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Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk2038154]CB: # 23_NW_sharing
- “contingency analysis”: without this feature, what nw sharing support do we have in Rel-15?
- confirm that we have parity with LTE w.r.t. nw sharing? (e.g. considering gNB-CU/DU split)
- check with operators
- what don’t we have in Rel-15?
- agreeable WF?
 
What sharing support do we have in release-15?
What, if anything is needed to have parity with LTE for RAN sharing? In particular are there any issues with the gNB-CU/DU split?
During the offline discussion, there was general agreement that there is partial support for both LTE level sharing (single cell id, single TAC and multiple PLMN) and for Multi cell id, TAC and PLMN). Signalling support for these two options varies on the interfaces so implementations over those interfaces would be less efficient/rely on implementation. 
Aggregated gNB/ng-eNB - support for both single cell id/TAC and for multiple cell-id/TAC, for eNBs single cell id/TAC is only supported with the exception of deployments with only Release-14 and later release UEs which can support both single cell id/TAC and multi-cell id/TACs
Non-aggregated gNB –support on F1 for single cell-id/TAC only
Xn/X2 Interface – support for single cell-id/TAC only
Note: Current network signalling requires homogeneous NR SA and EN-DC support and same EPS TA for all PLMNs in collocated en-gNBs/gNBs
Operator input – what are missing in release-15?
The operators were silent during the online discussion, what is their viewpoint on what is missing in release-15. 
Operators please indicate your views of what is necessary in Release-15 outside the current sharing support documented above.
	Company
	Input

	Vodafone
	For both MORAN and MOCN it is necessary that the eNB can support the case where the sharing operators get different NR spectrum allocations (e.g. operator A gets some 3.5 GHz for NR and operator B does not; operator B gets spectrum for NR in 2.6 GHz, operator A does not). For this scenario, both EN-DC and option 1/3 to/from option 2 handovers need to be supported.

	KDDI
	Our preference is to have at least “common interface” in Rel-15 specification, and we can accept to postpone “Per PLMN interface” to Rel-15.

	Deutsche Telekom
	For NW sharing based on Rel-15 with aggregated gNBs we agree that there is a parity with LTE, i.e., such solution is initially appropriate, but it should be clearly stated which features are supported with such approach (St2?). If E-UTRAN eNBs are shared by operators, this should be extendable in the case of EN-DC also to the en-gNBs (with the possibility to decide which operator is allowed to use EN-DC).
If work on optimizations covering also the CU-DU split architecture could not be performed within Rel-15 due to lack of time, it should start as early as possible within Rel-16 time frame based on assessment of already available RAN3 inputs for common and per-PLMN interfaces.

	T-Mobile USA
	For Rel 15, the parity to LTE for aggregated gNB shall be supported for ENDC and for SA operations. The following combined deployment scenarios shall be supported in Rel 15:
•	Same gNB/cell will support both SA and ENDC concurrently, i.e supporting option 2&3 simultaneously.
•	For NR SA and ENDC operation, same gNB/cell broadcast multiple PLMN ids with associated cell ids and 5GS TACs.
•	For legacy LTE and ENDC operation, LTE anchor cell broadcast multiple PLMN ids associated with a single cell id and single EPS TAC.
•	The same logical CU should be supporting multiple PLMNs with associated cell ids and 5GS TACs.

	China Telecom
	Scenario: 
· In NR initial deployment, we only consider shared RAN in indoor scenario. One NR indoor frequency, shared by two operators, broadcast multiple PLMN ids with associated cell ids and 5GS TACs.
View on the interface: 
· In our understanding, the “Common interface” has less impact on specifications and implementation. Therefore, supporting the "Common interface" in Rel-15 is sufficient for our current network deployment. Per PLMN interface for disaggregated gNB could be considered further in later release

	Bell
	Scenarios:
· Operator A supports EN-DC only and operator B supports NR SA only
· Operator A supports EN-DC and NR SA and operator B supports NR SA only
At least one solution shall be implemented in Rel 15 to cover mentioned use cases.





Way Forward
Proposal for the way forward:
1. Agree that for Release-15 network signalling currently supports RAN Sharing at the parity of LTE (single cell id, single TAC and multiple PLMN).
2. Agree that RAN3 will support both common and per-PLMN interfaces for NG-RAN sharing, including interworking with gNBs supporting both EN-DC (single-cell id/TAC in eNB) and NR Standalone (multi cell id /TAC). 
3. [bookmark: _GoBack]Agree to one of the below options:
a. Enhancements beyond parity with LTE (documented above) are stopped in release-15. A Release-16 work item is created which includes support for multiple cell RAN sharing for both common and per-PLMN interfaces including full support for all methods over F1 for CU/DU split. We need to agree if/how to document release-15 support in stage 2. 
b. Work continues in Release-15 for both common and per-PLMN interfaces including full support for all methods over F1 for CU/DU split.
c. Rel-15 correction for common interface, Rel-16 for per-PLMN
d. Rel-15 correction for per-PLMN, Release-16 for common. 
4. Since it is clear from both online and offline discussions, the big blocking point in approving either common or per-PLMN interfaces are disputes in logical architecture, we agree to step back and spend the April meeting discussing and agreeing to what the logical architecture for RAN sharing looks like. This is applicable whether we open a new work item or continue work in release 15. 
