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1 Introduction
RAN3 sent an LS in R2-122007 including several soluton3 to support inter-RAT MRO. This paper evaluates the UE impacts of the proposed solutions. 
2 Discussion
RAN3 provided 4 solutions in the LS [R2-122007] with attachment, and we would like to perform UE impact assessment of each proposes solutions in terms of the following:

· Logging / Storing of the RLF log / Reporting 

Even though there are 4 solutions in the attachment of the LS, we only evaluates 3 solutions (solution 1-A, solution 2, solution 4) excluding solution5 as the solution5 itself is not clear to us. 

Solution 1-A (UE RLF report when returning to LTE – Analysis in LTE)
Foreseen UE impact:
· Logging: No impact

· Storing of the RLF log: 
· In case of 3G to LTE too early HO, UE needs to keep storing the RLF report until it re-enters LTE. This sort of complexity however already seems to exist in Rel-10 as the UE is required to store at max 48h until it is reported even when going to RRC_IDLE. (No additional impact)
· Reporting: No impact

· Other consideration

· In case the UE re-enters a LTE cell (Cell_A) that is different from the cell (Cell_B) where failure happened for which X2 interface between the two cells does not exit, then it is questionable if the RLF report can be forwarded to the cell where the failure happened.
Solution 2 (UE RLF report to 3G and/or LTE depending where UE reconnect after failure)

Foreseen UE impact:
· Logging: No impact
· Storing of the RLF log: No additional impact 
· Reporting: 
· RLF log stored in one RAT (A) needs to be transformed to the format that can be readable/decodable in other RAT (B) , when the RLF log is retrieved by the other RAT (B) than the RAT (A) where the RLF log was stored. 
· This complexity seems trivial.
Solution 4 (RLF reported in the RAT where the RLF occurred and HO failure reported in the RAT of the cell in which the HO command was received)
Foreseen UE impact:

· Logging: No impact
· Storing of the RLF log: No additional impact
· Reporting: 
· The RAT to which the RLF report is sent is different depending on the cause of the failure, i.e. whether the failure is RLF or HOF. For example, in 3G to LTE too late HO case, the UE reports the RLF report to LTE in case the failure is RLF, and to 3G in case of HOF. 
· UE should behave differently depending on the failure cause, and in case the failure is RLF, the UE needs to store the RLF report until it comes back to the LTE. This is non-trivial complexity. 
From the analysis above, we can make the following observations:

· Observation1a: Solution1 incurs no additional UE complexity. 
· Observation1b: However, it is questionable how the RLF report can be forwarded in case the RLF report is finally reported to the cell that is different from the cell where the failure happened and X2 interface does not exist between two cells. 

· Observation2: Solution2 incus trivial UE complexity in reporting procedure as described above

· Observation3: Solution4 incurs non-trivial UE complexity in reporting procedure as described above

3 Conclusion 
In this document, we evaluates the UE impacts of the solutions provided RAN3 for inter-RAT MRO. Based on our evaluation, we make the following observation:

· Observation1a: Solution1 incurs no additional UE complexity. 
· Observation1b: However, it is questionable how the RLF report can be forwarded in case the RLF report is finally reported to the cell that is different from the cell where the failure happened and X2 interface does not exist between two cells. 

· Observation2: Solution2 incus trivial UE complexity in reporting procedure as described above

· Observation3: Solution4 incurs non-trivial UE complexity in reporting procedure as described above
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