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1. Introduction

In RAN2#123-bis, RAN2 made the following agreements for SON/MDT for NPN.
Agreements:

1
Include SNPN ID (list) in the logged MDT area configuration following RAN3 agreement to align with the future NPN evolution.

2
No new UE variables will be introduced for PNI-NPNs.

3
UE performs SNPN ID checking before transmitting the information for corresponding SON and MDT reports, upon the network requests for it.

4
Assuming ESNPN is supported, include a list of SNPN IDs in the logged MDT report.

This contribution discusses additional aspects and FFS to be addressed and the related solutions for the SON/MDT for NPN in the context of the above agreements.
2.
Discussion
There is an FFS in [1] on whether to log CAG subscription related information in RLF report. 
FFS1: Include UE CAG subscription information in the RLF/HOF report:

-
CAG subscription statues indication;

-
CAG-only indication.

As we understand, last serving gNB already knows about CAG subscription information since it is send by AMF over NGAP. Optimisations for RLF or HOF happens using both gNB’s own information and the UE reported information. Thus, we don’t see a need to include CAG subscription information such as CAG-only indication in RLF/HOF.

Proposal 1: CAG only indication is not included in RLF/HOF.

Another FFS is whether to use common reports for PN and NPN or to use seperate report. We note that for different PLMNs in the PN, common reports are used. A similar approach is desirable between PN and NPN. Multiple reports increases the UE complexity and can be counterproductive.
Proposal 2: Common report is used for PN and PNI-NPN.
RAN2 has received an LS from RAN3 [2] in which they have noticed that logged MDT reports collected in SNPN may be lost if the UE registers in a PLMN before the reports are retrieved. In our understanding, this is not a critical issue and is a corner case. SON works in statistical way and some loss can be tolerated. Moreover, UE doesn’t keep any information with respect to the previously camped network after deregistration and there is no need to keep the logged MDT reports after deregistration. 
If this issue need to be resolved fully, something similar to handling of Logged MDT protection is needed, which is very complex for this corner case. It is infeasible in R18 at this time also.
Observation 1: Loss of logged MDT reports collected in SNPN if the UE registers in a PLMN before the reports are retrieved is a corner case.
Observation 2: Any effective solution for loss of logged MDT reports collected in SNPN will be complex and is infeasible in R18, for e.g. a solution similar to LoggedMDT enhancements may be needed to completely resolve this corner case.

Proposal 3: Keep the existing principle that UE releases any logged MDT report after deregistration for NPN.
In the email discussion [3], several companies expressed interest to consider the support of SNPN for RACH and CEF reports. The rapporteur has included a proposal as below.

Proposal 5 
RAN2 to discuss the issues of NPN ID checking, NPN ID reporting, support of E-SNPN for CEF and RA report enhancements for NPN networks, if proposal 5 is agreed:

· Whether and how to perform NPN ID (e.g.SNPN ID) checking before sending the available indicator and before sending the report (if any);

· Whether and which information (e.g. NID, CAG-ID) should be included in the report;

· Whether E-SNPN should be supported for the case.

NID or CAG-ID are used for access control.Random access problems or Connnection Establishment Failures in a cell have no relation to the NID or CAG-ID as there are nor random access or connection establishment parameters per CAG or per NID. So there is no need to include NID or CAG-Id in RA report or CEF report. Impacts due to E-SNPN should be kept to minimum in R18 for this objective, if any.
Proposal 4: There is no use for including NID/CAG-ID in RA Report or CEF report.

Proposal 5: RAN2 can further discuss NPN ID checking for availability and reporting for RA report/CEF report. Impacts due to E-SNPN, if any, needs to be kept minimum.
3. Conclusion
In the above sections we discussed about SON/MDT enhancemenets and made following observations and proposals.

Proposal 1: CAG only indication is not included in RLF/HOF.

Proposal 2: Common report is used for PN and PNI-NPN.
Observation 1: Loss of logged MDT reports collected in SNPN if the UE registers in a PLMN before the reports are retrieved is a corner case.

Observation 2: Any effective solution for loss of logged MDT reports collected in SNPN will be complex and is infeasible in R18, for e.g. a solution similar to LoggedMDT enhancements may be needed to completely resolve this corner case.
Proposal 3: Keep the existing principle that UE releases any logged MDT report after deregistration for NPN.
Proposal 4: There is no use for including NID/CAG-ID in RA Report or CEF report.

Proposal 5: RAN2 can further discuss NPN ID checking for availability and reporting for RA report/CEF report. Impacts due to E-SNPN, if any, needs to be kept minimum.
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