has vacant RF chain available (Case a-1)
· The exact value to be reported can be FFS.
· FFS on top of NCSG to support the inter-RAT NR measurement without gap when UE has vacant RF chain available (Case a-1)
]
· Proposals
· Option 1: Apple, Intel, MTK, Xiaomi
· The exact values to be reported can be same as these for NeedForGapsNRInfor-r18 (issue 1-1-1), 
· e.g. [gap, nogap-withinterruption ,nogap-nointerruption] 
· Option 2: Qualcomm
· [true/false]” via interRAT-NeedforGapsNR indicates performing inter-RAT NR measurement with/without gap.
· Recommended WF
· Continue discussion
Discussions:
Intel: this is not the same as Issue 1-1-1. 
Tentative agreements:
Together with Issue 1-1-1, add the request on inter-RAT NR measurement in the LS to RAN2

Issue 1-1-4: Requirements on the interruption location , if allowed
· Proposals
· Option 1:  Apple, Nokia, CMCC, OPPO, ZTE, MTK
· Interruption location needs to be specified.
· FFS on the specific location of interruption allowed
· Option 1a: Nokia
· to define requirements such that the location of interruption for no-gap Case 2 with vacant RF chain can be configured
· to define requirements such that the location of interruption for no-gap Case 2 without vacant RF chain is next to the symbols to be measured
· Option 1c: CMCC, E///
· not prefer to assume that interruption exists on each SMTC occasion
· Option 1d: CMCC
· if pattern is introduced to define interruption location, it is suggested to restrict the number of patterns (e.g. one or two patterns are enough), no need to introduce too many patterns like we did for NCSG patterns.
· Option 1e: CATT
· The interruption location should be close to both sides of the target measurement resources.
· Option 2:  vivo, Huawei, Qualcomm, E///
· No need to define the specific interruption location but the total interruption ratio
· Recommended WF
· Continue discussion. 
Discussions:

Tentative agreements:

Issue 1-1-5: Requirements on the interruption ratio , if allowed
· Proposals
· Option 1:  Intel, CMCC, xiaomi,Ericsson, Huawei, Qualcomm,vivo, 
· RAN4 needs to define the total interruption ratio 
· Option 1a: Qualcomm,vivo
· the total interruption ratio shall not exceed 1.25%.
· Option 1b:Huawei
· The interruption ratio for each MO requiring interruption is defined as 2*(L/T), where L is the interruption length, T is the measurement cycle of the MO, both in ms.
· Option 1c: CMCC, Ericsson, 
· The total interruption ratio 0.5% for deactivated SCell measurement can be a good reference
· Option 2:  Apple
· RAN4 needs NOT to define total interruption ratio when the requirements on interruption length and location are specified 
· Option 3:  MTK
· If RAN4 would define interruption ratio following deactivated SCell, the interruption ratio should allow UE to retune the RF chains in a suitable frequency in order to meet the measurement delay requirements 
· 
· Recommended WF
· Continue discussion.  
Discussions:

Tentative agreements:

Issue 1-3-1: Mapping between NeedForGap and NCSG capabilities when UE supports both of them
· Proposals
· Option 1a: Apple,
· If interruption is defined in the same way as NCSG, then 1 to 1 mapping is expected. 
· Even if interruption for NeedForGap is defined differently, e.g. ratio-based, there shall still be some restriction between reporting in these two features 
· Option 1b: Ericsson
· The gap status indication in NeedForGaps should have 1-to-1 mapping with the gap status in NCSG if UE supports both NeedForGaps and NCSG capabilities 
· When UE indicates NoGapIndication-r18 as ‘interruption’ with the gap status reporting of NeedForGaps,
· UE should report ‘no gap’ in the same band for NeedForGaps if reporting ‘no gap no interruption’ or ‘no gap no interruption’ in a band for NCSG
· UE should report ‘gap’ in the same band for NeedForGaps if reporting ‘gap’ in a band for NCSG
· Option 2: Qualcomm, Intel, CATT, xiaomi, vivo, OPPO, Huawei, MTK
· No need to establish the mapping between UE’s indication for NeedForGaps and NCSG
· Option 2a: CATT, Huawei
· NeedForGapsInfoNR and NeedForGapNCSG-InfoNR are not expected to be enabled for the same UE
· Option 3: Nokia
· [bookmark: _Toc127555237]No implicit support of NCSG is expected for UE indicating no-gap (Case 1)
· [bookmark: _Toc127555238]No implicit support of NCSG is expected for UE indicating no-gap (Case 2) without a vacant RF chain
· [bookmark: _Toc127555239]FFS if implicit support of NCSG is expected for UE indicating no-gap (Case 2) with a vacant RF chain
· Recommended WF
· Continue discussion.
Discussions:

Tentative agreements:

Issue 1-3-3: Impacts on the legacy UE behavior 
· Proposals 
· Proposal 1: Intel, Nokia, ZTE, CATT
· Legacy behavior of existing indication in needForGaps and needForGapsNCSG shall not be changed in Rel 18 NR_MG_enh2
· Proposal 2: Qualcomm
· It is up to UE what reporting capability is used for reporting when both R17 and R18 reporting capability are supported
· Proposal 3: Nokia
· Indication of “no-gap” as part of needForGaps or needForGapsNCSG means no-gap Case 1 (no gap without interruption)
[Moderator: this is up to how to indicate the case 1 and case 2]
· Proposal 4: E///
· Rel-16 UE is assumed to need interruption since no new interruption indication bit will be reported.

· Recommended WF
· Continue discussion.
Discussions:

Tentative agreements:


Issue 2-2-2: On top of which UE capability to define the inter-RAT LTE measurement requirements when UE has vacant RF chain available(Case b-1)
[Agreements in the last meeting:
 < Way forward/Agreement >: 
· Option 1:  
· ONLY on top of ‘nogap-noncsg’ in NeedForNCSG-InfoEUTRAN to define the UE capability to support Case b-1 
· Option 2:  
· Both NeedForNCSG-InfoEUTRAN and NeedForGap shall be considered also.  
]
· Proposals
· Option 1:  Apple, Qualcomm, Intel, CATT, vivo, OPPO, Huawei, Ericsson, MTK
· ONLY on top of ‘nogap-noncsg’ in NeedForNCSG-InfoEUTRAN to define the UE capability to support Case b-1 
· Option 2:  CMCC, xiaomi
· Both NeedForNCSG-InfoEUTRAN and NeedForGap shall be considered also.   
· Recommended WF
· Continue discussion 
Discussions:

Tentative agreements:

 Issue 2-2-3: On top of which UE capability to define the inter-RAT LTE measurement requirements when LTE CRS to be measured is contained in UE’s active BWP(Case b-2)
· Proposals
· Option 1: OPPO,  Xiaomi  
· extend the capability of NeedForGaps
· Option 2: Apple, Qualcomm, Intel, CATT, CMCC,  vivo,Huawei, Ericsson, MTK
· A new UE capability should be defined 
· Option 2a: Intel, Huawei, CATT
· A new UE capability based on “interFrequencyMeas-Nogap-r16” 
· Option 2b: CMCC
· Per-UE capability
· Option 2c: MTK
· Up to RAN2 to define this new IE
[Moderator notes: Option 1 to propose to extend IE (e.g. NeedForGapsInfo-r18). Actually it is same as Option 2.]
· Recommended WF
· Continue discussion 
Discussions:

Tentative agreements:

Issue 2-2-4: Additional capability to support inter-RAT measurement without gap with mixed numerology 
[Agreements in the last meeting:
 Issue 2-1-2 Numerology  
< Agreement >: 
· For inter-RAT measurement without MG, including both inter-RAT NR measurement and inter-RAT LTE measurement, the mixed numerology needs to be supported.
· FFS on whether the additional UE capability is needed 
]
· Proposals
· Option 1:  CATT, Huawei, MTK
· No additional UE capability is defined for inter-RAT measurement with mixed numerology; instead it can be considered for scheduling restriction
· Option 2:  MTK
· a UE capability can be defined for mixed numerology incapable UEs (FFS)
· Option 2a:  Intel, vivo
· a UE capability for inter-RAT NR can be defined (FFS)

· Recommended WF
· Continue discussion  
Discussions:

Tentative agreements:

Issue 2-3-10: Interruption requirements for inter-RAT measurement without gap.
· Proposals
· Option 1: MTK
· interruption requirements can be defined 
· for case a-1 and case b-1, 
·  FFS for case b-2
· Option 1a: Qualcomm
· Interruption requirements can be defined
·  for inter-RAT NR measurements without gap(case a-1)

· Recommended WF
· Continue discussion
Discussions:

Tentative agreements:


