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Introduction
This is summary of the offline discussion CB: # 21_RANsharing_common_interface
CB: # 21_RANsharing_common_interface
-  suggest shared WF
- Support common F1/Xn/X2 interface in Rel-15 for shared network scenarios?
- Continue discussing in Rel-16?
- …
(KDDI)
summary of offline disc R3-187102
Discussion
Provide your view on the following way forward,
· Is it acceptable for you or not?
· Any comment on the way forward or alternative compromise (if not acceptable for you)?
Way forward
1. Common F1/X2 interface (CRs for TS36.423, TS38.473) : agree in Rel.15
2. Per PLMN interface (CRs for only TS38.300, TS36.300): agree in Rel.15
3. Per PLMN interface (CRs for TS38.401 and other specs and other concerns) : continue work in Rel.16 including the following aspects
· How to address coordination of the separate CUs
· Missing parts and corrections for agreed CRs in this meeting
4. After this agreement, RAN3 start to finalize related CRs for Rel.15

	Company
	Acceptable or not 
	Comments on the above  wayforward or alternative compromise

	KDDI
	Acceptable
	No comment

	Ericsson
	Not Acceptable
	Proposed way forward, as a compromise:
1. No CRs for stage 2 or stage 3 in Rel-15 for network sharing with multiple Cell IDs broadcast.
2. Rel-16 Work Item to support network sharing scenarios with multiple Cell IDs broadcast

	InterDigital
	Not Acceptable
	Ok with Ericsson proposed way forward. We have to careful because the Common F1/X2 interface breaks the logical node construct we have used in RAN3 from the beginning. Multiple Node IDs (embedded in the cell id) means multiple logical nodes, and an interface is between two logical nodes. There may be a solution to accommodate this but it requires a deeper dive.  

	Huawei
	Acceptable
	About “continue work in Rel.16 including the following aspects” this could be handle in rel-15. Network sharing is a ‘native’ feature and it is better to fix it in rel-15 as correction.

	ZTE
	Acceptable
	Common interface can help to reduce the burden on OAM and signalling load over interface, we suggest to support the coexisting of both the PLMN specific interface solution and the common interface solution in R15.

	Samsung
	Acceptable
	For supporting shared DU, non-shared CU, a number of issues are not clear and need to be investigated e.g. how to coordinate other SIs from different CUs, how to support redirection between CUs in initial UE access etc.

	CATT
	Acceptable
	We believe the benefit of supporting common interface considering it is more effient on RRC reeatablishment and resume cases.At the same time,we also see the value of considering shared DU and non shared CU cases since it provides independent management from different operators.However,the scenario still have something which is not very clear,further study/calrification on this scenario is needed

	Deutsche Telekom
	Not acceptable
	Support for Ericsson’s proposal.

	Nokia
	Acceptable
	Network sharing has to be supported in Rel-15, which can be achieved based on the common interface approach in line with stage 3 CRs submitted to this meeting. This doesn’t preclude non-shared CU approach introduced by backwards compatible CRs in Rel-15 or later.



Companies’ view
· Acceptable (6): KDDI, Huawei, ZTE, Samsung, CATT, Nokia
· Not Acceptable (3): Ericsson, InterDigital, Deutsche Telekom
Additional consideration
[bookmark: _GoBack]From offline discussion, if RAN3 works on “Per PLMN interface”, RAN3 should make it clear whether it can be done under Rel.15 maintenance or under a new work item for it. The companies have different understanding what should be done for “Per PLMN interface”, only addressing reeatablishment or more.

Conclusion

Based on the above discussion, we propose the following

Way forward
1. Common F1/X2 interface (CRs for TS36.423, TS38.473) : agree in Rel.15
2. Per PLMN interface (CRs for only TS38.300, TS36.300): agree in Rel.15
3. Per PLMN interface (CRs for TS38.401 and other specs and other concerns) : continue work in Rel.16 including the following aspects under Rel.15 maintenance
· How to address coordination of the separate CUs
· Missing parts and corrections for agreed CRs in this meeting
4. In case where RAN3 cannot complete the work under Rel.15 maintenance, and need to start its new work item. A company who wants to start the WI can propose it with clear objective to RAN plenary.
5. After this agreement, RAN3 start to finalize related CRs for Rel.15
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