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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:
Proposal 1: agree to introduce a new attribute “Only Resource Coordination” in Neighbour Cell Relation to support resource coordination between LTE and NR SA sites.
Proposal 2: agree to send a LS to SA5 on support of the new attribute “Only Resource Coordination” in EN-DC.
Proposal 3: endorse R3-225158 (CR to TS36.300)

Proposal 4: agree R3-225160 (LS to SA5)
3 Discussion

3.1 First Round
In first round discussion, we would like to propose the following agreements:

Proposal 1: agree to introduce a new attribute “Only Resource Coordination” in Neighbour Cell Relation to support resource coordination between LTE and NR SA sites.
Proposal 2: agree to send a LS to SA5 on support of the new attribute “Only Resource Coordination” in EN-DC.
Given that some companies have concerns on the details of draft CR and LS, please provide your comments on CR and LS in the second 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

	Ericsson 
	We prefer Alternative 2. As described by the moderator, the “No EN/DC” attribute has not been specified to enable the use of the en-dc X2 only for resource coordination. Certainly some companies might have interpreted the “No EN-DC” attribute that way, buut it cannot be concluded that all implementations followed that implementation.

Hence, modifying the functional meaning of the “No EN-DC” attribute may result in non backwards compatible changes due to implementations that do not use the attribute for resource coordination only.

On the other end, Alternative 2 is clear in defining a new attribute dedicated to identify the use of the en.dc X2 for resource coordination only. With Alternative 2 there is no ambiguity and no interoperability issues.

	Huawei
	Either way is fine for us although we cosigned alter 2.

	CATT
	Alt 2, we hold the same view “No EN-DC” means no all the EN-DC functionalities are prohibited including resource coordination. 

	Qualcomm
	Alt 2 is a clean and unambiguous approach

	China Telecom
	Alt2.agree with Ericsson. The CR for Alt1 is NBC.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Both alternatives can work from our perspective, but Alt 2 is preferred as it is a clean approach to avoid any ambiguity and possibly NBC issues. 

	ZTE
	Alt2 is clean.

	Samsung
	Alt2 is preferred for us. It’s clean and no potential IoT issue.

	Nokia
	Concerning arguments provided in 4980 [3], we would like to point out that SA5 defined the isENDCAllowed attribute (Boolean) as part of the NRCellRelation IOC which is defined for both intra-NR neighbour cell relations and inter-LTE-NR neighbour cell relation. From TS 28.451 clause 4.3.32.2 we see that the attribute shall be supported under the condition (CM) that EN-DC is supported (MR-DC with EPC, to use SA5's wording). However, if EN-DC is not supported, which is the case under discussion, we believe that the isENDCAllowed attribute doesn't need to be present (same as for an intra-NR neighbour cell relation where obviously there is no EN-DC). That is probably a first option, but in our understanding there is no harm to still support the isENDCAllowed attribute with value fixed to false if that is desirable. 

We also see many companies support a new "Resource Coordination Only", but it is not obvious to us that this is a clean solution. We expect that SA5 would then create a new isResourceCoordinationOnly attribute with CO (for backwards compatibility) support qualifier requiring support of LTE-NR resource coordination capability. But the coexistence of such new attribute with the existing isENDCAllowed attribute is not clear to us.  To solve this, there might be multiple conditions specified (i.e. EN-DC not supported…), but we believe this becomes quite complex. The question would be needed asked to SA5.

Another reason we believe that introduction of a new "Resource Coordination Only" attribute could be harmful can be seen from the coverpage of 4981 ("Consequences if not approved "): "Resource coordination between co-channel sharing LTE and NR cells via EN-DC X2 would require the support of functions not strictly needed for resource coordination.". The X2AP protocol is designed in a way that makes no network features mandatory. It is very important that this principle is kept. So at least a different "consequences if not approved" is needed for the CR to be technically correct.

And finally the new attribute doesn't solve the issue raised in 4980, i.e. description of the E-UTRA – NR CELL RESOURCE COORDINATION REQUEST message in X2AP clause 9.1.4.24: "both nodes able to interact for EN-DC". A possible way forward could be to remove this condition, which seems incorrect.




Moderator summary: seven companies (7/9) support Alt2, one company is fine with both alternatives (1/9), and one company thinks the CR for Alt2 needs to be correct.
Proposal 1: to introduce a new attribute “Only Resource Coordination” in Neighbour Cell Relation to support resource coordination between LTE and NR SA sites.
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

	Ericsson
	Yes
	We support Alternative 2 and with that alternative it is needed to inform SA5 of the new attribute that SA5 needs to describe in their specifications. Even in case of Alternative 1 an LS to SA5 would be needed because, as explained above, the changes in Alternative 1 lead to a new interpretation of the “No EN-DC” attribute.

	Huawei
	
	Agree that if reusing the existing attribute, no need the LS.

	CATT
	yes
	We prefer Alt 2, an LS is needed. But we think it is better to send an LSs for indicating X2 is only use for resource coordination, whatever we choose Alt 1 or Alt 2. 

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	China Telecom
	yes
	Given that SA5 also has a similar attribute “isENDCAllowed”, the LS to SA5 is needed regardless of which alt is agreed.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes
	A LS to SA5 is needed independent on which alternative is finally chosen.

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	fine for LS
	it is OK for us to send an LS to e.g. clarify the meaning of absence of the isENDCAllowed attribute, or possible presence of this attribute with value set to false in case EN-DC is not supported. SA5 could then, if needed, create a new attribute and RAN3 could update TS 36.300 accordingly.

However, maybe a sufficient solution is to remove " both nodes able to interact for EN-DC" from X2AP as discussed above (with or without LS to SA5).


Moderator summary: eight companies (8/9) support to send LS to SA5, and one company thinks there is no need to send LS to SA5 if Alt1 is agreed.
Proposal 2: agree to send a LS to SA5 on support of the new attribute “Only Resource Coordination” in EN-DC.
3.2 Second Round (if needed)

4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed

5 References

[1] R3-224466 Resource Coordination between LTE and NR (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell)

[2] R3-224481 LS on the support of only resource coordination in NCR (China Telecom)


[3] R3-224980 Resource Coordination between SA gNB and LTE eNB (China Telecom,ZTE,Huawei)

[4] R3-224981 Introduction of new attributes “Only Resource Coordination” in ANR (Ericsson, China Telecom, CATT)
