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1 Introduction

CB: # 15_NetworkSharing

- Check group understanding and Reply LS to SA5

(HW - moderator)

[NWM] Summary of offline disc R3-215818
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

For chairlady to copy

R3-215652 is revised to R3-216166
R3-216166 is revised to R3-216218
R3-216218 is approved

Detailed discussions

Five companies participated the discussion, four companies should share the similar answers to the questions raised by SA5, i.e. either common interface or dedicated interface could be used for RAN sharing case, and it is up to base station's implementation whether to support both common interface and dedicated interface simultaneously. One company commented that when RAN sharing is deployed, common and Dedicated F1 interface should be mandatory but serves different Use cases, and doubted how a DU can support both RAN Sharing and non-Sharing case at the same time. While on the other hand, companies seem to have different understanding on how common interface and dedicated interface are defined and operated internally in RAN3
3 Discussion [if needed]

According to the incoming LS [1], the issue is mainly about under MOCN network sharing with multiple Cell Identity broadcast scenario, how the F1 interface is treated among shared operators, i.e. whether a common F1 interface among shared operators or per-PLMN F1 interface could be supported, and whether the two could be supported by a gNB simultaneously. 

The rest of the paper just tries to directly trigger the discussions on the two questions raised in the LS, and taking all the discussions in [2][3][4][5][6][7].
3.1 Is either of the Common F1 interface or Dedicated F1 interface optional to implement?

Please companies share your view and comment.

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	the question seems to be wrongly worded, the question does not contain the possibility to answer with the only possible option.
	As indicated in [2] and [3], the usage of the term “interface” - in the context of the shared signaling TNL option in case of networksharing with multiple Cell ID broadcast - reveals that SA5 has potentially the wrong impression of what this option actually is about. We are very concerned about that and would like to give a comprehensive answer as suggested in [3].

The correct answer to the question would be: “Between two logical nodes, in case of F1 that is the gNB-DU and the gNB-CU, there exists always only one, single, unique interface instance at a time. The option for a common F1 interface instance is not part of 3GPP RAN specifications.”

	Nokia
	
	Taking into account that the scope of SA5's request is scenario with multiple cell IDs transmitted in SIB1, it makes sense to propose a rewording of the questions proposed in the draft reply LS in 5186, with focus on common vs. dedicated transport. 

But in our view a complete answer should also take into account that broadcast of multiple cell ids doesn't preclude multiple PLMNs to be associated with one of the broadcast cell ids. Hence we believe the following sentence in 5186 is unclear: "Irrespective of whether a “common” or “dedicated” F1-C interface signalling transport is deployed, the corresponding F1 interface instances stay separate, one F1 interface instance per broadcast cell-ID (or set of cell-IDs)." The term 'separate' here refers to the cell ID, but we believe it should be clarified that the interface instance may still serve multiple PLMNs. Also, not sure what is meant by 'or set of cell-IDs'.

Also, in order to avoid further misunderstanding, we prefer not to include the statement drafted in the last paragraph of the comment above. We believe that the last sentence ("The option for a common F1 interface instance is not part of 3GPP RAN specifications ") is correct only with the additional assumption that a single PLMN is associated with the cell id transmitted in SIB1. 

Finally, SA5 doesn't limit their question to c-plane, so RAN3 might additionally need to include some consideration on the u-plane in the reply.

	Huawei
	Yes
	Not sure if we should broaden the questions and discussions. In our understanding, common interface or per PLMN interface doesn’t have to couple with multiple cell IDs in one cell, as long as a cell is shared, there will be choice between common interface or per PLMN interface/dedicated interface. After the introduction of multiple cell IDs (PLMN specific cell ID for the shared cell), companies raised the discussion and it was agreed to introduce “interface instance” to explicitly reflect the per PLMN interface concept. 

So we think it is network’s strategy to implement a common interface and dedicated interface, both are supported according to current spec.

	ZTE
	Yes
	According to the offline discussion in RAN3#103bis meeting, although the following text is only for the summary of the offline discussion, it is the common understanding that both of the per-PLMN and common F1 interface could be supported in Rel-15.
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- Werkon both solutions as per RAN guidance

- shared vs. non-shared gNB-CU

- Common $t2 CRs, separate sets of St3 CRs (add clarifications, FESs etc. to both sets of CRs ~ we will need to merge them

together at some point)
- Clarify single interface concept

- consistent approach for all interfaces? (i
- E15t3 CR for common i/fneeded?

- only EN-DC or also other scenarios? E.g. re-establishment in E-UTRAN not anissue?

. common on one i/f and per-PLMN on another)

- merge from applicable Tdocs
- Check details

(D)

Summary of offline disc R3-192009, noted

At this meeting:

1. Agree on the principles of the solutions

2. Endorse the stage 2 CRs for 38.300, 36,300, and 38.401. These CRs are common for both per-PLVIN and common interfaces
3. Endorse, if possible, the 38.473 CR as baseline. This CR is common for both per-PLMN and common interfaces, with liberal use
of FFS as necessary

At the May meeting

1. Complete solution for all of the stage 3 CRs, 38.423, 36.423, 38.473

2. Update as needed and agree on the stage 2 CRs, 38.300, 36.300, and 38.401





Therefore, the common or dedicated F1 interface could be understood by RAN3, even though the corresponding definitions are not captured in specification. And both of them could be supported.

	Radisys
	No
	As per our understanding Common F1 Interface is used for RAN sharing purposes where a single TNLA is shared across multiple PLMNs. 
Dedicated F1 interface serves only 1 PLMN. Which means it is a Non-Shared TNLA. 

Dedicated F1 interface is mandatory in case of distributed gNB. Common F1 interface is mandatory in case of RAN Sharing. Both Common and Dedicated F1 interface serves different Use cases.

	HW
	
	Comments to Radisys, your comments actually indicated either common interface or dedicated interface is optional, since even for CU-DU architecture, one F1 signalling connection could be shared by PLMNs.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.2 Can both Common F1 and Dedicated F1 interface be supported simultaneously by same gNB? 

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	see above
	see above

	Nokia
	
	see above

	Huawei
	Yes
	See above

	ZTE
	Yes
	See above

	Radisys
	NO
	We understand that there is single signaling connection between a CU and DU. This signalling connection can either be Common or Dedicated. We are not clear on how can a DU support both RAN Sharing and non Sharing case at the same time.

	HW
	
	Comments to Radisys, of course for shared PLMN A and PLMN B, you could not implement two way at the same time, but a base station if could be shared by three or more operators, then it is up to implementation how to use different approach among them, or let’s say, standard doesn’t preclude the implementation.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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