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1 Introduction

According to the RAN2 reply LS [1], the follow mechanism is finally provided:

· If the UE supports the functionality, the availability of RSRP/RSRQ measurements performed before RLF, is indicated in the following RRCConnectionReestablishmentComplete message after RLF happened
· The UE sends the ‘RLFReport’ containing available set of RSRP/RSRQ in UEInformationReponse upon request from E-UTRAN 
But we think there are still some aspects need to be considered. 
2 Discussion
In the LS [2], the RLF reports are introduced to distinguish between too late handover and a coverage hole. However, it will be more accurate to represent the aim with inappropriate setting of HO parameters in place of too late handover, because too late handover is only one of the scenarios. When we are talking about the MRO case, the solution given by RAN2 will not achieve this objective which is lack of the time restriction. 
If this solution is adopted, it may trigger erroneous action in the eNB at which the RLF occurred, because the solution is not real-time enough. For example, a UE attempts to re-establish the radio link at eNB B after a RLF at eNB A and eNB B may report this RLF event to eNB A, e.g. by means of the RLF Indication Procedure. 
According to the MRO processing, the RLF indication should be initiated as soon as possible before the timer TStore_UE_Cntxt in eNB A expires or before the corresponding UE context in eNB A is released, and eNB A will notify eNB B or eNB C with appropriate failure cause by Handover Report message. 
According to the current RAN2 solution, the RLF Reports procedure which is use to identify the actual RLF reason will cause more delay. And the delay is the time of RRC Re-establishment procedure plus the time of UE Information procedure. Concerning the time delay, some additional implementation are needed to be considered carefully, else it will leave the incomplete issue in MRO:
· If RLF Indication procedure is sent after RLF Reports procedure, the RLF Indication may be useless, because during this period the timer TStore_UE_Cntx in eNB A may expire or the UE context may be released. Even if we can extend the corresponding timer to mitigate suffering, the extension of timer will lead to other problems. The longer the timer is extended, the more possibility of making wrong judgement. For example, if the timer is too long, a “Too Late HO” from eNB B to eNB A may be misdiagnoised as “Too Early HO” from eNB A to eNB B.
· If RLF indication is sent to eNB A as soon as possible just before the RLF Reports, and eNB A may diagnose the reason as too early HO, too late HO or HO to wrong cell. But the diagnosis result may be wrong, because the actual reason which is acquired later by eNB B may be coverage hole. To avoid this, eNB B needs to notify eNB A the actual reason again, but it may be too late for eNB A to deal with the former diagnosis result. And it will be too complex to deal with.
Thus, to sum up the above arguments, this solution may not help eNB to derive the actual reason more accurately, and this solution can not meet the RAN3 original requirement on RLF reports.
Besides, we are wondering about the motivation of introducing an indicator in RRCConnectionSetup message. It will bring much complexity if it is used to accelerate the MRO case, because the network can not identify the UE with the new UE context in the RRCConnectionSetup message, and therefore there need some additional Information to assist the subsequent MRO processing. 
On the other hand, if we treat the RAN2 solution as only used to detect coverage hole which is not time urgency, then it overlaps with the MDT logging (i.e. ‘RLFreport’ measurement) and the measurement information in current proposed RLF reports can be achieved by MDT totally. 
Therefore, we hope RAN3 will take the above analysis into consideration before making the final decision. In our opinion, an indication of coverage hole in the RRCConnectionReestablishmentRequest will be more simple and efficient, which also supports the real time requirement.
3 Conclusion 
We hope RAN3 will take the above analysis into consideration before making the final decision.
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