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Introduction
RRM requirements related to MUSIM gaps are discussed in RAN4#108-bis, and outcomes are captured in WF [1]. Based on [1] the following general issue needs to be further discussed.
· Mandatory MUSIM gap patterns
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 Qualcomm)
· P2: RAN4 to define the mandatory MUSIM gap patterns (CMCC Ericsson Nokia Charter Communications)
· 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.
Use of term “GAP” for MUSIM gaps
In the endorsed CRs for L1 impacts [2], there is an FFS related to use of term “GAP”, i.e. whether to include MUSIM gaps in the term “GAP”. The issue was also discussed in the offline sync-call without consensus. We do not have strong view but slightly prefer to keep MUSIM gaps and MGs separated, i.e. not to include MUSIM gaps in “GAP”, since it would make it more difficult to use the term “GAP” in future.  
For the spec, the term “GAP” is used mainly for the case when MUSIM gaps are not configured, but it is also used to define collision between L1 resource and a gap.
	-	When a measurement gap is configured and the measurement gap is not NCSG, 
-	an SSB or an SMTC occasion is considered to be overlapped with the GAP if it overlaps a measurement gap occasion, and 
-	xRP = MGRP
-	Otherwise, when NCSG measurement gap is configured,
-	an SSB or an SMTC occasion is considered to be overlapped with the GAP if 
-	it overlaps the VIL1 or VIL2 of NCSG, or 
-	it overlaps the ML of NCSG in FR2, and there exists a target carrier to be measured within NCSG that is intra-frequency carrier or inter-frequency carrier in the same band as the serving cell, or inter-frequency carrier in different band as the serving cell and UE does not support IBM between the target carrier and the serving cell, 
-	and
-	xRP = VIRP


In this sense, the definition for collision between L1 resource and MUSIM gaps is missing, and should be added similar to type-2 MG as highlighted in yellow. The change is provided in our companion draftCR.
Proposal 2: Do not include MUSIM gaps in term “GAP”.
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: Do not include MUSIM gaps in term “GAP”.
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