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Introduction
CB: # 9_NwSharingSt3
-  current St2 BLs stand (common transport)
- do not challenge current logical architecture
- F1 impact is needed
- X2/Xn impact needed only for common interface?
- is it possible to “not preclude” a single interface setup message?
- can current endorsed St2 be implemented without a St3 counterpart?
- possible WF: 1) St3 agreed; 2) no agreement; 3) only St2, no St3
- if WF is 2), the Chair needs a full technical explanation to explain to RAN5

(ID,Nok,E///,HW,ZTE)
Summary of offline disc+WF R3-193118
Discussion
The online discussion brought up a number of issues to further discuss and clarify during the offline discussion:
[bookmark: _Hlk8984390][bookmark: _GoBack]The following is a summary of the main discussion points:
1. The big part of the discussion was to aid implementations that are based on common processing of all PLMNs and implementations that have separate processing of each PLMN to interoperate easily. For the common interface each F1/X2/Xn instance is identified by what is called a node-id in R3-191713, a node-id can be the PLMN, the gNB node id??, or a node or PLMN index which ranges from 0 to the max number of sharing operators. Which one it is, can be decided in the final CRs. 
2. When a new operator is added to the shared node (with PLMN, cell id etc.) a new F1/X2/Xn instance (with a X2/Xn/F1 setup) is created 
a. for the per-PLMN on a new signalling transport or 
b. on the common transport for the common interface and is identified by node-id. 
3. Exchange of additional SIB1 related content over the X2/Xn/F1interfaces for served cell and neighbour information similar to what is proposed in the current set of common CRs (R3-191649) can be beneficial and included in a final solution for both interfaces.
4. F1AP/X2AP/XnAP can support for the common interface that for other F1/X2/Xn procedures, besides setup (for example Configuration update), the messages can be sent over only one of the F1/X2/Xn instances on the common transport instead of needing be to sent on all F1/X2/Xn instances. Exactly how to identify the instance used is for the final CRs.
5. Proposal for enabling handling of the multiple X2/XN/F1instances for the common interface was 
a. to segregate xAP UE ID space per PLMN interface instance for UE associated procedures, 
b. and for non-UE associated procedures, 
i. on X2/Xn by the addition of Node-id
ii. on F1 segregating the Transaction ID space per PLMN interface instance transaction id is workable but Node-id is also possible.by the addition of Node-id for at least the F1 Setup.
6. One point of discussion was around whether the per-PLMN interface on the F1 creates a cardinality issue (each DU interfaces to only one CU). However, the concept is rather there are CU/DU logical pairs for each logical node (gNB node id), so there is no cardinality issue since each logical DU interfaces to only 1 logical CU. Therefore, this is not an issue.
7. In particular, for deployments where common transport is only used, it might be possible to extend number 4 above to allow for also having a common F1/X2/Xn Setup along with configuration update. However, the compromise that allow number 4 was based on keeping the separate handling for Setup for the common transport, In the current number 4 compromise, the architecture is not exactly followed in that include served cell info for more than one interface instance in a single configuration update, but the compromiser does not want to extend the list of exceptions. -
8. Discussion pertaining to multiple logical nodes over F1 Interface (logical CUs and DUs for each operator) let to discovery of potentially problematic text in 38.401 
“One cell is supported by only one gNB-DU”
Since the text applies to a gNB-DU within a single logical gNB the text is not incorrect in the multiple logical node context, but it could be further clarified by for example using the term logical cell instead of cell or another solution. The first attempt was to include a note about multiple DUs with a common radio, but where to put it and how to capture shared transport is to be further discussed. The proposed sentence “NOTE: In the present version of the specification, F1-C interface instances sharing the same physical radio resources share the same F1-C signalling transport resources” was discussed but as pointed out by the per-PLMN supporters this sentence restricts options, in particular it eliminates non-collocated  CUs for each operator. It was clarified that there are no proposals to have CU-CU signalling. 
9. We had a discussion about what would be used as Node-id in the stage 3 CRs. After discussion we agreed to use PLMN index, and additionally have a PLMN index list for those messages which can be sent on the common transport to address multiple instances. We also discussed and didn’t find issues with using transaction id and xAP UE Id ranges to identify instances. After producing the initial draft stage 3, the proposal was to use an Interface Instance Indication which is structured the same as Transaction ID is in F1AP, in the Xn and X2 interfaces for the non-UE associated messages, which allows to determine which instance is being addressed, and also allow using agreed values for messages that go to all instances. Procedure text to make sure the III is mandatory when shared transport is used needs to be modified to allow for a single instance and multiple instance messages. 
10. The proper place to capture the stage 2 for e-UTRA radio aspects was discussed, because the scope includes standalone 5GC access which might be proper in 38.300 it also covers EN-DC which might need a 37.340 CR After discussion it was felt that keeping the text in 36.300 is best, if any thing is needed in 37.340 it would be best to just link back to the 36.300 text. 
11. Discussion occurred on whether to use the transaction id in F1AP or align with X2/Xn and use Interface Instance Indication. There is need for some thought on that, and thus is an open issue up to the end of the offline discussion, it will be resolved for the final CRs.
12. Discussion occurred with the 38.401 CR with section 8.x, the sections deal with per-PLMN issues and it was felt that a section for shared transport was needed. This will be added as section 8.x.4.
13. In the 36.300 CR there are corrections to the legacy sharing text in 10.1.7. Since the original multiple cell id broadcast was put in Release 14 for LTE, it was felt that these changes should be separated out into separate R14 and R15 (mirror) CRs. 


Proposal
Based on the outcome of the discussion, the steps forward were agreed.
1. All of the major issues identified have been resolved so we have the following CRs for approval
a. Stage 2 – 
R3-193221 38.401
R3-193222 36.300
R3-193223 38.300
R3-193227 37.340

b. Stage 3 – 
R3-193224 38.473
R3-193225 36.423
R3-193226 38.423

c. Release 14 36.300 CR on legacy corrections (and R15 mirror)
R3-193250
R3-193251

