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1   Introduction
During discussion in RAN3#75bis, the stage-2 change in [1] was agreed in principle. The stage-2 would be finally agreed when the corresponding stage-3 [2] is agreed. 

During the discussions regarding [2], the main remaining issue was whether the inclusion of RRC Conn Reestab Indicator IE should be mandatory or not (that is - if may or shall should be used).

In this document, we argue why a mandatory inclusion of RRC Conn Reestab Indicator IE is needed.

2   Discussion
As discussed before [3] it is not possible for an eNB receiving an RLF indication to know whether an RLF or HOF occurred if 

· the UE did not send any acknowledgement for the reception of the HO command, and 

· the UE is of release 9 (since in that case, the RLF report does not contain this information). 

Also, even in the case of Rel-10 UEs, the RLF Report is not available after an unsuccessful RRC Connection Re-establishment attempt.

Therefore we propose to include the re-establishment cause in the RLF indication.  

In previous discussions, it was also outlined that it might be possible to solve this without knowing the re-establishment cause (RLF/HOF) by adding an additional requirement by not sending any RLF indication if the failure cause is HOF and the HO to the cell in which the UE is re-establishes is prepared. This will however not work in the case of multiple preparations, since then a cell that is prepared is not necessarily the selected target cell for the handover.
The impact of this is that if multiple preparation is used, an MRO event will not generate any RLF indication, although the UE is in fact re-establishing in a (prepared) cell different from the target. The ability to detect this event would be an important input for managing multiple preparations; to be able to detect that a multiple preparation was used and thereby contributed to reducing the impact to the end user.

It has been discussed to leave it up to implementation whether to include the re-establishment cause in the RLF indication or not. The motivation for this is that the usage of multiple HO preparation is very much up to implementation and an eNB using multiple HO preparations would know which of the two methods above to use (including the cause in the RLF indication or restricting the sending of RLF indication). The problem with this approach is that this would occur in two different nodes. The decision to send RLF indication is in a different node from the one deciding whether to use multiple HO preparations or not. So an eNB implemented to use multiple preparations would not know whether the sender of the RLF indication is applying this rule for sending RLF indications.

3   Conclusion / Proposals
We propose to a mandatory inclusion of the re-establishment cause in the RLF indication.  

This is captured in a stage 3 CR in [4].
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