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Introduction
RRM requirements related to MUSIM gaps are discussed in RAN4#108, and outcomes are captured in WF [1]. Based on [1] the following general issues need to be further discussed.
· Mandatory MUSIM gap patterns
· Other 
In this paper we will provide our views on general issues in RRM requirements related to MUSIM gaps.
Discussion
Mandatory MUSIM gap patterns
	Issue 1-1-1: Mandatory MUSIM gap patterns
· Proposals 
· P1: No need to discuss further whether to introduce mandatory MUSIM gap patterns (Apple oppo Huawei MTK QC)
· P2: RAN4 to define the mandatory MUSIM gap patterns (CMCC Ericsson Nokia Charter Communications)
· P2-1: RAN4 to define Gap Pattern #14~#17 as the mandatory MUSIM gap patterns (Ericsson) 
· P3: No more discussion if there is no consensus (vivo)
Recommendations: Continue discussion


The issue has been discussed in Rel-17, and there was no consensus. Our view is still that no need to define mandatory MUSIM gap patterns. Gap pattern to use for MUSIM is up to UE to request which is further depending on NW B configuration, and it is not the case that all NW B operations can be done with a single MUSIM gap pattern. In addition, and RAN2 has agreed that NW cannot configure a different gap pattern than what UE requests, so we do not see the need to define mandatory gap patterns for MUSIM.
Proposal 1: No need to discuss further whether to introduce mandatory MUSIM gap patterns.
Other 
	Issue 1-1-2: Others
· Proposals
· P1: UE shall not request MUSIM gaps beyond the UE capacity considering the UEs current configuration (Nokia) 
· P2: UE shall not request more MUSIM gaps than it is capable of handling with the current measurement gap allocation (Nokia)
· P3: P1 and P2 are up to UE implementation and no further specification work on them (vivo)
Recommendations: 


We understand the P1 and P2 are related to number of legacy MGs UE can be configured when the UE is also configured with MUSIM gaps. Based on agreement in RAN4#106-bis-e, configuring MUSIM gaps does not impact the number of configurable legacy MGs. In our view, it also means that being configured with legacy MG would not reduce the number of MUSIM gaps that can be configured (which is anyway up to UE request). We believe with the existing agreement the two proposals are already addressed and no further requirements are needed. 
Proposal 2: No further requirement is needed related to number of MUSIM gaps UE can request.
	Issue 2-3-4 Collisions between MUSIM gaps and Pre-MG or NCSG
· Proposals
· P1: For collision definition between MUSIM gap and Pre-MG or NCSG (MTK):
· The same principle used in Rel-18 MG enh WI for collision definition between concurrent MG and pre-MG or NCSG can be reused (i.e., gap proximity condition)
· P2: For collision handling between MUSIM gap and Pre-MG or NCSG (MTK):
· The same principle used in Rel-18 MG enh WI for collision handling between concurrent MG and pre-MG or NCSG can be reused (i.e., priority-based solution)
· P3: For collision handling between MUSM gaps and pre-MG, wait until all the issues related to dynamic collisions are resolved in MG_enh2 WI. (Qualcomm)
Recommendations:


In RAN4#104-bis, the following agreements are made related to the scope of the WI.
	· Investigation on collision between MUSIM gaps and Pre-MG or NCSG will start after the study of Pre-MG/NCSG concurrent with legacy gaps in the Rel-18 feMG WI is stable; related conclusions from Rel-18 feMG WI should be re-checked for the collision handling between MUSIM gaps and pre-MG/NCSG.


Considering there are only two meeting left for the WI, and that there are still open issues in the collision handling with Type 1/2 MGs, we suggest to drop the interworking between MUSIM gaps and pre-MG or NCSG in Rel-18. From necessity point of view, configuring pre-MG/NCSG and MUSIM gap to the same UE at same time is not a strong or urgent use case, so it can be considered in future release if justified.
Proposal 3: RAN4 not to define RRM requirements for collision between MUSIM gaps and Pre-MG or NCSG in Rel-18.
Conclusions
In this paper we provided our views on general issues in RRM requirements related to MUSIM gaps.
Proposal 1: No need to discuss further whether to introduce mandatory MUSIM gap patterns.
Proposal 2: No further requirement is needed related to number of MUSIM gaps UE can request.
Proposal 3: RAN4 not to define RRM requirements for collision between MUSIM gaps and Pre-MG or NCSG in Rel-18.
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