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1.  Introduction
In RAN4 #108 meeting, a WF on NR Dual Tx/Rx Multi-SIM gaps was agreed [1]. Some issues were discussed, and good progress were made. Moderator have asked the active delegates to coordinate and focus on for this meeting in Xiamen. Below are the issues sent out by the moderator by email. We would like to give our views on these issues.
	Issue 2-3-1 Clarifications on collision between Type-2 MG and MUSIM gaps 
· Proposals    
· P1: when number of colliding MGs is larger than 2, collisions between gaps are resolved sequentially in order of decreasing priority, starting with the gap that has the highest priority. Note: FFS when keep solution is used simultaneously (Apple China Telecom Qualcomm Ericsson vivo oppo Huawei MTK Charter Communications)
· P1a: MUSIM gaps for which “keep” solution is indicated do not collide with each other (Qualcomm)
This topic has been discussed for a few meetings, i.e., when multiple gaps (including MUSIM gaps and type-2 gaps) collide, and I assume it is straightforward when priority is used for MUSIM gap collision
Proposal: When priority based solution is used for MUSIM gaps, and when more than 2 gaps mutually collide (including MUSIM and type-2 gaps), the gap with the highest priority will be kept and all other lower priority gaps are dropped. 
· Collisions between gaps are resolved sequentially in order of decreasing priority, starting with the gap that has the highest priority. 
Could I know whether this proposal is agreeable or any suggestion or refinement?
When “keep solution” is used for MUSIM gap collision, could companies check the following proposal or provide your views?
 
Proposal: When “keep solution” is used to handle collision between different MUSIM gaps, when multiple periodic MUSIM gaps and Type-2 MGs mutually collide, 
If the highest priority of MUSIM gaps using “keep solution” is not the highest priority among all collided gaps (including periodic MUSIM gaps and Type-2 gaps), only the gap with the highest priority will be kept. 
If the highest priority of one of MUSIM gaps using “keep solution” is the highest priority among all collided gaps (including periodic MUSIM gaps and Type-2 gaps), the all collided MUSIM gaps will be left and other gaps will be dropped. 
 
There is another issue regarding Pre-MG and NCSG
Regarding Pre-MG and NCSG in Rel-18 MUSIM WI
To our understanding the deployment of Pre-MG/NCSG together with MUSIM gaps will not be seen in the near future and the necessity to have requirements on Pre-MG/NCSG with MUSIM gaps in Rel-18 time frame is low. The objectives of WI also indicates “if needed, solutions for MUSIM gap collision handling for the following cases” hence if the necessity is low, no need to consider solution for this scenario.
 
RAN4 104bis meeting agreed that “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”, currently there are still a few open issues for “RRM core requirements for pre-configured MGs, multiple concurrent MGs and NCSG”.  In addition routinely for features specified parallelly in the same release, the combination of these features are done at future release, if necessary. 
 
Proposal: Pre-MG and NCSG are not considered in Rel-18 MUSIM WI. 
 


2.  Discussion
For issue 2-3-1, in our understanding, when we made the agreement of creating a “keep solution” we have created the logical procedure for when multiple gaps collide to check what gap has the highest priority and if the bit for “keep solution” is true. We fully agree with the two written proposals when “keep solution” is on/active for MUSIM gaps and when “keep solution” is off/inactive. 
Proposal 1: We support When “keep solution” is off/not flagged, priority based solution is used for MUSIM gaps, and when more than 2 gaps mutually collide (including MUSIM and type-2 gaps), the gap with the highest priority will be kept and all other lower priority gaps are dropped. 
· Collisions between gaps are resolved sequentially in order of decreasing priority, starting with the gap that has the highest priority. 
Proposal 2: We also support When“keep solution” is used to handle collision between different MUSIM gaps, when multiple periodic MUSIM gaps and Type-2 MGs mutually collide, 
· If the highest priority of MUSIM gaps using “keep solution” is not the highest priority among all collided gaps (including periodic MUSIM gaps and Type-2 gaps), only the gap with the highest priority will be kept. 
· If the highest priority of one of MUSIM gaps using “keep solution” is the highest priority among all collided gaps (including periodic MUSIM gaps and Type-2 gaps), then all collided MUSIM gaps will be left and other gaps will be dropped. 
In our views, it seems most logical to first check if “keep solution/keep MUSIM gaps is flagged/used, before checking the priority of all the gaps, but one may also check what kind of gap has the highest priority number and if it is a MUSIM gap, then check if “keep solution” are used by the MUSIM gaps. However, we will leave this as an observation and that this can be up to implementation. 
On the issue regarding Pre-MG and NCSG, we support moderator’s proposal to not consider Pre-MG and NCSG in Rel-18 MUSIM WI. 
Proposal 3: We support moderator’s proposal to not consider Pre-MG and NCSG in Rel-18 MUSIM WI.
From the latest WF [1], on issue 1-1-1: Mandatory MUSIM gap patterns, we still believe that by mandating a few of the patterns, we simplify and lowering the complexity of implementing a minimum version of MUSIM gaps, both for the Network side as well as UEs. 
Proposal 4: RAN4 shall define a set of mandatory MUSIM gap patterns.
3. Reference
[1] R4-2314364, WF on R18 MUSIM, vivo, RAN4#108
1

1
3GPP

