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1	Overview
This paper is based on previous summary of discussion at RAN3#105bis (R3-196249) and includes further offline discussion prior to RAN3#106.
2	Details discussed 
Comments related to the need for aggressor set id in the gNB-CU:
Update prior to RAN3#106: 
The need for aggressor set id in the aggressor gNB-CU seems not controversial. However not yet full convergence whether to include this information explicitly in F1AP Served Cell Info.
RAN3#105bis:
Only if the gNB-CU just blindly forwarded on NG the RIM information received from any affiliated  aggressor gNB-DU, it would not need information about the aggressor set. But according to stage 2, the “gNB-CU acts as a coordinator” and “merges” the information.
When looking at the NGAP signaling it might not be obvious what is meant by “merge” (there is e.g. no aggressor cell info). A CU implementation will wait for reports from several cells before taking the decision whether to send “RS detected” or “RS disappeared” to the victim set. The decision taken by the CU could also be to send nothing on NG, e.g. in case of inconsistent reporting of “RS detected” from cells in the aggressor set (this would prevent victim sets to unnecessarily keep sending the RS, which consumes radio resources). Same thing if “RS disappeared” is reported inconsistently by gNB-DUs.
However in order to wait and “merge” (combine) in an appropriate manner, the gNB-CU needs information about which cells are part of which aggressor sets. 
Comments related to the need for victim set id in the gNB-CU:
Update prior to RAN3#106: Not controversial.
RAN3#105bis:
According to the stage 2, “the gNB-CU distributes the incoming RIM information to all the gNB-DUs in the set”. The intention was not to broadcast this RIM information to all its affiliated gNB-DUs but send it only to the DUs within the victim set. On the other side, broadcasting the information to all the DUs is not precluded by the specification. 
In case of full broadcast (by the victim CU) of information received on NG it would be cleanest to update stage 2 (CR to TS 38.401) clarifying the victim CU behavior.
Comments related to transfer of the aggressor set id over NG:
Prior to RAN3#106:
Proposal that aggressor gNB-CU merges NG signaling for “RS disappeared” for all sets under the CU, in destination to the same victim set.
Comment: This proposal may lead to introduction of a functional difference between wireless-based and backhaul-based RIM. For wireless-based RIM the victim set is aware of the aggressor set and can report the aggressor set ID to the OAM. For backhaul-based RIM, if the aggressor set ID is not transferred on NG, the victim gNB will not know the aggressor set ID, and can only report the aggressor gNB ID to the OAM. This option may make the overall RIM feature (which includes the OAM part) more complex.
Then, concerning the handling in the victim gNB: Even if inter-set coordination is done by the aggressor gNB for the case where it controls multiple aggressor sets, the victim gNB will anyway have to perform inter-set coordination for the case where the involved aggressor sets belong to different gNBs. It seem the proposal will not provide any simplification of the handling in the victim gNB.
Other comment: No requirement that victim gNB reports the aggressor set ID towards OAM.
RAN3#105bis:
In the currently endorsed CR set, the aggressor set id is sent neither on F1 nor on NG. RAN3 may earlier have considered that the aggressor set id was useful mainly for the wireless-based method. However, when the victim set receives a “RS detected” or “RS disappeared” message without knowing which aggressor set that sent the message, only knowing the gNB sending the message, it will probably not support well the scenario where a gNB controls more than one aggressor set.
3	Conclusion
Under AI 8.3.1, focus on reply LS to SA5 and F1AP correction within the scope of this reply LS.
NG aspect didn’t so far converge and is proposed to be handled later as correction, if needed. 
