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1 Introduction

CB: # SONMDT4_NR-U
- Discuss the open issue above

- Provide TPs if agreeable
(moderator - Ericsson)
Ref: R3-237789

2 For the Chair’s Notes

The following proposals are made:

Proposal 1: In case of mobility, reporting of DL LBT failures at the target during handover execution is enabled when the UE reestablishes to the source node and the UE can be identified by the target node. 

Proposal 2: The number of DL LBT failures at the target during handover execution is provided if the source node requests for it. 

Proposal 3: Agree the TP for stage 2 in R3-237207. 

Proposal 4: Agree the TP for stage 3 in R3-237803. 

3 Discussion 

During the online discussion it was proposed to turn into an agreement the following WA reached at previous meeting:

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). 

It was agreed that some further details needed to be sorted out in relation to the scenarios, and corresponding stage 2 and stage 3 details to be discussed.

3.1 Scenarios when number of DL LBT failures is reported

Based on the online discussion, it is moderator’s understanding that scenarios for which reporting of the number of DL LBT failures is enabled are:

· Too early Handover “like”, i.e., a certain handover execution fails, during which the target gNB suffered DL LBT failures. The target gNB can identify the UE, and the UE re-establishes towards the source gNB 
· Handover Wrong Cell “like”, i.e., a certain handover execution fails, during which the target gNB suffered DL LBT failures. The target gNB can identify the UE, and the UE re-establishes towards a gNB that is not the source gNB nor the target gNB.

As further consideration, it is moderator’s understanding that RAN3 needs to address both “normal” HO and CHO.

Related to the handover failure scenarios above, R3-237187 (Nokia) proposes that when HO fails and UE re-establishes to the source gNB, the source uses the Failure Information to ask the target node to retrieve the number of failed transmission due to LBT. The target sends the number of failed transmission using the Handover Report message.

Moderator’s note: it is assumed that “Failure Indication” message is intended in the proposal above (there is no “Failure Information” message in Xn :-) ). In any case, such message belongs to a class 2 procedure, so it does not seem appropriate to “ask” something, since there is no corresponding “return” message.

In R3-237404 (Lenovo), it is proposed that a new Xn message is used instead, to indicate the DL LBT failures.

Q1) What is your view with respect to the scenarios to be supported for reporting of DL LBT failures between target gNB and source gNB?

	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	We don’t see big benefit to enable reporting of DL LBT failures and in any case both “normal” HO and CHO need to be considered. As a compromise we could agree that target sends to source some information on DL LBT failures at the target, but only if the source requests for it already at HO preparation (in the CHO case, the source has no clue of when the UE will perform the handover), and if the target can identify the UE for with HO failed. The sending of DL LBT failures would occur:

· in case of HO with contention-based RA, after Msg3 arrives at target.

· in case of HO with contention free RA



	Lenovo
	We are fine to consider the scenarios to be supported for reporting of DL LBT failures between target gNB and source gNB:

· in case of HO with CBRA after Msg3 arrives at target;

· in case of HO with CFRA;

· in case of 2-step CBRA.

	ZTE
	Share the view with Ericsson.

	CATT
	We don’t see big benefit, but we can compromise. 
The source node needs to “correlate” DL LBT and RLF report and it may not optimize RLF report because the problem is DL LBT. The question is that how target node knows source C-RNTI, target node does not have RLF report which include source C-RNTI (target will not receive RLF report in case of HOF case) and no source C-RNTI transmits in handover request message.  Please correct me if I miss something😊.
For the stage3 design, both handover report (for RLF case) and access and mobility indication (for near successful HO and successful RACH) are not appropriate. 

	
	

	
	


Q2) How to enable the reporting of DL LBT Failures from target gNB to source gNB for the scenarios identified above?

	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson 
	For stage 2

TS 38.300 describes the following actions as part of the detection mechanism:

In case of Too Early Handover or Handover to Wrong Cell, the NG-RAN node receiving the failure indication may inform the NG-RAN node controlling the cell where the mobility configuration caused the failure by means of the Handover Report procedure over Xn or the Uplink RAN Configuration Transfer procedure over NG. This may include the RLF report.
Some additions are needed to distinguish the “legacy” TEH / HWC scenarios where the UE reconnects to the source and the target suffered DL LBT failures during handover execution.

For stage 3

We prefer to reuse legacy procedures, it looks simpler. As already commented above, we have raised concerns in the past on how tackle the CHO case, since the time of HO execution is not known by the source. At least the source should request to receive DL LBT failures the target suffered during handover execution (and this can apply to both normal HO and CHO), but reusing the Failure Indication message does not seem right. So, for stage 3 we propose that HANDOVER REQUEST is reused, adding a new optional IE to ask for this information. If the target suffers DL LBT failures during HO/CHO execution and can pinpoint the UE, it sends the number of DL LBT failures using the legacy HANDOVER REPORT message.



	Lenovo
	As SS commented in the TP for TS38.423, HANDOVER REPORT message is unsuitable, because the included IE “Handover Report Type” and “Handover Cause” are mandatory but they are not for the NR-U case. For SS proposed ACCESS AND MOBILITY INDICATION message, it may be not suitable either, because currently this message is used for near-failure successful case rather than failure case. It seems better to introduce a new Xn message to indicate the DL LBT failures.

	ZTE
	For stage 2, for the second change, why we add the restriction on “When operating in shared spectrum”? Or how to understand it?
For stage 3, we think the comment by Samsung is reasonable, the existing ACCESS AND MOBILITY INDICATION message can be reused to support this feature. And there is no need to introduce a totally new Xn message to address the small issue.

	
	

	
	

	
	


The following proposals are made for further check:


Proposal 1: In case of mobility, reporting of DL LBT failures at the target during handover execution is enabled when the UE reestablishes to the source node and the UE can be identified by the target node. 

Proposal 2: The number of DL LBT failures at the target during handover execution is provided if the source node requests for it. 

3.2 TPs for stage 2

A stage 2 TP for TS 38.300 was proposed in R3-237207 and discussed online. It is moderator’s understanding that with the clarification that the proposed TP only applies to Rel-18, the TP can be agreed.

Proposal 3: Agree the TP for stage 2 in R3-237207. 

3.3 TP for stage 3

Regarding how to capture stage 3 impacts related to the sending of DL LBT failures at target, a draft TP is provided in the server (ref: R3-237803). 

Companies are invited to check the content of the draft TP provided in R3-237803 and provide feedback directly in the file.

Proposal 4: Agree the TP for stage 3 in R3-237803.
Why we add this restriction? There is also another case that, when Handover failures the UE reestablishes to the target,  in this case, the UE can also be identified by the target, then, the target can send the DL LBT failures during handover execution to the source.





