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Introduction
In RAN2#101 [1], the following agreements were reached. 

Agreements
1: 	For cell lists approach, RNA contains cells that belong to the same PLMN
2: 	maximum number of cells in RAN notification area is 32;
3:	NR Cell Identity (36 bits) are used as cell id for cell list approach; 
4: 	maximum RAN Area IDs configured in one RNA is [32]
5: 	RANAC size should [6]bits. (send LS to RAN3)
6: 	For one cell, only 1 RANAC can be broadcasted. A single RANAC is common for all PLMNs sharing the RAN.
7	RANAC is optional field in SIB1. 
8	maximum 16 TAIs can be configured in one RAN notification area; 
9	ASN.1 is agreed as a baseline.
10	RNA is mandatory configured for the inactive UEs for Rel-15; (May be re-discussed after the discussion of the interaction between RANU and TAU)


This contribution addresses in particular agreement number 6 and the fact that a RANAC should be common for all PLMN’s sharing a RAN. 

[bookmark: _Ref178064866]Discussion
It is expected that for NR as well as for LTE connected to 5GC, there will be several scenarios where radio nodes are shared between operators or that support several PLMN’s. For shared deployments, 3GPP has recently made several improvements such that coordination of various identifiers and planning coordination can be avoided. This has resulted in, for example, that Tracking Area Codes and Cell ID’s can be set per PLMN in LTE and is also planned to be PLMN specific also for NR. With PLMN-specific identities, in particular cell- and TAC, it will be possible to, completely uncoordinated, plan each PLMN in terms of areas and identifiers. The cost of this is increased system information. 
For RANAC, it seems strange that the agreement above points towards that each PLMN operator is allowed to plan its on Tracking Areas but not allowed to plan its own RAN Areas as RAN Area Codes. This seems a very difficult path to take with respect to RANAC’s. 
Who will plan the RANAC’s – Shared RAN operator?
If only one RANAC should be broadcasted, which code this would typically be determined by the operator of the shared nodes. There are 6 bits for RANAC, i.e., 64 different values. 
As these RANAC’s needs to be combined with tracking area codes and PLMN’s, and the tracking area codes are not controlled by the shared RAN operator but rather each PLMN/operator, it seems that the shared RAN operator will run into a problem once 64 RANACs are used. What will happen next? How will the RANAC’s be safely connected to a TAC, a TAC that is not under control of the Shared RAN operator?
There is no obvious or coordinated view of tracking areas among involved PLMN’s. Thus, it will be unnecessarily difficult to secure that RANACs are coherently planned for all PLMN’s when PLMN’s themselves may decide TA. And what happens if one PLMN decide to change TA? We make the following observation: 
[bookmark: _Toc510708497][bookmark: _Toc510712943]A number of difficult situations may arise if the RANACs are not planned together with the TA’s. 
These difficult situations seem to force coordination needs among operators of PLMNS in a shared RAN deployment. As there has been so many decisions taken to avoid coordination needs among such operators, it seems feasible to also take this into consideration for RANACs. 
An even more strange situation may arise if, within one and the same TA, an operator is including RAN nodes of different neutral hosts. This scenario seems to suggest that the neutral hosts need to coordinate use of RANACs, otherwise, the situation may unfortunately turn to that fixed RANACs will affect how PLMN operators plan their TAs. 
[bookmark: _Toc510712944]Planning of RAN Notification Area in shared RAN/multi operator scenario and neutral host scenario is complicated by the requirement to have a single RANAC per PLMN.
We believe that at least the arguments above suggest that RANAC’s should also be planned per PLMN in a shared RAN scenario. 

[bookmark: _Toc510708500][bookmark: _Toc510709743][bookmark: _Toc509997565]Revert the agreement on having RANAC’s shared among all PLMN’s in shared RAN deployment and introduce RANACs that can be planned per PLMN/Operator. 


Conclusion
In section 2 we made the following observations:
Observation 1	A number of difficult situations may arise if the RANACs are not planned together with the TA’s.
Observation 2	Planning of RAN Notification Area in shared RAN/multi operator scenario and neutral host scenario is complicated by the requirement to have a single RANAC per PLMN.

Based on the discussion in section 2 we propose the following:
Proposal 1	Revert the agreement on having RANAC’s shared among all PLMN’s in shared RAN deployment and introduce RANACs that can be planned per PLMN/Operator.
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