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1. Introduction
At RAN 95 meeting the revised WI “Dual Transmission/Reception (Tx/Rx) Multi-SIM for NR” [1] was approved. The objectives are: 

1. Enhancements for MUSIM procedures to operate in RRC_CONNECTED state simultaneously in NW A and NW B. [RAN2, RAN3, RAN4].

· Specify mechanism to indicate preference on temporary UE capability restriction and removal of restriction (e.g. capability update, release of cells, (de)activation of configured resources) with NW A when UE needs transmission or reception (e.g., start/stop connection to NW B) for MUSIM purpose
· RAT Concurrency: Network A is NR SA (with CA) or NR DC. Network B can either be LTE or NR.
· Applicable UE architecture: Dual-RX/Dual-TX UE

The work item shall identify whether the WI will have RAN3 or RAN4 impacts by RAN#99 [RAN2].
2. Define RRM requirements for Rel-17 MUSIM gaps [RAN4, RAN2]

· Define RRM requirements for Rel-17 MUSIM gaps [RAN4, RAN2]
· The following MUSIM gap requirements are considered 
· Measurements in Network A
· Measurements in Network B in RRC idle/inactive
· Note: it is up to RAN4 decision whether to define requirements for Network B.
· Identify and specify, if needed, solutions for MUSIM gap collision handling for the following cases [RAN4, RAN2]
· Case 1: Collisions between MUSIM gap and legacy measurement gap (i.e., Rel-15 to Rel-17 measurement gaps)
· Case 2: Collisions between MUSIM gap and SMTC
· Case 3: Collisions between different MUSIM gaps
· Note: RAN2 work can be triggered by RAN4 LS only, if needed
· Identify impacts on L1 measurements, RLM/BFD and L3 measurements and specify corresponding UE requirements, if necessary, when MUSIM gap(s) are configured, for the following scenarios [RAN4]
· Only MUSIM gap(s) are configured
· MUSIM gap(s) and legacy measurement gap are configured
· Note: requirements are applicable to MUSIM gaps defined in Rel-17 MUSIM WI (LTE_NR_MUSIM) 
At RAN4 104e and RAN4 104-bis-e meeting this WI was discussed within Rel-18 timeframe and the WF is [2]. In this contribution we provide our further considerations on overhead and other issues for this WI.
2. Discussion
The following issues had been discussed during RAN4 104bis-e meeting and we provide our further considerations on these issues. 
Issue 1-7-1: MUSIM overhead

· Proposals:

· Option 1: Use the overhead cap principle on multiple concurrent gaps in Rel-17 as the baseline for MUSIM gaps, and discuss further enhancements considering : 

· Up to 3 periodic MUSIM gaps and one aperiodic MUSIM gap 

· Longer MGRP 

· Option 2: Regarding the overhead cap on all configured gaps for a UE, measurement requirement does not apply when more than one MGP is configured with MGRP=20ms in an FR 

· Option 3: RAN4 to define MUSIM gap overhead for MUSIM gap(s) 

· Option 4: RAN4 does not to define overhead cap for MUSIM gaps. 

Agreements: No

Regarding the overhead when MUSIM gaps are configured, if it was agreed to be defined, a straightforward way is to extend the conclusion of the overhead for the Rel-17 concurrent gaps, which is the intention of option 2. On the other hand most companies preferred option 4 and an argument is the MUSIM gaps are applied from UE and if that UE does not think it is an issue, there is no necessity to further limit the overhead from network point of view. We think this statement is reasonable and option 4 could be considered as well. 
Proposal 1: Regarding overhead issue of MUSIM, option 4 is acceptable. Option 2 is fine.  
Issue 1-7-2: Order for applying the priority when number of colliding MGs is larger than 2

· Proposals:

· P1: RAN4 to discuss the order for applying the priority when number of colliding gaps is larger than 2

· P2: For issue 2-3-2-4, the order for applying priority rules when multiple gaps are overlapping, investigate one solution by considering the following two cases: 

·     1. Within a particular time window, each gap collides with all other gaps.

·     2. Within a particular time window, each gap collides with one or few particular gaps and does not collide with one or few particular gaps.

· P3: Collisions between gaps are resolved sequentially in order of decreasing priority, starting with the gap that has the highest priority

· P4: No discussion is needed until RAN4 achieves the agreements on MUSIM gaps’ collision rules.

Agreements: No

When more than 2 gap collide, which gap will be left depends on the sequence of applying the priority based collision handing rule and this issue should be resolved if priority based collision handling rule is used. To our understanding P3 can solve this issue. Regarding P4, we think this issue is independent of which solution is used on collision handing rules and the decision can be made based on the assumption that priority rule is used. 
Proposal 2: Support P3 for the solution for the order for applying the priority when number of colliding gaps is larger than 2 based on the assumption that priority rule is used for gap collision handing. If P3 is agreed, it will not have any impact or implication on the selection on the MUSIM gap collision solution. 
Issue 1-7-3: Total number of gaps when MUSIM gaps are configured

· Proposals:

· P1: RAN4 to discuss total number of gaps when MUSIM gaps are configured
Agreements: No
For this issue the intention of the proposal is not clear. We think the discussion for the total number of gaps when MUSIM gaps are configured is not in the scope of this WI. If the intention is to clarify how many legacy gaps should be considered when studying the collision between MUSIM gaps and legacy Rel-17 gap, it is suggested to consider only one Rel-17 legacy gap when MUSIM gaps are configured. 
Proposal 3: Discussion for the total number of gaps when MUSIM gaps are configured is out of the scope of this WI. For the investigation on the collision between MUSIM gaps and legacy Rel-17 gap, it is suggested to consider only one Rel-17 legacy gap when MUSIM gaps are configured.

3. Conclusion
In this contribution, we provide our considerations on the overhead and other issues for the RRM requirements for R17 MUSIM gaps and have the following proposals:
Proposal 1: Regarding overhead issue of MUSIM, option 4 is acceptable. Option 2 is fine.  
Proposal 2: Support P3 for the solution for the order for applying the priority when number of colliding gaps is larger than 2 based on the assumption that priority rule is used for gap collision handing. If P3 is agreed, it will not have any impact or implication on the selection on the MUSIM gap collision solution. 
Proposal 3: Discussion for the total number of gaps when MUSIM gaps are configured is out of the scope of this WI. For the investigation on the collision between MUSIM gaps and legacy Rel-17 gap, it is suggested to consider only one Rel-17 legacy gap when MUSIM gaps are configured.
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