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1. Introduction 
In this paper, we discuss the open issues on SON enhancements for NR-U based on the discussion in the previous RAN3 meetings.
2. Discussion
2.1 DL LBT issues at target gNB during handover execution
FFS whether to enable a UE-based solution or a NW-based solution to inform the source gNB of a handover about DL LBT issues occurring at the target gNB, during a handover execution
For HO execution, FFS whether the source node can deduce from UE reports – excluding UL LBT failures information - whether the target node suffered from DL LBT issues during the HO execution.
In the previous meetings, RAN3 discussed how to identify if there were DL LBT failures during handover execution to assist the source node while performing MRO.
In our understanding, a UE can’t figure out that there were DL LBT failures from target gNB during handover execution (e.g., if LBT failed for MSG2 and/or MSG4) and this knowledge is better known at the gNB. Even the existing information added in RA/RLF Report (e.g., number of consistent UL LBT failures, number of preambles blocked due to LBT) all are pertaining to UL LBT failures.
Observation 1: A UE might not know if there were DL LBT failures from target gNB during handover execution (e.g., if LBT failed for MSG2 and/or MSG4).
Observation 2: Information agreed to be added in RA/RLF Report (e.g., number of consistent UL LBT failures, number of preambles blocked due to LBT) all are pertaining to UL LBT failures.
Observation 3: The knowledge of DL LBT failures is better known at gNB (rather than UE)
We therefore propose the following:
Proposal 1: Target gNB can inform source gNB regarding DL LBT failures encountered during a HO execution as follows:
· Option 1: Target gNB can provide to source gNB a simple flag (e.g., “DL LBT failures were present during handover execution e.g., for MSG2/MSG4”)
· Option 2: Target gNB can provide a more precise indication to source gNB (e.g., “Number of DL LBT failures for Msg4 Tx”)
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