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1. Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk127303950]In the last meeting, the WF for R18 MUSIM WI was agreed as in [1]. In this paper, we provide our view on some of the remaining issues on the general aspects in the core requirements.
2. Discussion
The issue on introducing mandatory MUSIM gap pattern was raised again in the last meeting as captured in the WF [1]:
	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)



This issue has been discussed for many meetings and it is clear that from UE perspective it is not beneficial to mandate any MUSIM gap pattern. MUSIM gap patterns are recommended by UE based on its calculation to facilitate required network B activities. Introducing mandatory gaps does not mean UE can expect a unified network B configurations (SSB, paging, …). Therefore, we do not see a strong need here. Therefore, no need to discuss further whether to introduce mandatory MUSIM gap patterns.
Proposal 1: No need to discuss further whether to introduce mandatory MUSIM gap patterns.




Summary
In this contribution, the following proposal is concluded:
Proposal 1: No need to discuss further whether to introduce mandatory MUSIM gap patterns.
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