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1. Introduction
RAN3 received an LS from SA5 about F1 interface for MOCN network sharing for multiple Cell Identity broadcast scenario [1], this paper tries to have some discussions on this issue with some suggestions proposed.
2. Discussion
2.1 Background
In the LS, SA5 described the issue and asked questions to RAN3 on F1 interface under RAN sharing scenario, as follows:
   - Common F1 interface:  one F1 interface used by all shared operators (i.e. PLMNs)
   - Dedicated F1 interface:  one F1 interface per shared operator (i.e. pLMN)
Our current assumption is that configuration for Common F1 and/or Dedicated F1 should be supported. To confirm our understanding, the following questions require clarification:
-	Issue#1:  Is either of the Common F1 interface or Dedicated F1 interface optional to implement?
-	Issue#2:  Can both Common F1 and Dedicated F1 interface be supported simultaneously by same gNB?  
3GPP SA5 would like to get your feedback for above Issues.
2.2 Discussion
From the LS, it could be seen that the main issues are about the support of common F1 interface and dedicated F1 interface under RAN sharing case.
Actually in LTE time, common interface or dedicated interface under RAN sharing had not been explicitly discussed, since multiple PLMN-specific CGI broadcasted in one cell was introduce later in LTE Rel-14, i.e common interface was assumed in LTE in case of multi-PLMN broadcasted in one cell. While in NR, this issue was raised and recognized as an issue to be solved especially for disaggregated architecture where gNB-DU is shared among multi-PLMNs while gNB-CU is not (i.e. PLMN dedicated), and the conception of “interface instance” was introduced, so that PLMN-specific interface, i.e. dedicated was standardized in [2] [3]. 
With the traced history above, we could conclude that both common interface and dedicated interface are supported. From network side, RAN sharing itself is not a basic function without which network is still operable and workable, hence such feature is optional to support. 
Observation 1: both common interface and dedicated interface are optionally supported.
Regarding the second question, we think it is an implementation issue. For example, three operators share the base station, i.e. both gNB-CU and gNB-DU are shared, one operator requires a dedicated F1 interface while the other two don’t have such a requirement, then both common interface and dedicated interface should be implemented at the same time.
Observation 2: It is up to network implementation whether both Common and Dedicated interface could be supported simultaneously by same gNB, which is also pending on operator’s request.
With the two observations above, the answer to the two question is obvious and straight forward, and the draft reply LS could be seen in [4]. 
3. Conclusion
Based on the discussion in this paper, we have the following observations:
Observation 1: both common interface and dedicated interface are optionally supported.
Observation 2: It is up to network implementation whether both Common and Dedicated interface could be supported simultaneously by same gNB, which is also pending on operator’s request.
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