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1Introduction
The core part discussion of the MUSIM gap leftovers were finalized. Based on the approved WF [1], there are still few open issues. In this contribution, we would like to further provide our views on the MUSIM gaps leftovers.
2 Discussion
	Sub-topic 1-1 RRM core requirements maintenance for Rel-17 MUSIM gaps
Issue 1-1-1: Mandatory MUSIM gap patterns or constraints on MUSIM gap request from UE side
· Proposals 
· P1: No need to introduce mandatory MUSIM gap patterns and constraints on MUSIM gap request from UE side (Apple oppo xiaomi Huawei MTK)
· P2: Define 1 or 2 mandatory MUSIM gap patterns, as minimum the UE shall support MUSIM gap 6ms MGL and 160ms MGRP (Nokia ZTE)
· P3: UE support at least one MUSIM gap pattern within a subset of MUSIM gap patterns and UE shall know the preferred MUSIM gap patterns from NW before UE requesting the MUSIM gaps.(Ericsson)
· P4: For compromise, when UE requests more than one periodic MUSIM gaps, at least one MUSIM gap has a MGRP larger than x ms where x could be 1280 (vivo ZTE)
· P5: Discuss whether an LS is needed to RAN5 confirming that RAN4 assumption is reasonable. (Nokia)



For this mandatory MUSIM gap pattern issue, we support not to introduce mandatory MUSIM gap patterns. The MUSIM gap pattern(s) are configured based on UE request, and NW A is not allowed to configure MUSIM gap pattern(s) different from UE’s request. Mandatory pattern(s) go somewhat against the MUSIM feature and have limits on UE implementation. So, we prefer not to introduce mandatory MUSIM gap patterns.
Proposal 1: No need to discuss further whether to introduce mandatory MUSIM gap patterns.
According to RAN2’s LS [2], it was agreed that “when a Rel-18 UE requests gap priorities for periodic MUSIM gaps, the UE shall always request priorities for all of its requested periodic MUSIM gaps”. Also, it was agreed in RAN4 that aperiodic MUSIM gap is always kept from UE side.
	Issue 2-1-5: Priority setting for aperiodic MUSIM gaps
Agreement
· Aperiodic MUSIM gap is always kept (not dropped) from UE perspective in case of collisions with other gaps (i.e. all gaps including MUSIM gaps, MGs, etc)
· The gap priority level is not explicitly configured by the NW


We think the priority constrains on MUSIM gap request from UE side for both periodic MUSIM gap(s) and aperiodic MUSIM gap has already clear and completed. So, no need to define further constraints.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK3]Proposal 2: Do not define constraints on MUSIM gap request from UE side.
3 Conclusion
Proposal 1: No need to discuss further whether to introduce mandatory MUSIM gap patterns.
Proposal 2: Do not define constraints on MUSIM gap request from UE side.
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