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Introduction
SA2 has studied and recommended two different solutions for deployments of non-public networks, referred to as solutions for private network deployments that are not supported by a public network (Stand-alone NPNs, or SNPNs for short) and solutions for private network deployments that are supported by a public network (Public Network-Integrated NPNs, or PNI-NPNs for short).
In RAN Plenary #83, it was agreed to address the RAN work of private networks through agreement of the WI RP-190729, New Work Item Proposal on Private Network Support for NG-RAN [1]. It was also agreed that this work should start in meetings in August 2019.
This contribution proposes that, to efficiently start work on this WI, information be gathered for early availability to the work.
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]Discussion
For the two deployments (SNPN and PNI-NPN), SA2 has outlined two different solutions, that, from a RAN perspective would vary, mostly in connection to identifiers, mobility and idle mode selection procedures. This has been briefly discussed and as a result, it was stated in the RAN WID that; 
	“Note: a common solution for CAG and SNPN is not precluded.”
Whether there should be a common solution, e.g., based on use of MCC, MNC, NID or whether there is a need for different RAN-solutions with even additional identifiers and deployment-specific procedures can be quite a fundamental question as it would govern the impact on procedures that are largely specified in RAN specifications, i.e., 38.304, 38.331 and also 38.413 and 38.423. It would thus be in the interest of RAN2 and RAN3 work progress to try to quickly assess whether a common solution makes sense. For this purpose, we propose that RAN2 agree on an LS to SA2 (Cc RAN3, CT1) requesting their input on what the reasons where that SA2 came up with two separate solutions for the two different deployments and how SA2 considered deployment-independent solutions. Further, we propose to ask SA2 if they have identified any details that can be of relevance to RAN groups when assessing the possibility of a common solution.
Input from SA2 on the above matters would make for a good foundation to further discuss the note quoted above in respective RAN groups. 
[bookmark: _Toc7098555][bookmark: _Toc7106966][bookmark: _Toc7107414][bookmark: _Toc7427982][bookmark: _Toc7428073]Send an LS to SA2 requesting information on what led to deployment-specific solutions for NPN/private networks and if there were are any specifics that are of particular importance to RAN2 to consider. 
An LS proposal can be found in [2]. Further detailed analysis can be found in the resubmitted, for-information-contribution in [3]
Conclusion
Based on the discussion in section 2 we propose the following:

Proposal 1	Send an LS to SA2 requesting information on what led to deployment-specific solutions for NPN/private networks and if there were are any specifics that are of particular importance to RAN2 to consider.
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