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1 Introduction

CB: # 30_PRACHCoordination

- Check with RAN1 on the validity of the scenario mentioned above and on which channels, the interferences shall be avoided firstly? Solution can be discussed later. HW

- Co-channel interference mitigation solutions could be available by establishment of a direct eNB-gNB interface or via OAM coordination? E///

- Consider the issue and provide solutions to mitigate interference due to co-channel NR-LTE deployment in Rel-17? PRACH configuration can be exchanged between the NR and LTE systems to alleviate uplink co-channel interference of LTE and NR. China Telecom, ZTE
- LSout to RAN1 if needed?
[NWM] (CT - moderator)

Summary of offline disc in R3-214192
The deadline of the first round is UTC17:00, Thursday, 19th, Aug 2021

The deadline of the second round is UTC 12:00, Tuesday, 23rd, Aug. 2021

2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose the following:
R3-20xxxa, R3-20xxxc merged

R3-20xxxc rev [in xxxg] – agreed

R3-20xxxd rev [in xxxh] – agreed

R3-20xxxe rev [in xxxi] – agreed

R3-20xxxf rev [in xxxj] – endorsed

Propose to capture the following:

Agreement text…
Agreement text…

WA: carefully crafted text…

Issue 1: no consensus

Issue 2: issue is acknowledged; need to further check the impact on xxx. May be possible to address with a pure st2 change. To be continued…
3 Discussion [if needed]
3.1 Second Round [reserved, if needed]
3.2 First Round
The PRACH configuration coordination between LTE cell in an upgraded site and an NR cell in a newly built site has been brought up and discussed in RAN3#110 meeting. The previous discussion was as part of SON/MDT WID. According to the outcome of offline discussion in  R3-207030, the following agreements were made:
Coordination between an LTE cell in an upgraded site and an NR cell in a newly-built NR site

Need for RAN1 feedback?

If coordination is beneficial, specify solution for Rel-17?
In this meeting, we have four discussion papers and one draft LS on this issue. In the paper [1] from Huawei, the proposals are:
Proposal 1: To check with RAN1 on the validity of the scenario mentioned above and on which channels, the interferences shall be avoided.

Proposal 2: After the scenario is confirmed by RAN1, RAN3 to study the NG/S1 signalling impact to exchange either the physical channel configurations or resource coordination information between LTE eNBs and neighbour standalone gNBs.
In the paper [2] from Ericsson, the proposal is
Proposal 1 Signalling by a gNB of neighbour LTE cells PRACH configurations to a peer gNB does not ensure that co-channel interference to PRACH and other data channels is resolved and for that the solution is not beneficial. Co-channel interference mitigation solutions could be available by establishment of a direct eNB-gNB interface or via OAM coordination.

In the paper [3] from ZTE, the proposal is:
Proposal 1: RAN3 to consider the issue and provide solutions to mitigate interference due to co-channel NR-LTE deployment in Rel-17.

In the paper [4] from China Telecom, CATT and ZTE, the proposals are:
Proposal 1: We kindly ask RAN1 and RAN3 to confirm the scenarios on interference coordination between LTE and NR in Rel-17.

Proposal 2a: It is necessary to support PRACH coordination between LTE and NR in Rel-17. 
Proposal 2b: If RAN1 confirm the beneficial effect of PUSCH coordination in NR, RAN3 could do further work to support PUSCH coordination.
Proposal 3a: From the perspective of RAN3, it is need to specify the corresponding signalling procedures between LTE and NR to acquire assistant information for CRS mitigation.

Proposal 4: There is no need to define a new interface between LTE and NR in SA scenario to cater for the requirements and scenarios for resource coordination between LTE and NR.

Proposal 5: we propose to send a LS to RAN1 to confirm the scenario and requirements LTE-NR coexistence coordination between eNB and gNB in non-co-located scenario.
In the following, we take each related question in a separate section.
3.2.1 Issue 1: Scenarios and Use Cases
The co-channel interference between LTE and NR cells will be a major source of performance degradation. Therefore, this issue should be carefully considered in any form of co-channel deployment. In this meeting, two scenarios on coordination between LTE and standalone NR site were proposed in paper [4]:

· Scenario 1: coordination between the standalone NR sites and their neighboring LTE sites. This scenario is also supported by [1][2][3].
· Scenario 2: remote interference from LTE sites to the standalone NR sites. 
From the perspective of RAN3, we have reach consensus on which scenario(s) are reasonable before sending LS to RAN1 to check the validity. 
Companies are invited to provide their opinion over this issue.
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	Comment

	
	

	
	

	
	


3.2.2 Issue 2: Could a LS to RAN1 be beneficial?
During the email discussion in RAN3#110, the majority of companies, see it as beneficial to send a LS to RAN1 requesting feedback on the described scenario and potential solutions for PRACH coordination. One company suggested to take all possible interference and resource overlap cases into account. In this meeting, [1][3][4] support to send a LS to check with RAN1 on the validity of the scenario(s) agreed in Issue1
Since LTE and NR cells are sharing the same frequency resources, the resource coordination concerning the full range of cell resources is needed. PRACH Coordination: All companies [1][2][3][4] support to study the PRACH coordination between LTE and NR standalone sites. Three companies [2][3][4] think it is necessary to coordinate PRACH and other uplink resource, i.e., PUSCH. Two companies [3][4] support to study the downlink resource coordination. From moderator’s view, the issue on which channels need to be coordinated shall be decided by RAN1. 
Therefore, we propose to send a LS to RAN1 to request feedback on the scenario(s) agreed in Issue 1 and on which channels the interference shall be avoided. 
If companies have different views, input is appreciated
	Company
	Comment

	
	

	
	

	
	


If the LS to RAN1 is agreed, we propose to take the draft LS [5] as baseline. China Telecom as moderator will provide revision of [5] in the draft box. Any comments or suggestion on the draft LS are appreciated.
3.2.3 Issue 3：Potential Solutions 
Regarding the potential solutions on interference coordination between LTE and NR, several solutions were proposed:
· Solution 1: Forwarding the LTE cell PRACH Configuration from the gNB collocated with LTE sites to its neighboring standalone gNBs. [3][4]

· Solution 2: to utilize S1/NG signaling to exchange configuration/coordination information [1][3][4]
· Solution 3: to establish a direct eNB-gNB interface in SA scenario [2]
· Solution 4: OAM coordination [2]
From moderator’s view, we propose that the potential solutions will be discussed after the scenario(s) and related useful information confirmed by RAN1. 
If companies have different views, input is appreciated
	Company
	Comment

	
	

	
	

	
	


4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]
If needed
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