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1
Introduction
After an LS exchange between RAN3 and RAN2 [1,2], RAN3 now has the necessary elements to make a final decision on inter-RAT MRO scenarios to be supported in Rel-11. The present paper describes Alcatel-Lucent's view and proposals.
2
Discussion
RAN2 provides in [2] the following information:

· UE impact per solution and per connection failure scenario

· Priority on scenario "a" from radio perspective

· Benefit of "reporting a failure in the RAT where the failure occured, because in most cases the problem that causes a connection failure exists within the RAT where the RLF occurs or within the RAT initiating the HO". The LS mentions that solution 1-A and 2 don't adhere to this, however it seems clear that for the RLF case of scenario "b"neither solution 4 nor 5 do so either. So it is in our view not entirely clear what RAN2 may have meant by this paragraphe. A possible interpretation is that a short delay between the occurrence of the failure and the availability of the corresponding RLF Report in the responsible RAT is not seen as a high priority by RAN2. Furthermore, the development of MRO functionality in Rel-9 and Rel-10 has been based on the principle of having the decision logics that generate the MRO verdict located in the network. So in our view the UE should not need to use any assumption about the "responsible" RAT when uploading the RLF Report.
· RAN2 also informs RAN3 that "additional IE’s in the [LTE] RLF-Report is a feasible change in REL-11", but that the introduction of an RLF Report to be uploaded in UMTS will have "more significant impact". It therefore seems that a UMTS RLF Report might not be feasible for Rel-11 specification. In our view also information about the possibility of mandatory support of such feature by multi-standard Rel-11 UEs would have relevance for RAN3's decision, however such information would be  hypothetical if such feature can't be standardised in Rel-11 anyway. 
Based on the above, it seems clear that we can rule out solution 2 and 4 which both require the introduction of "a new feature to report RLF and HOF in UMTS". 
Proposal 1: Rule out solution 2 and 4.

For scenario "a", prioritised by the RAN2, solution 1-A and 5 are equivalent. We therefore propose to request extension of the (LTE) RLF Report in order to support scenario "a".

Proposal 2: Request RAN2 to extend the (LTE) RLF Report in order to support scenario "a". This approach is compatible with solution 1-A and 5.
On our side we would like to support standardisation also of scenario "b" within Rel-11, but following the information from RAN2 this can be done as a second priority if needed. 

Proposal 3: Standardise scenario "b" in Rel-11, as second priority if needed. 

For support of scenario "b" (and "a"), we have some preference for solution 1-A which has the advantage of being future proof if other inter-RAT failure scenarios are to be standardised.
Proposal 4: Standardise scenario "b"  (and "a") by means of solution 1-A.

3
Conclusion
Based on the incoming LS from RAN2 [2], we have made the following proposals for standardisation of inter-RAT MRO scenarios:
Proposal 1: Rule out solution 2 and 4.

Proposal 2: Request RAN2 to extend the (LTE) RLF Report in order to support scenario "a". This approach is compatible with solution 1-A and 5.

Proposal 3: Standardise scenario "b" in Rel-11, as second priority if needed. 

Proposal 4: Standardise scenario "b"  (and "a") by means of solution 1-A.

4
References

[1]
R3-120914, LS to RAN2, "LS on inter-RAT MRO", RAN3.

[2]
R3-12500_R2-123036, "Response LS on inter-RAT MRO", RAN2.




















































PAGE  
1/5

