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1 Introduction

CB: # 56_GapConfig

- Check MR-DC scenario

- Provide CRs if agreeable

(HW - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-223758
2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose the following:
Proposal: Agree CRs in R3-223243/R3-223244 for single-connectivity case.  (With one company objection, online discussion is needed). 
No consensus to send LS to RAN2 regarding the interFrequencyConfig-NoGap for NR-DC. RAN3 can further work if there is any RAN2 progress. 
3 Discussion (Round 2)

Based on the comments received, the moderator makes the following joint proposals: 
Proposal: Agree the following package: 
· Agree CRs in R3-223243/R3-223244 for single-connectivity case. 
· Send LS to RAN2 in R3-22xxxx (from Ericsson) on the interFrequencyConfig-NoGap for NR-DC case.  RAN3 can further check if there is any impact based on RAN2 feedback. 
The moderator suggests to go with this package of two proposals at this meeting. Meanwhile companies are invited to further check/revise the draft LS in the folder. 
Question: Do you agree the package of the two proposals? If not, please provide your views below.  
	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	Our initial thinking is that the LS to RAN2 is not needed since RAN2 has already discussed this in NR-DC (see the proposal 5 in R2-2111505). But we are fine with the package to move forward. 

	Nokia
	Support agreeing the CRs tackling the single connectivity case.
However, we do not see need to send an LS to RAN2, and whether additional changes are needed based on progress on NR-DC case in RAN2 can be contribution driven.

	Ericsson
	This problem consists of no gap measurement information exchange in single connectivity and in NR-DC. If we fix one problem and leave the other unsolved the solution is incomplete. Note that the case of NR-DC is one where multi vendor interoperability is important. For this reason we want to tackle both problems at the same time. We propose to send an LS to RAN2 at this meeting and to move forward with CRs one it is clear how the full problem will be solved.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Moderator summary: 

The package is not convinced by two companies. See the proposal in section 2. 
4 Discussion (Round 1)
Based on the online discussion, there appears to be consensus that the two CRs could be agreed for single-connectivity case. 
Proposal 1: Agree CRs in R3-223243/R3-223244 for single-connectivity case. 
Question #1: If you have different view, or any comments to R3-223243/R3-223244, please provide your comments below. 
	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	The agreement of the CRs would only address the case of single connectivity. The case of NR-DC is not fixed. We prefer to address the problem in full instead of fixing only some of the issues.

	Qualcomm
	Agree with E///

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Moderator summary: 

Two companies prefer to have a study of NR-DC case first. While the rest are fine to first agree the CRs for single-connectivity case. See the question in round2. 
For NR-DC case, the field description for the interFrequencyConfig-NoGap-r16 in TS 38.331 is copied and highlighted as follows. 
	MeasConfig field descriptions

	interFrequencyConfig-NoGap-r16
If the field is set to true, UE is configured to perform SSB based inter-frequency measurement without measurement gaps when the inter-frequency SSB is completely contained in the active DL BWP of the UE, as specified in TS 38.133 [14], clause 9.3. Otherwise, the SSB based inter-frequency measurement is performed within measurement gaps. In NR-DC, the field can only be configured in the measConfig associated with MCG, and when configured, it applies to all the inter-frequency measurements configured by MN and SN.


The moderator further checked the discussions in RAN2#116 meeting, with the following captured in the chair notes. 
	R2-2111505
Report of [Offline-011][NR16]RRC Measurements Other and LTE (Ericsson)
Ericsson

· [011] Noted, agreements reflected below

R2-2110982
Discussion on inter-frequency no gap measurement in NR-DC
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-16
NR_newRAT-Core

· [[011] RAN2 agrees that based on the current specifications, it is not clear whether the measurement configurations from both the MN and the SN can contain the interFrequencyConfig-NoGap-r16 filed in the NR-DC scenario. Besides, UE’s corresponding behaviour for performing inter-frequency no gap measurement is also ambiguous.
· [011] Only MN controls the inter-frequency measurement without gaps ((interFrequencyConfig-NoGap-r16)) feature.

· [011] interFrequencyConfig-NoGap-r16 provided by MN applies to all the inter-frequency measurements configured by MN and SN

R2-2111468

CR on inter-frequency gapless measurement 
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.6.0
2862
-
F
TEI16

· [011] agreed


As observed from R2-2111505 (see the proposal 5 wherein), RAN2 already discussed the NR-DC case, and the agreed CR (R2-2111468) is the outcome. 
In addition, there are some online comments that there can be MN-SN coordination (e.g. SN should be aware of the interFrequencyConfig-NoGap-r16). Based on the above observation, the moderator think that any possible additional work should be continued in RAN2 first. 
Even if RAN2 finally agrees that there is need e.g., to signal the interFrequencyConfig-NoGap-r16 included in the inter-node RRC message from the MN to SN, the moderator think that currently there is no RAN3 specification impact foreseen. 
· In TS 38.423, the M-NG-RAN node to S-NG-RAN node Container IE (i.e. CG-ConfigInfo) is already included in the S-NODE ADDITION REQUEST message
· In TS 38.473, the CG-ConfigInfo IE is already included in the CU to DU RRC Information in the UE CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message. 
Hence the moderator understands any possible work should be brought up in RAN2 first, then RAN3 can further check the potential impacts, if any. 
Proposal: For NR-DC, any further work to support interFrequencyConfig-NoGap should be brought up in RAN2 first. RAN3 can further study upon any progress. 
Question #2: Do you agree the above proposal, or any other views?

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes

	ZTE
	Agree. We can further discuss NR-DC if RAN2 has progress.

	Ericsson
	We propose to send an LS to RAN2 to highlight the problem that we identified in RAN3. We have provided a draft LS in the draft folder for this CB.
Note that RAN3 is involved in this issue because the interFrequencyConfig-NoGap-r16 IE may be signalled from MN to SN over the Xn interface, i.e. as an explicit Xn IE. This is a decision that RAN3 needs to take.

Also, note that RAN3 is involved in this issue because the interFrequencyConfig-NoGap-r16 IE would need to be signalled from SN-gNB-CU to SN-gNB-DU, see description below.
As specified in TS38.331: 

In NR-DC, the field can only be configured in the measConfig associated with MCG, and when configured, it applies to all the inter-frequency measurements configured by MN and SN.
The condition according to which no-gap measurements can be taken at the SN is “when the inter-frequency SSB is completely contained in the active DL BWP of the UE” at the SCG.

However, if the MN sets the interFrequencyConfig-NoGap-r16 IE without informing the SN, the SN may change its Active BWP and prevent the UE from collecting no-gap measurements. 

Therefore, there is a need to signal the interFrequencyConfig-NoGap-r16 IE from MN to SN over the Xn. 

Moreover, BWP assignment is something decided by the gNB-DU. Hence, the SN-gNB-CU should signal the interFrequencyConfig-NoGap-r16 IE to the SN-gNB-DU in order to enable the gNB-DU to follow the right BWP assignment strategy.

This is why we need to fix both issues at MN and SN in order to fix the full problem.

	Qualcomm
	We can discuss once RAN2 has some progress.

	CATT
	The CR could be agreed since it is common understanding for SA case and CU/DU split is within RAN3 scope.

For the LS, no strong opinion, it could be either discussed in RAN2 by contribution driven or triggered by RAN3 via LS on how/whether to support in DC case.  



	Samsung 
	We can address this issue for SA first since there is no technical concern on this. For NR-DC case, we can wait for RAN2 progress. 

	
	


Moderator summary: 

All companies think RAN2 should further discuss this issue for NR-DC case. One company think so far there is no RAN3 specification impact if the SN is aware of the No-gap config, while another company think different. 
Then the question is whether the LS to RAN2 is needed. See the question in round2. 
5 Conclusion, Recommendations

TBD
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