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1. Introduction

In LTE and/or NR, various reporting mechanisms have been developed for coverage optimization, e.g. RLF report, SCG failure report and establishment failure report. 
In NR-U, the reporting mechanisms would be applied as well. This paper will introduce a potential improvement, and suggest to study details in WI.
2.
Discussion
In NR-U, the cell operating in unlicensed band can serve without any help of other cell operating in licensed band. In order to avoid the collision with NR-U systems handled by other operator and/or other wireless systems such as WiFi, NR-U cell and NR-U UE has to perform a LBT procedure whenever they need to transmit their data. If succeeded, they can occupy the unlicensed carrier in downlink or uplink. Otherwise, it has to wait for next LBT timing. For instance, due to LBT failure, gNB operating in unlicensed band cannot broadcast its SSB for any duration. 
In the existing reporting mechanisms, it seems beneficial to differentiate between bad channel quality and no signal by LBT failure because the LBT failure doesn’t mean coverage hole at all. For now, it seems unclear if UE can exactly distinguish between radio link failure and LBT failure. But, at least in uplink, UE MAC or PHY can detect the LBT failure. For instance, RAN2 may decide that a LBT failure doesn’t initiate RLF, but if extremely consecutive LBT failures happen, it seems better to find other suitable cell while declaring a RLF. UE can then indicate whether LBT failure happens in RLF report. It is also applicable for SCG failure report and establishment failure report. If the failure results from LBT failure, NW need not perform a coverage optimization progress.
We can introduce a new cause value to indicate a LBT failure in RLF report, SCG failure report and establishment failure report. In addition, any extra information is considerable as follows:

· Time information elapsed since the last LBT initialization until declaring the failure

· Channel occupancy information

· Other operator’s cell information

· PCI usage from multiple operators (e.g. PCI confusion)
Proposal: RAN2 to study indicating LBT failure in RLF report, SCG failure report, establishment failure report and MDT. FFS on details.
3. Conclusion
It is suggested that 
Proposal: RAN2 to study indicating LBT failure in RLF report, SCG failure report, establishment failure report and MDT. FFS on details.
1

