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Discussion
1. Introduction
In the way forward concerning connection failures in HetNet deployment [1], solution 2A, 3, 4 and 4A need to retrieve the failure context in the last serving eNB. In this contribution, we describe the limits of the current method to retrieve the failure context, and discuss about improved alternatives.
2. Discussion
· Current Problem
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Fig. 1 Description of Scenario A in HetNet intra-LTE failures

In TS 36.331 [2], RRCConnectionReestablishmentRequest message only includes C-RNTI at the last serving cell as a UE identifier, and RRCConnectionRequest message only provides S-TMSI for UE identification. In Fig. 1, if UE fails RRC re-establishment and completes RRC connection to cell C, then eNB C does not know C-RNTI of UE at the last serving cell (cell B) and cannot transfer it to the last serving eNB (eNB B) via RLF INDICATION message as well. It means that, in this case, the last serving eNB has no way to identify and retrieve the failure contexts of failed UE. In other words, the current specification supports failure context recovery in the last serving eNB only for successfully re-established UEs.

· Currently Proposed Solution
As described in solution 3 in [1], by including C-RNTI in RLF Report, even if UE fails RRC re-establishment and completes RRC connection, eNB C is able to always get the C-RNTI of UE at the last serving cell and forward it to the last serving eNB (eNB B).
· Alternative Solution
In case that UE fails RRC re-establishment, eNB C gets UE’s S-TMSI from RRCConnectionRequest message. If the S-TMSI of UE is transferred to the last serving eNB via RLF INDICATION message, it is possible that the last serving eNB identifies the failed UE and retrieves the failure related context.
Compared to solution 3, this alternative solution has an impact only on RAN3 specification, adding S-TMSI in RLF INDICATION message. Briefly, solution 3 requires 16bits more in RLF Report and RLF INDICATION message each, on the other hand the alternative solution requires 40bits more in RLF INDICATION message. That is, the alternative solution does not need additional precise wireless resources. In this reason, we propose that the alternative solution should be considered as a solution for UE failure context identification.
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Fig. 2 Comparison of solution 3 and the alternative solution (in the case that UE RRC connection completes after UE RRC re-establishment fails).
Proposal: The alternative solution above should be considered as a solution for UE failure context identification.
3. Conclusion
In this contribution, we described the limits of the current method to retrieve the failure context, and discussed about improved alternatives.
Proposal: The alternative solution above should be considered as a solution for UE failure context identification.
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