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1 Introduction
CB: # 6_Resource_Coordination

- Introducing a new attribute” Only Resource Coordination” in ANR function of TS36.300 and sending LS to SA5?

- Modifying the description of “No EN-DC” attribute in TS 36.300 and no LS to SA5 is needed?

- Provide stage2 CR if agreeable
(CT - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-224989
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

3 Discussion

3.1 First Round
The discussion on resource coordination between LTE eNB and NR SA site spanned more than one years. The progress 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.
And at RAN3#116-e meeting, RAN3 agreed to turn the WA on solution 1 to agreement and not introduce any stage 3 CRs for solution 1:

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

No stage 3 impact are necessary for Solution 1. 
At this meeting, we will continue discuss on the stage 2 CR and try to close this topic. 
3.1.1 Stage 2 CR for TS36.300
In last meeting, all companies agreed to use an attribute in NCR to indicate a X2 connection only for the purposes of resources coordination between the source and the target cells. In light of all contributions submitted in this meeting, there are two alternatives as follow:

· Alt 1: to modify the description of the existing attribute “No EN-DC” [1]
· Alt 2: to introduce a new attribute “Only Resource Coordination” [2][4].

Technically both alternatives could work. [1] thinks the existing attribute “No EN-DC” can be used to indicate an X2 connection only for the purposes of LTE/NR frequency sharing. Therefore, it proposes to clarify the definition of “No EN-DC” to clearly reflect the intention behind introducing it. Furthermore, [1] also pointed out that Alt2 may result in two attributes have the same purpose which is undesirable. 

[2] has different views on the definition of “No EN-DC” and thinks all the EN-DC functionalities are prohibited between LTE and NR if this attribute was checked. Therefore, Alt1 could not address this issue. During the online discussion in last meeting, most companies also have concerns that the current description for the intention of the “No EN-DC” attribute is not clear. Therefore, moderator understands that vendors may have different implementation on “No EN-DC”. In the view of the fact that “No EN-DC” is a mature feature which introduced in V15.2.0, the CR aims to modify the description of “No EN-DC” may result in compatibility problems.

Q1: which alternative do companies prefer?
Please provide any view / comments on this topic and the question in bold below:
	Company
	Comment

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


3.1.2 LS to SA5
The contribution [1] thinks Alt1 is just to clarify the definition of “No EN-DC”. Therefore, there is no need to send a LS to SA5.
The [2] thinks “Only Resource Coordination” and “No EN-DC” have different usage. In addition, the existing attribution “isENDCAllowed” specified in TS28.541 also has different intention with “Only Resource Coordination”. Therefore, [2] thinks a LS to SA5 is beneficial. 

Q 2: do companies agree to send a LS to SA5?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.2 Second Round (if needed)

4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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