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1 Introduction
This document addresses a number of remaining issues about RLF report after RAN2#72bis. There is also an associated CR ref [1], which is a slightly modified version of the CR that was the outcome of the email discussion [72b#07]. 
2 Discussion
Issue (wording): RLF is not necessarily detected in a cell, the UE may have simply gone completely out of coverage of the cell where he was, so it is a bit misleading to say that RLF is detected in a cell and to say that the cell is failed.

Proposal 1: Change wording “Pcell where the RLF is detected” to “Pcell where the UE had the last successful radio link”. 
Issue (wording): HOF is also not necessarily detected in a cell, the UE may not find the target cell, so it is a bit misleading to describe the target cell as the cell where the handover failure is detected. 
Proposal 2: Change wording “Pcell where the handover failure is detected” to “target Pcell of the failed handover”. 
Issue, ECGI(3): The ECGI (3) in the RAN3 LS is the source cell of the last handover before the failure. In the case of Handover failure this is the source cell. In case of RLF this is a previous cell, but in the case of RLF this previous cell is tied to the time(1). As the time(1) is not included, there is no need to include EGCI(3) for RLF in the current CR. 

Proposal 3: ECGI(3) shall only be included for HOF. 
Proposal 4: Describe ECGI(3) for HOF as the “Pcell where the UE had the last successful radio link”. 
Issue (editorial): the text that describes the inclusion of measurements in the RLF report has been moved. However, it was forgotten to move an associated “NOTE: The measured quantities are filtered by L3 filter as configured in mobility measurement configuration. Blacklisted cells are not required to be reported.”
Proposal 5: Also move the NOTE to the location of the text that describes the inclusion of the measurements. 

Issue: In the current proposal it is not possible to discriminate between HOF and RLF in the RLF report. This must be clear in order to use the information to take any corrective actions. (e.g. the typical MRO actions based on RLF and HOF would be the opposite, as RLF may be a sign of too late HO, and HOF a sign of too early HO). 
Proposal 6: Change ASN.1 according to proposals 1-4. 

OLD/CURRENT ASN.1: 

RLF-Report-r9 ::= 




SEQUENCE {


measResultLastServCell-r9



SEQUENCE {



rsrpResult-r9






RSRP-Range,



rsrqResult-r9






RSRQ-Range


OPTIONAL


},


measResultNeighCells-r9



MeasResultNeighCells

OPTIONAL,


...,


[[
locationInfo-r10

LocationInfo-r10

OPTIONAL,



failedPCellId


CHOICE {




ecgi



CellGlobalIdEUTRA,




pci-arfcn



SEQUENCE {





physCellId



PhysCellId,





carrierFreq



ARFCN-ValueEUTRA



}


}

OPTIONAL,



previousPCellId


CellGlobalIdEUTRA
OPTIONAL

]]
}
PROPOSED ASN.1: 
RLF-Report-r9 ::= 




SEQUENCE {


measResultLastServCell-r9



SEQUENCE {



rsrpResult-r9






RSRP-Range,



rsrqResult-r9






RSRQ-Range


OPTIONAL


},


measResultNeighCells-r9



MeasResultNeighCells

OPTIONAL,


...,


[[
locationInfo-r10



LocationInfo-r10


OPTIONAL,



hof-TargetPCellId



CHOICE {




ecgi





CellGlobalIdEUTRA,




pci-arfcn




SEQUENCE {





physCellId




PhysCellId,





carrierFreq




ARFCN-ValueEUTRA



}


}














OPTIONAL,



previousConnectedPCellId

CellGlobalIdEUTRA


OPTIONAL

]]
}
3 Conclusions
Proposal 1: Change wording “Pcell where the RLF is detected” to “Pcell where the UE had the last successful radio link”. 

Proposal 2: Change wording “Pcell where the handover failure is detected” to “target Pcell of the failed handover”. 

Proposal 3: ECGI(3) shall only be included for HOF. 

Proposal 4: Describe ECGI(3) for HOF as the “Pcell where the UE had the last successful radio link”. 

Proposal 5: Also move the NOTE to the location of the text that describes the inclusion of the measurements. 

Proposal 6: Change ASN.1 according to proposals 1-4.  
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