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1   Introduction
RAN3 received an LS [1] from SA5 with some questions regarding SON enhancements. In this paper we discuss the questions and propose an answer.
2   Discussion
2.1   Handover failure with and without RRC state transition
The first question from SA5 is as follows: Does RAN3 think that mentioned KPIs a) and b) will be still useful for MRO performance evaluation in releases with the capability for context fetching between eNBs which is being addressed in RAN3/2? For which releases this capability is relevant?

MRO is defined in 36.300 as: “Mobility Robustness Optimisation aims at detecting and enabling correction of following problems … Connection failure due to intra-LTE or inter-RAT mobility”. 

Although the ultimate target of MRO is to reduce connection failures, the impact of a connection failure can be very different. If the re-establishment is successful, the UE will re-establish the call in the re-establishment cell, while if unsuccessful, the UE will transit to idle mode and then perform NAS recovery which will take longer time.

In order to achieve this, MRO will try to set the mobility control parameters in such a way that the UE will send a measurement report before the failure so that the source cell will have time to perform handover. In scenarios where it is difficult to achieve a trade-off between too early and too late handovers, the network may choose to at least receive the measurement report before the failure in order to enable the preparation of the handover to a target cell to at least enable successful re-establishment. Handover preparation can also be performed to multiple neighbours to increase the chance for successful re-establishment. 
Further, the context fetch is being discussed in RAN3. If agreed, this optional feature can be used to avoid rejected re-establishments. There is however a risk that rejected re-establishments occur anyway. In some cases (although probably not in the majority of cases), the last serving cell may decide not to perform the context fetch.
Hence, a proposed response is: The KPIs can be used to evaluate how well the system is able to select the suitable target cell before the failure occurs. Context fetch, if agreed, may enable the re-establishment cell to successfully re-establish the connection even if not prepare but rejected re-establishments may still occur.
The second question from SA5 is as follows: If the answer for the question above is yes, are the means for the source eNB to judge whether a RLF caused by a handover failure was followed by a successful RRC re-establishment available in RAN specifications?
The source eNB will know this in some cases but not in all. 

· If the RLF report is included in the RLF indication this means the re-establishment is successful. But if the RLF report is not present, this does not indicate that the re-establishment is failed. The UE may be a rel9 UE, or the re-establishment cell may not have requested the report. 

· The source will know whether he has prepared the re-establishment cell. If he receives an RLF indication from this cell, he could assume that the re-establishment is successful. There is however a scenario being discussed in RAN3, where the re-establishment fails. In this scenario, the RLF indication may anyway be sent.
Hence, a proposed response is: In most cases, the source eNB will be able to determine whether a re-establishment is successful but there are cases where the source cannot know
The third question from SA5 is as follows: If no, would RAN3 like to provide the means to support this requirement?
RAN3 is currently discussing methods to identify failed RRC re-establishments. There is for example one solution [2] suggested that includes reporting the outcome of the re-establishment by adding a flag in the RLF indication. This solution would also provide a solution to the question asked by SA5.
 A proposed response is therefore: RAN3 is currently discussing solutions for detecting failed re-establishments. If agreed, this could be used to determine whether a re-establishment is successful.


2.2   Problem detection in MRO case “handover to wrong cell”
In this topic, SA5 states the following question: So the question to RAN3 is that, in the HWC (A-B-C) case mentioned above, which one of the neighbour relation from cell A to cell B and from cell A to cell C may be problematic, or both?
In the handover to wrong cell, the failure is related to the first relation (A-B). The UE is handed over from A to B but fails due to a problematic mobility parameter setting between A and B. There may or may not also be a problem for the parameter setting between A-C, but not necessarily. Therefore, it may be risky to adjust the parameters for A-C solely based on the HWC(A-B-C) failure event.
A proposed response is therefore: RAN3 agrees that for the HWC (A-B-C) case, the failure occurs in the first cell relation (A-B), hence the first relation is problematic. The relation (A-C) may or may not be problematic. 

3   Proposal

We propose to capture the above in a response LS to SA5.
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