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1 Introduction
CB: # 4_PRACH

- Turn the current WA into an agreement? No further standardization is needed in RAN3 or other working groups to support LTE-NR co-existence scenario under solution 1?

- Introduce a new indication “Only Resource Coordination” in Served NR Cell Information IE and NR Neighbour Information IE in EN-DC X2 Setup/Configuration Update? Specify in 36.300 that an EN-DC X2 interface can be configured to be used for resource coordination only?
- Close this topic, capture agreements and provide CRs if agreeable
(CT - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-223717
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

Proposal 1: Solution 1 is agreed to support resource coordination between LTE and NR SA sites.

Proposal 2: No stage 3 impact are necessary for Solution 1. 
Proposal 3: to introduce a new field “Only Resource Coordination” in the NCR which when checked, neighbour relation shall only use the X2 interface to coordinate resources between the source and the target cell. AgreeR3-223907 (revision of R3-223507), the draft CR on TS36.300
Proposal 4: to send a LS to SA5 on introduction of a new attribute “Only Resource Coordination” to support source coordination between LTE and NR SA cell. Agree LS to SA5 R3-223908.
3 Discussion

3.1 First Round
The progress on resource Coordination between LTE and NR at RAN3 #115-emeeting are listed below:

WA: Solution 1 is agreed to support resource coordination between LTE and NR SA sites.

Whether there is any spec impact on RAN3 and other WG will be discussed at next meeting.
At this meeting, we have three discussion papers, as well as corresponding draft CRs. For the sake of discussion, we paste the proposals from four discussion papers as below:
In the paper from Nokia [1], the proposals are:

Observation 1: A gNB acting as an en-gNB supports an EN-DC X2 interface.

Observation 2: In case a gNB can act as an en-gNB, the Protected E-UTRA Resource Indication IE in E-UTRA-NR Cell Resource Coordination procedure can be re-used to protect PRACH Resources in case of an LTE-NR collocated scenario.

Observation 3: The No EN-DC attribute in the NCR can be reused so that X2 interface is not utilized for EN-DC purposes. 

Observation 4: PRACH resource coordination in a LTE-NR co-existence scenario can be achieved without the need of any further standardization under solution 1.

Proposal 1: We propose to turn the current WA into an agreement:

Solution 1 is agreed to support resource coordination between LTE and NR SA sites.
Proposal 2: No further standardization is needed in RAN3 or other working groups to support LTE-NR co-existence scenario under solution 1. 
In the paper from China Telecom [2], the proposals are:

Proposal 1: to introduce a new indication “Only Resource Coordination” in Served NR Cell Information IE and NR Neighbour Information IE in EN-DC X2 Setup/Configuration Update. 

Proposal 2: the corresponding stage 2 texts on “Only Resource Coordination” is also needed in TS37.340.

Proposal 3: to introduce a new attribute” Only Resource Coordination” in ANR function of TS36.300.

Proposal 4: it is need to send a LS to SA5 on support of the new attribute “Only Resource Coordination” in EN-DC.
In the paper from Ericsson [4], the observations and proposals are:

Proposal 1: Adoption of Solution 1 implies no changes to the current standard

Proposal 2: As an enhancement, it is proposed to specify in 36.300 that an EN-DC X2 interface can be configured to be used for resource coordination only

3.1.1 To turn the WA on solution 1 into an agreement 
In Solution 1, since SA gNB also acts an en-gNB, it can establish an EN-DC X2 interface to enable the coordination of resources between co-channel sharing LTE and NR cells. In RAN3#115e meeting, the following WA on solution1 was agreed:

Solution 1 is agreed to support resource coordination between LTE and NR SA sites.

The contribution [1] proposed to turn the above WA into an agreement. In light of all contributions submitted in this meeting support solution 1, moderator proposes to agree this proposal.

Q1: do companies agree to turn the WA on Solution 1 into agreement?
Please provide any view / comments on this topic and the question in bold below:
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes
	Seems to have support by all companies.  

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	China telecom
	yes
	


Moderator summary: all companies agree to turn WA on solution 1 into agreement. 
Proposal 1: Solution 1 is agreed to support resource coordination between LTE and NR SA sites.
3.1.2 Standardization impact
3.1.2.1 TS36.423

Regarding the standardization impact on X2 interface, operator considers the SA gNB in solution 1 acts a special “en-gNB” which only supports the following procedure in X2 interface:

· EN-DC X2 Setup

· EN-DC Configuration Update

· EN-DC X2 Removal

· E-UTRA - NR Cell Resource Coordination

Given that the Configured TAC and 5GS-TAC could not be used to indicate the mode “Only Resource Coordination”, [2] proposes to introduce a new indication “Only Resource Coordination” in Served NR Cell Information IE and NR Neighbour Information IE to inform LTE eNB about the sender node is a special en-gNB which only supports global EN-DC procedures and E-UTRA-NR Cell Resource Coordination. 

In contrast to the view in [2], [1][4] considers Solution 1 implies no changes to the current standard. This is because the specifications already allow a physical node hosting a gNB to also host an en-gNB. For that, the physical node is able to establish an EN-DC X2 interface with any neighbour eNB and to run the E-UTRA – NR Cell Resource Coordination procedure over it.

Question 2: which option do companies prefer?

· Option 1: to introduce a new indication in X2 interface

· Option 2: No changes to the current standard

please provide any view / comments on this topic below:

	Company
	Option1/Option2
	Comment

	Nokia
	Option 2
	The "Only Resource Coordination" indicator proposed introduced by option 1 would overlap with the existing NCR (OAM) attribute "No EN-DC", specified in TS 36.300.  Furthermore, in the targeted scenario there will be no need to dynamically switch on and off such "only resource coordination" attribute. OAM solution is therefore preferred and option 1 is not needed. 

	Ericsson
	Option 2
	We share a similar view as Nokia. The use of the X2 interface for resource coordination only is part of node configuration and it does not need to be signalled over the X2 (the configuration does not change dynamically).

For that we believe that there is no need to impact 36.423.

	ZTE
	
	Both options feasible, since the option 2 has no specification impact, we slightly prefer option 2.

	Huawei
	
	No strong view, but seems stage 3 is not necessary.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Option 2
	Preference for OAM solution having also minor specification impact.

	China Telecom
	Option1
	Option 2 implies all the NSA functionality shall be supported, which is not acceptable for operator.

	
	
	

	
	
	


Moderator summary: (5/6) companies prefer/slightly prefer option 2. Most companies prefer OAM based configuration to avoid any stage 3 impact to specification. 
Proposal 2: No stage 3 impact are necessary for Solution 1. 
3.1.2.2 TS37.340

The contribution [2] considers the “only resource coordination” is also a new functionality for en-gNB. Therefore, it proposes to add the corresponding stage 2 texts on “only resource coordination” in TS37.340.

Question 3: do companies agree to the stage 2 texts on “only resource coordination” in TS37.340?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Nokia
	No
	We don't think this additional stage 2 description is needed on top of existing description in TS 36.300 ("No EN-DC: If checked, the Neighbour Cell Relation shall not be used by the eNB for EN-DC"). Also, the term "only resource coordination" could create some confusion by excluding e.g. ANR (exchange of neighbour relation information would of course be useful in the context of resource coordination, and should not be precluded by the standard).

	Ericsson
	No
	We do not see the need of this addition. Our proposals aim at modifying the stage 2 in 36.300 instead.

	Huawei
	
	Similar view as above.

	Deutsche Telekom
	No
	St2 in TS 36.300 should be sufficient.

	China Telecom
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Moderator summary: (3/4) companies prefer to avoid any stage 3 impact to TS37.340. 

3.1.2.3 TS36.300

Per TS36.300, the existing NCR from a source E-UTRA cell to a target NR cell means that eNB controlling the source cell knows the NCGI and PCI of the target cell. If an NCR from a source E-UTRA cell to a target E-UTRA cell exists, the eNB controlling the source cell has information whether the target E-UTRA cell has an existing NCR to a target NR cell for performing EN-DC. 

The contributions [1][2][4] consider the attribute of NCR can be used to configure the EN-DC X2 interface for resource-coordination-only procedures. On which attribute could be used to indicate resource-coordination-only, there are two options according to the contributions submitted in this meeting:

· Option 1: [2][4] proposes to introduce a new field “Only Resource Coordination” in the NCR which when checked, neighbour relation shall only use the X2 interface to coordinate resources between the source and the target cell. 

· Option 2: [1] proposes to reuse the existing attribute “No EN-DC” which when checked, he Neighbour Cell Relation shall not be used by the eNB for EN-DC.

Moderator would like to invite companies to provide your views on which solution(s) is acceptable. 
Question 4: which option do companies prefer?

	Company
	Option1/Option2
	Comment

	Nokia
	Option 2
	As explained above, the "No EN-DC" attribute was introduced for this purpose. And when this attribute was introduced, the reason for change on the CR cover-page was: “Introduce O&M support for simultaneous deployment of architecture option 1 (LTE stand-alone), option 2 (NR stand-alone) and option 3 (EN-DC). In this scenario it is needed to differentiate between inter-RAT HO (from LTE to NR) and EN-DC in the Neighbour Relation Table, taking into account that the X2 interface may serve the purpose of LTE/NR frequency sharing.”.

Based on this, as also mentioned above, an X2 signaling solution for the exact same purpose doesn't seem needed.

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	We believe that the “No EN-DC” attribute does not ensure that the EN-DC X2 is used only for resource coordination. The attribute implies that the EN-Dc X2 should not be used for EN-DC, but any other procedure that is not involved with establishing an EN-DC connection with the UE may be used. For example, the “No EN-DC” attribute may be set but the X2 could be used to run the UE Radio Capability ID Mapping procedure.

We believe that a more precise attribute to ensure that the X2 is used only for Resource Coordination should be added, where it is clearly stated that the X2 connection is used for Resource Coordination Only 

	ZTE
	Option 1
	To more precisely support the feature and to prevent non- resource coordinate procedure carried in the x2, it is better to add the description in stage2. 

	Huawei
	Option 1
	Same comments above.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Option 1
	We share Nokia’s view with respect to the intention for introducing the “No EN-DC” attribute, but to limit the amount of possible message exchange for the purpose of resource coordination, we see the need to modify the existing text in TS 36.300 for “No EN-DC” or to add a new attribute. Both will work, but the latter one is the preferred way for us.

	CATT
	Option 1
	

	China Telecom
	Option 1
	


Moderator summary: (6/7) companies prefer/slightly prefer option 1 to introduce a new field “Only Resource Coordination” in the NCR which when checked, neighbour relation shall only use the X2 interface to coordinate resources between the source and the target cell. In terms of Solution 2, moderator agree the views from Ericsson that the existing “No EN-DC” attribute does not ensure that the EN-DC X2 is used only for resource coordination, which implies that the EN-Dc X2 should not be used for EN-DC.
Proposal 3: to introduce a new field “Only Resource Coordination” in the NCR which when checked, neighbour relation shall only use the X2 interface to coordinate resources between the source and the target cell.

3.1.2.4 To send a LS to SA5?

The contribution [2] considers SA5 related specification shall be updated to support the new attribute “Only Resource Coordination”. Therefore, a LS to SA5 is needed.

Question 5: do companies agree to send a LS to SA5?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Nokia
	No
	See Question 4.

	Ericsson
	Yes, if Option 1 is agreed
	

	ZTE
	Yes, if Option 1 is agreed
	

	Huawei
	Yes, if Option 1 is agreed
	

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes, if Option 1 is agreed
	

	CATT
	Yes, if Option 1 is agreed
	

	China Telecom
	Yes, if Option 1 is agreed
	


Moderator summary: (6/7) companies agree to send a LS to SA5 on introduction of a new attribute “Only Resource Coordination” to support source coordination between LTE and NR SA cell.
Proposal 4: to send a LS to SA5 on introduction of a new attribute “Only Resource Coordination” to support source coordination between LTE and NR SA cell
3.2 Second Round (if needed)

4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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