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1 Introduction

This document is the summary of offline discussion on CSI-RS configuration transfer as per below:

CB: # 92_CSI-RS_config_trsf

-  take 1852,1853 as BL

- discuss issue of neighbor relations info at MN/SN – how does this impact size of messages to be sent to Xn,X2? Inter-vendor issues?

- merge/revise as agreeable

- check details

- any st2 issues? (1652 agreeable?) measurements are out of RAN3 scope

(CT - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-202562
2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose the following:
R3-201852 revised in R3-202725 – agreed

R3-201853 revised in R3-202726 – agreed

R3-201652 revised in R3-202691 -endorsed

Propose to capture the following:

all the companies can agree to not deliver the relations information to the MN node in Rel-16.
It is acknowledged that the solutions in R3-202184 would achieve a reduction of configuration via OAM. Due to lack of time in Rel-16 the solutions are proposed to be discussed in Rel-17.
3 Discussion 
We sincerely invite our RAN3 colleagues to provide your technical understanding of the few remaining issues as below. Based on the comments collected, we could discuss on the conclusion before Tuesday, April 28, 6 PM CET. We hope all the companies could compromise and finalize the summary discussion before the end of this meeting.
3.1 Issue 1: Is it necessary to deliver the neighbor relations information to the MN node?
In [4], one company claimed that the SN node should provide the relations information with its CSI-RS configuration to the MN node. Based on this assistant information, the MN would know of the cells to where CSI-RS need to be forwarded to. And it may reduce the size of messages to be sent to the neighbour nodes. In order to elaborate their motivation, this company gives an example as depicted in Figure 1. Where, the UE measures 

· Cell S1 at 90dbm

· Cell S2 at 90dbm

· Cell S3 at 90dbm

And their questions are as below:

· How does MgNB deduce that Cell S2 and Cell S3 are neighbouring? 

· Does it mean that MgNB signals CSI RS configurations of Cell S1 to SgNB2 (and vice versa), just in case? 

· If yes, then we have a message size issue as those CSI-RS configurations are not needed to SgNB2
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Figure 1 

However, during the online discussion, the most companies did not see the need to introduce this assistant information and suggest to left this issue to implementation or OAM management.

Companies are invited to confirm this understanding.

	Company
	Opinion (e.g. yes or no)
	Reason (if any)

	ZTE
	No 
	Per fixed NW deployment, the most neighbouring relation between NR cells&beams in SN domain are actually relative stable and can be known by MN via OAM. Hence MN can convey the CSI-RS configurations between neighbour SNs properly, without explicit assitance info.
Ericsson’s comment to ZTE: then why do we need ANR at all if OAM can know it all and configure it all?

[ZTE]: We are not excluding ANR, and ANR is still used to automatically create the neighbour relations between various SgNBs, i.e. NCL(SgNB) info. After NCL(SgNB) is done by ANR, it is uploaded to OAM database, then MN downloads NCL(SgNB), so know all of them. The key concern is whether transfer NCL(SgNB) info via X2/Xn signaling is really essential.  We think not.

	Huawei
	No
	Similar view with ZTE. We think there are many ways by the MN to know which SN is neighbouring to which SN.  For example, by UE measurement reports, neighbour’s neighbour cell information received during EN-DC x2 setup, etc.



	Ericsson
	Disagree with ZTE and Huawei
	There is NO OPERATOR in the world that accepts a full manual OAM based neighbour relation configuration today. The above comments from Huawei’s and ZTEs destroy completely the principle of carefully limiting message size over Xn by pushing to introduce an over sized list of neighbour CSI-RS configuration information. RAN3 must not accept this.

[ZTE]: With NCL(SgNB) from OAM database, MN knows how to filter and forward the CSI-RS info, so can limit the message size. 


	CATT
	No
	Share the view of Huwei and ZTE.MN could have the information on which SN node is the neighbor of which SN via e.g. measurement from UE and then decide to which node the the CSI-RS configuration should be sent. 

	China Telecom
	No
	Given the most companies insist the OAM based solution or private implementation can achieve the same target, we suggest the enhancement for this issue is not considered in Rel-16 due to time limitation. We fully understand the concern from Ericsson. However, this issue seems a common issue for other features. And we are glad to discuss and evaluate the solution proposed by Ericsson after June. 


3.2 Issue 2: is it necessary to endorse a Stage 2 CR?
In [7], two companies had proposed a Stage 2 CR for CSI-RS mobility, such as.

“CSI-RS based measurement and handover is supported in the intra-gNB scenario and between two gNBs, and to enable that neighbour NG-RAN nodes could exchange and forward their local CSI-RS configurations and on/off status.”

“CSI-RS based measurement and handover is only supported with NR, but not for E-UTRA.” 

During the online discussion, one company object to approve this CR. Their reason is that the measurement is out of RAN3 scope. We may re-consider removing the measurement related statements, but keep the leftovers if necessary. 
Companies are invited to confirm this understanding.

	Company
	Opinion (e.g. yes or no)
	Reason (if any)

	ZTE
	Yes
	RAN3 is responsible for defining the applicable scenarios, e.g. in inter-gNB HO and SgNB change, which cannot be covered by RAN2 alone.

We may remove measurements and consider introducing follows:

“CSI-RS based mobility is supported between two neighbour gNBs, e.g. handover and SgNB change, and to enable that neighbour NG-RAN nodes could exchange and forward gNB’s local CSI-RS configurations and on/off status.” 

	Huawei
	No strong view
	The sentences looks fine. Not sure where is the suitable place to capture them.

	Ericsson
	No
	The RAN2 LS says that CSI-RS measurements can be supported in the RAN2 designed Measurement Timing Configuration container, without RAN3 impacts. Besides measurements are RAN2’s stuff. If they wish they can it themselves. RAN3 should not touch measurements.

[ZTE]: If you re-look at above sentence, we don’t mention measurement any more, we are only stating the usage scenario and impacts on RAN interface. What’s the problem for RAN3 to provide such normative texts?

	CATT
	OK 
	It is OK to add the leftover statement with removal of the measurement related description.

	China Telecom
	OK
	The CSI-RS based Mobility is a new feature introduced in Rel-16. So we need to add some sentences on stage 2 into TS38.300. And we are also fine with the leftover statement with removal of measurement part.

	Nokia
	No
	CSI-RS based measurements are already described in TS 38.300 in section handled by RAN2. The scope of the current stage 3 work in RAN3 may not correspond to "introduction of CSI-RS based mobility" in my understanding. So we share E///'s understanding on this point.
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