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1	Introduction
This paper provides summary of discussions at RAN3#106 for the following come-back:
CB: # 5_SRS-RSRP_for_UE-CLI
- should not question RAN2 agreements, but discuss possible RAN3 impacts (if any) of such agreements
- need to measure SRSs transmitted by a UE served by a neighbor cell?
- need to coordinate SRSs among neighbors?
-  should not challenge conclusions of current or about to be closed WIs
- whether any info at all should be exchanged over signaling?
- not about coordinating SRS config among neighbors
- need to exchange measurements?
- no consensus in RAN3 for exchanging info over interfaces
(Nok)
Summary of offline disc R3-197524
drLS to RAN2 R3-197525
7491 rev in R3-197513 CR0109r, TS 38.401 v15.6.0, Rel-16, Cat. B

2	Discussion
Status of the discussion points:

1) should not question RAN2 agreements, but discuss possible RAN3 impacts (if any) of such agreements

According to the received LS [1], RAN2’s agreement is “to introduce new measurement object for CLI measurement containing measurement resources for CLI-RSSI and SRS-RSRP”.
RAN3 impact for configuration of CLI-RSSI measurement is covered by already agreed XnAP and F1AP signalling of UL/DL assignment. 
Potential RAN3 impact relative to SRS-RSRP measurement is:
· XnAP and F1AP signalling of SRS configuration: analysis is requested by RAN2
· signalling related to transfer of SRS-RSRP measurement result: no analysis requested by RAN2

Feasibility impact  view 1:
XnAP and F1AP signalling of SRS configuration can be performed by non-UE associated signalling, following the same framework as signalling of UL/DL assignment.

SRS-RSRP measurements of UE-CLI originating from cells controlled by neighbour gNBs are beneficial even if the SRS-RSRP can’t be transferred back to the node controlling the aggressor UE. The node controlling the victim UE may adapt scheduling of this UE in order to avoid using the interfered resources.

Feasibility impact view 2:
A mere exchange of SRS measurement configuration is heavily suboptimal without exchanging the measurement results and the consequent resource conflict resolution between the mutually interfering cells, which essentially means tight coordination between the schedulers. Nevertheless, the required signalling dynamic and latency requirements therein cannot be fulfilled by the Xn and F1 interfaces, not only due to the potential number of UEs and their movement of UEs inside the cell, but also due to the need for tight coordination of the schedulers. On the other hand, proprietary signalling could potentially provide the information exchange with the required latency. 

2) need to measure SRSs transmitted by a UE served by a neighboUr cell?
View 1:
Yes, this is required to determine UE CLI. Introduction of SRS-RSRP measurement in Rel-16 has been agreed by RAN1 and RAN2 for this purpose.

View 2:
It should be noted that the RAN2 agreement to introduce SRS-RSRP measurements for CLI does not imply the necessity of exchanging the corresponding information. The RAN2 agreement to define UE measurement is a tool to detect that the CLI is present and is, along with the already agreed exchange of TDD patterns, the only essential signalling component of the CLI management concept. On the other hand, as the LS states, there is no consensus in RAN2 on the standardization of Xn and F1 signalling for exchange of any information other than the TDD pattenrs.


3) need to coordinate SRSs among neighbors?
View 1:
Transfer of the SRS configuration between neighbour nodes is needed to enable configuration of the SRS-RSRP measurement. 

View 2:
The need for coordination between neighbours: As argued above, it should be understood that the exchange of SRS configurations itself, without exchanging the corresponding measurement results and tight coordination between the schedulers for conflict resolution is heavily suboptimal.

4) should not challenge conclusions of current or about to be closed WIs
RAN1 and RAN2 have agreed introduction of UE SRS-RSRP measurement in Rel-16. RAN4 has provided the following recommendations for dynamic TDD (summary, full text in TR 38.828 clause 6.3):
1. FR1 macro-to-macro:   Performance degradation was observed from the BS-to-BS interference for macro-macro scenario, which suggests that dynamic TDD should not be operated in such scenarios.
1. FR1 indoor: The observations imply that dynamic TDD can be used in indoors as long as care is taken.
1. FR2 macro-to-macro: operating dynamic TDD in this scenario without impact to neighbor network may be deployment dependent and requires at least careful planning and collaboration between operators to avoid performance impact.
1. FR2 indoor: Overall, the observations imply that dynamic TDD can be used indoors as long as care is taken.
1. FR2 micro-to-micro: Overall, the observations imply that dynamic TDD can be used in certain micro deployments as long as care is taken.
View 1:
Based on RAN1 and RAN2 agreements to introduce the SRS-RSRP measurement and RAN4’s recommendations on dynamic TDD, RAN3 should agree on transfer of SRS configuration on Xn and F1.

View 2:
Interpretation of points 1-5:
1) This point is clear
2) The “care is taken” means that operators may need to co-ordinate, but that is not so difficult in a building.
3) The “collaboration between operators” in reality needs to be extremely intense; they need to get exactly the right inter-site distance (ISD) and also co-ordinate the sites to exactly maximize the distance from one another.
4) Same as 2)
5) Again, “care is taken” implies that operators know the locations of each other’s base stations and collaborate so that there is sufficient ISD between them. This collaboration may be a bit more feasible than for the macro case.

5) whether any info at all should be exchanged over signaling?

View 1:
If SRS configuration is not transferred via network signalling, it is not possible to configure SRS-RSRP measurements of neighbour cells based on 3GPP defined network signalling. 

View 2: 
No, due to the reasons explained above. It is nevertheless possible to configure SRS-RSRP measurements of neighbour cells by other means (e.g. proprietary, OAM) if so desired. 

6) not about coordinating SRS config among neighbors

Common understanding:
The proposed signalling does not imply inter-node coordination of SRS configuration, only transfer of this information for the purpose of configuration of SRS-RSRP measurements

View 2:
As argued above, a mere exchange of SRS configuration exchange is highly sub-optimal.

7) need to exchange measurements?
View 1:
[bookmark: _GoBack]At least one company would see benefit in transfer of SRS-RSRP measurement results on Xn, but the measurement results may also be used for local action (avoid scheduling of UEs in interfered resources) without transfer between neighbour gNBs. XnAP signalling delay, e.g. in the order of 1 to 10 ms, is sufficiently short taking into account that RAN1/RAN2 have concluded that UE CLI measurements are subject to both Layer-1 and Layer-2 filtering before being signalled (by means of RRC signalling) to the gNB. So there are no issues related to Xn delays.

View 2:
Sub-optimality of local actions: taking local action after CLI detection requires a decision of which of the two parties, the aggressor or the victim, should refrain from sending on the resources under conflict. This is not possible without further signalling exchange. Hard-coding the logic that the victim should always back off is highly inefficient in at least two cases. For instance, if the resource availability at the victim is significantly lower than the one at the aggressor cell, it does not seem reasonable that the victim backs off from the resource. Furthermore, the both cells involved in the measurement can be each other’s aggressor and victim, so it is necessary to determine which of the nodes should back off. The L1/L2 measurement filtering does indeed reduce the latency requirement for exchanging the measurements, but coordination between scheduler still requires lower latency than Xn, and especially Xn + F1 can provide.

8) deployment and practical aspects
View 1:
3GPP should not conclude that proprietary signalling is required for transfer of SRS configuration. The deployment scenarios for dynamic TDD described by RAN4 may be mono-vendor or multi-vendor.
 
View 2:
As explained above, according to the RAN4 study, the sole use case for dynamic TDD is indoor. These deployments are expected to be typically single-vendor, which should make it possible to execute CLI via proprietary signalling. 

3	Conclusion
No consensus at RAN3#106 on transfer of SRS configuration on Xn and F1.
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