3GPP TSG-RAN WG3 #103bis						R3-192009
Xian, China, 8 – 12 April 2019
Agenda Item:	9.3.3
Source:	InterDigital Communications
Title:	DRAFT Summary of Offline discussion on RAN Sharing with Multiple Cell ID Broadcast 
Introduction
CB: # 6bis_NW_sharing
-  Work on both solutions as per RAN guidance
- shared vs. non-shared gNB-CU
- Common St2 CRs, separate sets of St3 CRs (add clarifications, FFSs 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.e. common on one i/f and per-PLMN on another)
- E1 St3 CR for common i/f needed?
- only EN-DC or also other scenarios? E.g. re-establishment in E-UTRAN not an issue?
- merge from applicable Tdocs
- Check details
(ID)
Summary of offline disc R3-192009
St2
1648 rev in R3-192008
1715 rev in R3-192010 (align to 2008)
1717 rev in R3-192011 (align to 2008)
St3 – per-PLMN
1804 rev in R3-192012
1805 rev in R3-192013
1806 rev in R3-192014
St3 – common i/f
1649 rev in R3-192015
1650 rev in R3-192016
1651 rev in R3-192017
Discussion
The online discussion brought up a number of issues to further discuss and clarify during the offline discussion:
The initial informal offline discussion was around whether there was a more direct path to a compromise proposal to handle both common and per-PLMN interfaces.
The following was proposed:
1. Some of the difficult text to agree would be in the stage 2 description, so it was agreed to discuss stage 3 changes first, and then go back to the stage 2 and possibly document through an informative annex. After agreeing to some basic framework for a solution we were able to comeback and produce stage 2 CRs. 
2. 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 1713, 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. 
3. 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. 
4. 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.
5. 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.
6. Initial 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. [bookmark: _GoBack]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.
Advantages pointed out are:
a. Current logical architecture is kept unchanged. 
b. Implementations that are based on common processing of all PLMNs and implementations that have separate processing of each PLMN can interoperate easily because going from common processing to per-PLMN interface is routing to correct interface based on node-id, and separate processing to common interface is done is addition of node-id. Therefore, it is possible for any implementation to do either common or per-PLMN as is appropriate for the particular needs of the operators involved.
c. The F1/X2/Xn procedures for all functions is identical whether the common interface or per-PLMN interface is used. For example, if a new operator is being activated, F1 Setup is used either over the new F1 interface for per-PLMN or over the common F1 interface on a new F1 instance (identified by node-id within the common transport) 
d. All issues with coordination of resources between operators etc. are common between the per-PLMN interface and the common interface, thus future corrections/enhancements would be done for both interfaces in the same way.
Proposal
Based on the outcome of the discussion, the steps forward were agreed.
At this meeting:
1. Agree on the principles of the solutions above
2. Endorse the stage 2 CRs for 38.300, 36,300, and 38.401. These CRs are common for both per-PLMN 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

We did not spend much time on some on the secondary issues from the comeback besides clarifying the per-PLMN and common interfaces and figuring out a merged solution. They can be considered open issues for the final set of CRs. 
