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1	Introduction
According to the revised WID [1], the corresponding requirements for MUSIM gaps will be discussed in Rel-18. This contribution will discuss the following two issues as captured in [2]. 
· MUSIM overhead 
· Order for applying the priority when number of colliding MGs is larger than 2 
2	Discussion
	Issue 5-1-1: MUSIM overhead
· Proposals:
· Option 1: Do not define overhead cap for MUSIM gaps (CMCC vivo Huawei Ericsson Nokia)
· Option 2: Define overhead cap for MUSIM gaps (xiaomi oppo)
· Option 2a: Measurement requirement does not apply when more than one MUSIM gap is configured with MGRP = [20] ms. (xiaomi)
· Option 2b: Measurement requirement does not apply when more than 2 gaps are configured with MGRP<=40ms in an FR. FFS other overhead cap rules.
Issue 5-1-3: Total number of gaps when MUSIM gaps are configured
· Proposals:
· P1:  Consider only one Rel-17 legacy gap when MUSIM gaps are configured. (vivo)
· P2: (CMCC vivo Huawei Ericsson)
· When MUSIM gaps are configured, as baseline, the number of legacy MGs can be 
· Up to 1 per-UE MG, or 
· Up to 1 per-FR MG in each FR
· When MUSIM gaps are configured, when UE supports con-MG, the number of legacy MGs can be 
· Up to 2 per-UE MGs
· Up to 2 per-FR MGs in each FR and up to 3 per-FR MGs across FRs
· Up to 1 per-UE MG and up to 1 per-FR MG in each FR
· P3: Allocation of MUSIM gaps does not impact the non-MUSIM gap allocation capability. UE shall not request more MUSIM gaps than it is capable of handling with the current measurement gap allocation. (Nokia)


In Rel-17, overhead cap rule on multiple concurrent gaps was agreed in the RAN4 #104-e meeting. The main reason is to avoid too much throughput loss and is also suitable for MUSIM gaps. In our understanding, the intention behind limiting the number of legacy gaps in issue 5-1-3 is the same as overhead cap rule. But it is less generic. When different numbers or combinations of MUSIM gaps are configured, it should be allowed to configure different number of legacy gaps accordingly. Therefore, defining total overhead cap rules considering both MUSIM gaps and legacy gaps is preferred.
Proposal-1: Define total overhead cap rules considering both MUSIM gaps and legacy gaps. 
However, different from concurrent gaps where at most 2 gaps could be configured in each FR, UE could be configured with up to 3 MUSIM gaps and one aperiodic gap, not to mention the gaps for NW-A measurements. Excluding the case when more than one MGP with MGRP=20ms may also lead to a higher throughput loss in NW-A. For example, 2 MUSIM gaps with MGRP=40ms and 1 MUSIM gap with MGRP=20ms will cause the same throughput loss with 2 gaps with MGRP=20ms. For simplicity, we propose to preclude the case when more than 2 gaps are configured with MGRP<=40ms in an FR. And we are also open to overhead cap rules considering other cases such as when MUSIM gap with longer MGRP is configured or when 3 MUSIM gaps + 1 legacy gap are configured.
Proposal-2: Further study the following rules besides the existing overhead cap rule in Rel-17: 
· measurement requirement does not apply when more than 2 gaps are configured with MGRP<=40ms in an FR.
· FFS other overhead cap rules.
	Issue 5-1-2: Order for applying the priority when number of colliding MGs is larger than 2
· Proposals:
· P1: Collisions between gaps are resolved sequentially in order of decreasing priority, starting with the gap that has the highest priority (vivo oppo Huawei)
· P2: RAN4 to postpone multiple gap collision issue until RAN4 has a clear understanding on MUSIM gaps’ priority. (Ericsson)
· P3: If multiple gaps collide it will be the gap with the highest priority that is used by the UE and other lower priority gaps are dropped. (Nokia)


When more than 2 MGs are collided, two cases are identified. For case 1 when each gap collides with all the other gaps, only the gap with highest priority can be kept and all the other gaps will be dropped. For case 2 when at least some gaps collide with one or few gaps, we think P1 is a good way to guarantee the gap with the highest priority will be kept and should be used as the baseline.
Proposal-3: Collisions between gaps are resolved sequentially in order of decreasing priority, starting with the gap that has the highest priority. 
3	Conclusion
This contribution gave our views on overhead cap and priority apply order for Rel-17 MUSIM gaps:
Proposal-1: Define total overhead cap rules considering both MUSIM gaps and legacy gaps. 
Proposal-2: Further study the following rules besides the existing overhead cap rule in Rel-17:  
· measurement requirement does not apply when more than 2 gaps are configured with MGRP<=40ms in an FR.
· FFS other overhead cap rules.
Proposal-3: Collisions between gaps are resolved sequentially in order of decreasing priority, starting with the gap that has the highest priority. 
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