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1. Introduction
This paper discusses if ePLMN support is needed for RLF report. 
In liaison statement SP-110443, TSG  SA reconfirmed that in general all new features (or enhancements to existing features) should continue to be designed to work also for operators using Equivalent PLMN identities.
2. Discussion
Currently there is PLMN id check for RLF report, introduced in rel-10, that prevents UE to indicate the existence of or make a report of recorded data to the network if the registered PLMN of the UE is different from the registered PLMN at the time of recording connection failure information. This behaviour is captured in the LTE RRC specification 36.331. 
It is noted that the intention of RLF report is to capture connections failures that may have true multi-cell nature, e.g. where a connection failure happens in one cell, and subsequently the UE selects to another cell as a result. 
With the current PLMN check, at borders between cells of different PLMN IDs, RLF report would be delayed (until UE gets back to PLMN where failure happened) or it would not be delivered (if delayed > 48h or if another connection failure happens in the new PLMN). Delays in RLF report makes it difficult to correlate the report with the configuration used in the source cell, and a delayed RLF report is more or less useless to MRO, i.e. current RLF report do not really support MRO between cells of different PLMN IDs. 
Conclusion 1: 
·   The current PLMN id checking for RLF report is not consistent with ePLMN / multi-PLMN-ID networks;

·   Current RLF report does not well support MRO between cells of different PLMN IDs. 

·   The impact is that MRO performance would be worse for cell borders between cells of different PLMN ID.
Proposal 1: ePLMN / multi-PLMN-networks shall be supported for RLF report. 
We further more note that the current RLF report supports only single RAT, but the scope for MRO now includes inter RAT case as well. Is seems likely that RLF report would be updated somehow for the Inter RAT case. 

It could be assumed that in any case it should be prevented that an RLF report shall not provide information about the network of another operator, as was an intention of the Rel-10 PLMN check. Thus if RLF report is enhanced to include multi-RAT observations or cross-RAT reporting in rel-11, then PLMN checking for RLF report would need to be enhanced to include PLMN IDs of multiple RATs.
Conclusion 2: For rel-11, in support of IRAT MRO, it may be required that the PLMN checking for RLF report shall comprise PLMN IDs for multiple RATs. 

Conclusion 3: The RLF report PLMN ID check could use the same PLMN ID list as MDT, with the possible exception that RLF report multi-RAT. 

Proposal 2: As the details are under RAN2 responsibility, a LS should be sent to RAN2, indicating these findings. 
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