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1	Introduction
In RAN3#117-e meeting [1], some agreements for MRO for NR-U were achieved:
· Add to RLF report indications concerning Measured RSSI and HOF due to consistent LBT failure.
· Send an LS to RAN2 requesting:
to support latest Measured RSSI and Indication of HOF due to consistent LBT failure in RLF report
to support “Indication of consistent LBT failure” in RA report
· Keep existing failure type definition and detection to indicate RLF or HOF or PSCell change failure due to consistent LBT failure.
RAN3#119 bis-e meeting further agreed [2]:
· Enhancements of RLF reports and RA reports are beneficial to separate mobility related errors from the LBT-related ones.
· RLF Report and RA report can be enhanced to include information concerning the LBT failures in RA procedures, the granularity and implementation details needs to be further discussed based on progress in RAN2.
RAN3#121bis meeting achieved further agreements [3]:
· WA: RAN3 agrees to enable reporting of number of DL LBT failures from the target node to the source node in case of failed HO attempt (assuming the UE can be identified).
Open points related to correct identification of non-MRO events (possibly for consideration in Rel.19) are left:
· FFS if reporting of the number of UL LBT failures in case of non-HOF RLF can be addressed in Rel.18 or postponed to Rel.19.
· FFS whether in case of DL LBT problems at the last serving node that led to the TEH / HWC, the last serving node skips informing the source node or informs it with additional information. (Possibly Rel.19 enhancement.)

In this paper, we would further discuss the left issues of MRO for NR-U.
2	Discussion
As summarized in [4], the potential cases shown in below may be considered for MRO:
· case 1: HOF due to UL consistent LBT failure;
· case 2: HOF due to DL LBT failure;
· case 3: RLF (TLH / TEH / HWC) due to UL LBT delay;
· case 4: RLF (TLH / TEH / HWC) due to DL LBT delay.
For case 1, RAN2 have already agreed to include UL LBT related information (e.g. information of multiple RA procedures related to consistent LBT failures, all the BWPs (including the first one) in which the UE experienced the consistent UL LBT failure prior to the successful completion of the RA) in the RLF report, based on the enhanced RLF report, network can identify that HOF occurs due to UL consistent LBT failure.
For case 2, last RAN3 meeting achieved the WA to report number of DL LBT failures from the target node to the source node. Since currently there is no DL LBT related information in the RLF report, to enable source node distinguish DL LBT issue at target node from radio link quality issue, it is necessary for the target node to indicate the source node that DL LBT failure occurred in the target cell, e.g. when the target node fails to respond the UE during the RACH procedure due to unlicensed channel resources in target cell are unavailable. For example, the target node needs to transmit number of DL LBT failures upon the target node fails to respond the UE during the RACH procedure due to DL LBT failure. Currently, HANDOVER REPORT message is transferred from target node to source node for MRO for a RLF case rather than a HOF case, i.e. HANDOVER REPORT message can’t be reused to indicate the source node that HOF happens due to DL LBT failure in the target cell. Therefore, it seems better to introduce a new Xn message from target node to source node to indicate DL LBT failure. In such a way, the source node may make proper failure analysis after receiving the DL LBT failure information from the target node and the RLF report from the receiving node. 
Proposal 1: The target node sends the number of DL LBT failures to the source node upon HOF happens due to DL LBT failure at target node, e.g. via a new introduced Xn message.
For case 3, during offline discussion, some companies proposed to report the number of UL LBT failures in case of non-HOF RLF, but there are some concerns on whether to consider this case since it is hard or not clear about how to evaluate UL LBT delay. On the other hand, RAN2 needs to be involved to make final decision on whether/how to report the number of UL LBT failures in case of non-HOF RLF, however, this is the last meeting for Rel-18 SON WI, we would like to propose to postpone it to Rel-19.
Proposal 2: Postpone enhancements of	RLF report due to UL LBT delay in case of non-HOF RLF to Rel 19.
Similarily, for case 4, we need to further study the scenario that there are DL LBT problems (e.g. long DL LBT delay) at the last serving node that led to the TEH / HWC, and whether/what additional information needs to be informed from the last serving node to the source node. More consideration is needed, we would like to propose to postpone it to Rel-19.
Proposal 3: Postpone the RLF case due to DL LBT delay to Rel 19.
3	Conclusion
In this contribution, MRO for NR-U is discussed. We have the following proposals:
Proposal 1: The target node sends the number of DL LBT failures to the source node upon HOF happens due to DL LBT failure at target node, e.g. via a new introduced Xn message.
Proposal 2: Postpone enhancements of	RLF report due to UL LBT delay in case of non-HOF RLF to Rel 19.
Proposal 3: Postpone the RLF case due to DL LBT delay to Rel 19.
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