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1. Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk127303950]In NR Rel-17 specification, RAN4 has introduced gap patterns particularly for MUSIM purpose. However, their corresponding RRM requirements were not specified. In Rel-18 MUSIM WI, RAN4 has discussed the RRM requirements for MUSIM and the open issues are captured in the WF [1]. In this paper, some general aspects of MUSIM are further discussed. 
2. Discussion
The following general issues in MUSIM WI are still to be discussed in RAN4 as captured in the WF [1].
	Issue 1-1-1: Clarification on the scope
· Proposals
· P1: Add the following note for the sentence “Case 2: Collisions between MUSIM gap and SMTC” 
· [bookmark: _Hlk134958219]Note: The scope collisions between MUSIM gap and SMTC will be limited to RRM procedures for which collisions between legacy measurement gaps and SMTC are taken into account in the existing requirements
· Support (Qualcomm Huawei Nokia MTK xiaomi vivo)
· Not support (Ericsson)
· FFS (Apple)
Agreements: No
Candidate options:
Recommendations: Discuss at next meeting 

Issue 1-1-2: MUSIM overhead
· Proposals:
· Option 1: Do not define overhead cap for MUSIM gaps (Qualcomm vivo CMCC Ericsson Huawei Nokia Apple)
· 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)
Agreements: No
Candidate options:
Recommendations: Discuss at next meeting  



Issue 1-1-1 is related to the objective of MUSIM working item as given in the WID (RP-220955). In the last meeting, some companies pointed out that this issue has been discussed at RP and the discussion is to be addressed and achieve a conclusion if possible at RAN4 level. Therefore, we are fine with P1 to clarify the UE behavior for the collisions between MUSIM gap and SMTC. 
Proposal 1: Add the following note for the sentence “Case 2: Collisions between MUSIM gap and SMTC”
· Note: The scope collisions between MUSIM gap and SMTC will be limited to RRM procedures for which collisions between legacy measurement gaps and SMTC are taken into account in the existing requirements

For Issue 1-1-2, we do not have strong view on whether to define overhead cap for MUSIM gaps or not.

	Issue 1-1-4: Mandatory MUSIM gap patterns
· Proposals 
· P1: No need to discuss further whether to introduce mandatory MUSIM gap patterns (Qualcomm vivo oppo Apple MTK Huawei)
· P2: RAN4 to define the mandatory MUSIM gap patterns (Ericsson Nokia Chapter CMCC)
Agreements: No
Candidate options:
Recommendations: Discuss at next meeting



For Issue 1-1-4, we share same view as in P1, i.e., no need to discuss further whether to introduce mandatory MUSIM gap. MUSIM gap patterns are recommended by UE based on its calculation to facilitate required network B activities in IDLE mode. Introducing mandatory gaps does not mean UE can expect a unified network B configurations (SSB, paging, …). Therefore, we do not see a strong need here.
Proposal 2: No need to discuss further whether to introduce mandatory MUSIM gap patterns.


Summary
In this contribution, the following proposal is concluded:
Proposal 1: Add the following note for the sentence “Case 2: Collisions between MUSIM gap and SMTC”
· Note: The scope collisions between MUSIM gap and SMTC will be limited to RRM procedures for which collisions between legacy measurement gaps and SMTC are taken into account in the existing requirements
Proposal 2: No need to discuss further whether to introduce mandatory MUSIM gap patterns.

References
1. [bookmark: _Ref91246572]R4‑2306357, WF on NR Dual TxRx Multi-SIM, vivo.

3

