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In last RAN3 meeting, the agreements on MRO and MLB for NR-U are collected as below:
MRO:
Continue the discussion on RLF MRO report optimization:
· actual UL EDT
· actual minimum UL EDT
· lowest detected power
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.
MLB:
Convert the following WA into agreement: WA: introduce an optional load metric on Radio Resource Status per NR-U Channel in XnAP RESOURCE STATUS UPDATE message and in F1AP RESOURCE STATUS UPDATE message.
There is no need to transfer the UL EDT in resource status update message via F1 interface.
Introduce an optional load metric on Radio Resource Status per NR-U Channel in XnAP RESOURCE STATUS UPDATE message and in F1AP RESOURCE STATUS UPDATE message.
There is no need to transfer the UL EDT in F1AP RESOURCE STATUS UPDATE message.
In the document, we provide some analysis on the open issue on MRO for NR-U and the work for MLB is finished.
Discussion
1.1 MRO for NR-U
2.1.1 EDT in UL
In last RAN3 meeting, we continue discussing the issue on EDT in UL as below:
Continue the discussion on RLF MRO report optimization:
· actual UL EDT
· actual minimum UL EDT
· lowest detected power
In RAN2 #123 meeting, the related agreement is as below:
=>	RAN2 agrees that nothing should be logged related to detected power/ED information.
We also think EDT in UL is not needed to make optimization because access successful rate and LBT detection result can be used to optimize suitable maximum EDT in UL. For example, if the access successful rate is low and LBT detection successful rate is high which means most of time channel is considered as idle but actually UE cannot RACH to the network, the network can decrease the maximum EDT in UL to avoid UE access. If the access successful rate is high and LBT detection successful rate is low, the network can increase the maximum EDT in UL to allow more UE access. 
So, network can decide the suitable configured maximum EDT in UL by detecting the access successful rate and LBT detection result for a period of time with balance, i.e. EDT in UL is not needed to make optimization.
Proposal 1: It is proposed to not include EDT in UL in RLF Report according to RAN2 agreement.

2.1.2 DL LBT failure detection
For the following open issue:
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.
The related scenario is as below:
if the target node suffers from DL LBT issues during an handover execution, and the handover fails, it is beneficial for the source node to receive an information that allows the source node to decide whether to use the RLF report related to the handover failure for MRO purpose.
Some companies believe it is a corner case and we agree with this opinion. 
For legacy handover, handover target cell is selected based on RRM measurement. After receiving measurement report, network may trigger handover. At that time point target cell is not occupied by shared network and DL LBT failure would not be happened. Given the time period from measurement report to handover execution is very short, it is impossible for the shared network being occupied during this period of time. In other words, at the time point when handover measurement report is sent to network the handover target cell is free. We can believe it is still free when handover is executed. 
For CHO, after trigger conditional is satisfied, handover is triggered immediately, so, it is less possibility that DL LBT failure occurs.
Therefore, we think during handover execution period, DL LBT failure is corner case and we may not consider it.
Proposal 2: It is proposed not to consider the case that DL LBT failure occurs during handover execution period.

2.1.3 Waiting time issue
For waiting time in UL due to LBT, the first issue is how to define the waiting time.
In previous RAN3 meeting, some companies propose to calculate the wait time by time point t1 – time point t2.
For example, UE want to send measurement report to trigger handover. t1 is the time point when measurement report is triggered and t2 is the time point when measurement report is successfully sent to network. We think this solution cannot work for the following reason:
1. For example, there are 5 times of UL LBT before successfully sending measurement report to network. 1 LBT fail ->2 LBT succeed but sending message fail ->3 LBT fail ->4 LBT fail ->5 LBT succeed and successfully sending message to network. For the second LBT, although LBT is OK, measurement report finally failed to be sent to network due to uplink radio link failure. So, the wait time (t1 – t2) is from 1 LBT fail to 5 LBT succeed and successfully sending message to network. During this period of time there are 3 times LBT failure and 1 time uplink radio link failure. In this case, waiting time (t1 - t2) is not only caused by LBT failure. It is unsuitable to use (t1-t2) to reflect LBT waiting time.


2. Even assuming all failure about sending measurement report is caused by LBT failure and UE finally sends measurement report successfully to network when LBT success, it is still unsuitable to define wait time as (t1-t2). If LBT fail, UE has to wait for the next UL available occasion to trigger LBT. While the next available UL occasion for UL LBT which is up to many factors, for example, UE capability, SchedulingRequestConfig, frame structure, etc. So, a bigger (t1-t2) may be caused by a longer SR configuration, fewer UL available occasions, etc. rather than LBT failure. We cannot use (t1-t2) as the waiting time in UL for LBT failure detection.
In one word, there may be many reasons can impact the value (t1-t2) and LBT failure is only one of them. So, we propose to not define waiting time because it is too complicated.
Proposal 3: We do not agree to introduce waiting time in UL for the following two reasons: 
1. It is hard to define waiting time in UL.
2. Waiting time in UL due to LBT is also used to separate mobility related errors from the LBT-related ones. We have agreed to introduce the indication of consistent LBT failure, so waiting time in UL is not needed.
Conclusions
Proposal 1: It is proposed to not include EDT in UL in RLF Report according to RAN2 agreement.
Proposal 2: It is proposed not to consider the case that DL LBT failure occurs during handover execution period.
Proposal 3: We do not agree to introduce waiting time in UL for the following two reasons: 
1. It is hard to define waiting time in UL.
2. Waiting time in UL due to LBT is also used to separate mobility related errors from the LBT-related ones. We have agreed to introduce the indication of consistent LBT failure, so waiting time in UL is not needed.
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