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1	Introduction
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]In this paper we address RAN4’s LS on the priority of legacy gap when colliding with Rel-17 gaps (see  R2-2209346/ R4-2215132).
For this, we reiterate on previous RAN2 understandings and agreements. 
2	Discussion
2.1	Simultaneously configuring concurrent and legacy MG
RAN2 has extensively discussed aspects related to the simultaneous configuration of legacy gaps together with R17 MGE-related gaps.
Flavours of such discussion dates back from the ASN.1 Review meeting in April 2022.
Since then, RAN2 has agreed not to use the legacy GapConfig field for Rel-17 solutions, but instead to create a new/separate ToAddModList containing the Rel-17 configuration parameters. This structure shapes the current structure for MGE as it allowed for:
· the introduction of a gapID to unambiguously map MOs to different configured gaps, and
· to add a priority level/indication to handle collisions between simultaneously configured gaps.
However, our Proposal to restrict simultaneous configuration of a legacy gap (i.e., configured with the GapConfig field) together with Rel-17 ones (configured with GapConfig-r17 in gapToAddModList-r17) was not agreed by RAN2.
No agreeing on this was motivated by benefits (optimizations) observed by some companies. However, this resulted in  back-and-forth LSs being sent between WGs, and in “clarifying” agreements made by RAN2 in meeting notes.
In a first place, during RAN2#118-e, RAN2 simply captured an assumption on how to tackle the scenario on which legacy and Rel-17 gaps are simultaneously configured (see highlighted text below):
	We go with E033 E034, assuming that new list/new configuration will be used for all cases that go beyond R15 R16, continue offline (if issues are found can still CB and revert)



While during RAN2#119-e the following was agreed:
	For concurrent gap configuration, RAN2 understands that: The NW could configure one gap via legacy field (without gap ID and gap priority) and the other gap via new field (with gap ID and gap priority). RAN2 observes that in this configuration, there is currently no requirement in case of gap collision.



The agreement can thus be divided into two parts:
1. RAN2 understanding that NW can configure legacy and R17 gaps, and 
2. RAN2 observation that there is no requirement to handle a collision in such scenario. 

RAN4’s LS directly confirms RAN2’s observation. As RAN4 informs the following (see  R2-2209346/R4-2215132):
	RAN4 has discussed the handling of collisions between legacy gaps for which no priority can be configured and concurrent measurement gaps for which priority can be configured. Based on the discussion RAN4 reached following agreement regarding UE requirements:
· No requirement applies when legacy and new gap collides



So, even when we understand that there might be some gains of allowing a legacy gap to be counted as one of the (Rel-17 MGE) concurrent gaps. At this point then, and without requirements, the feature is then not usable. Hence, we see no strong argument for RAN2 to keep pushing for allowing such configuration scenario.
On this matter, we acknowledge that a proper NW configuration/solution could eventually address the “priority” ambiguity. However, our technical specification should allow for unambiguous implementations. Thus, concurrent gaps should only be achieved by using the ToAddModList-r17 field. 
[bookmark: _Toc118442368]No requirement applies when legacy and new gap collides. Without requirements for this case, the feature is not usable.
[bookmark: _Toc118442369]Our technical specification should allow for clear and unambiguous handling of gap collisions. 
[bookmark: _Toc118442370]There is no strong motivation to allow the NW to configure a legacy gap for MGE concurrent gaps purposes.       
[bookmark: _Toc118442371]Restrict (/disallow) the network from being able to configure a legacy gap for concurrent gaps purposes, i.e., simultaneous gap configuration can only be achieved by using the Rel-17 fields. 

A straightforward way of achieving such restriction is by simply clarifying this in the gapToAddModList field description, e.g.:
	[bookmark: _Hlk118384849]gapToAddModList
A list of of measurement gap configuration to be added or modified. If more than one measurement gap is configured (i.e. concurrent measurement gap as specified in TS 38.133[14], clause 9.1.8), the maximum number of configured measurement gap is limited by the gap combinations defined in Table 9.1.8-1 in TS 38.133 [14]. This list is cannot be used if there is a gap already configured by gapFR2, gapFR1 or gapUE. The network configures at most one NCSG or pre-configured measurement gap for a given gap type. In this version of the specification, the network configures this field only in NR standalone. This field is used only for a UE that supports pre-configured measurement gap, concurrent measurement gap, or NCSG. In this version of the specification, the network does not configure concurrent measurement gap together with MUSIM gap or preconfigured measurement gap for positioning.


 
[bookmark: _Toc118442372]Consider the following text proposal in gapToAddModList to restrict a legacy gap to be configured together with Rel-17 gaps.

[bookmark: _Toc109400796][bookmark: _Toc109400797][bookmark: _Toc109400798][bookmark: _Toc109400799][bookmark: _Toc109400800][bookmark: _Toc109400801][bookmark: _Toc109400802][bookmark: _Toc109400803][bookmark: _Toc109400804][bookmark: _Toc109400805][bookmark: _Toc109400806][bookmark: _Toc109400807][bookmark: _Toc109400808][bookmark: _Toc109400809][bookmark: _Toc109400810][bookmark: _Toc109400811][bookmark: _Toc109400812][bookmark: _Toc109400813][bookmark: _Toc109400814][bookmark: _Toc109400815][bookmark: _Toc109400816][bookmark: _Toc109400817][bookmark: _Toc109400818][bookmark: _Ref189046994]3	Conclusion
In the previous sections we made the following observations: 
Observation 1	No requirement applies when legacy and new gap collides. Without requirements for this case, the feature is not usable.
Observation 2	Our technical specification should allow for clear and unambiguous handling of gap collisions.
Observation 3	There is no strong motivation to allow the NW to configure a legacy gap for MGE concurrent gaps purposes.

Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
Proposal 1	Restrict (/disallow) the network from being able to configure a legacy gap for concurrent gaps purposes, i.e., simultaneous gap configuration can only be achieved by using the Rel-17 fields.
Proposal 2	Consider the following text proposal in gapToAddModList to restrict a legacy gap to be configured together with Rel-17 gaps.

	gapToAddModList
A list of of measurement gap configuration to be added or modified. If more than one measurement gap is configured (i.e. concurrent measurement gap as specified in TS 38.133[14], clause 9.1.8), the maximum number of configured measurement gap is limited by the gap combinations defined in Table 9.1.8-1 in TS 38.133 [14]. This list is cannot be used if there is a gap already configured by gapFR2, gapFR1 or gapUE. The network configures at most one NCSG or pre-configured measurement gap for a given gap type. In this version of the specification, the network configures this field only in NR standalone. This field is used only for a UE that supports pre-configured measurement gap, concurrent measurement gap, or NCSG. In this version of the specification, the network does not configure concurrent measurement gap together with MUSIM gap or preconfigured measurement gap for positioning.
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