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1   Introduction
 [1] discusses the properties of solution 5. The following issues are brought forward:

· Issue 1: How to find the UE context in the RNC in case of RLF?

· Issue 2: How to know it is coverage problem in LTE or too early HO from 3G?

· Issue 3: How to know it is CCO from 2G to LTE or too early HO?

· Issue 4: Whether consider compatibility with future scenario e)?
This document aims at clarifying these questions

2   Discussion

2.1   How to find the UE context in the RNC in case of RLF?
· If the UE return to a different RNC than the serving RNC before handover, there is no means to find the UE context without the UE RLF reporting. Maybe we can assume that the RNC is big enough? So that the UE will always return to the same RNC?
It is assumed that the UE returns to the same RNC. This assumption seems reasonable, since the RNC is handling a large number of cells.
· Not obvious that RNC will always be able to realise the same UE is returning in radio failure case in scenario (b). This will depend on whether the UE is returning with the same initial UE identity in the new connection establishment as in the last connection establishment in this RNC. 

The UE will include TMSI (if available) in the connection establishment. The TMSI is normally only reallocated at TA change. The RNC can also acquire the IMSI after Iu setup. Therefore, it may be possible to use either TMSI or IMSI for the retrieval of UE old context after connection setup in the RNC. When using IMSI there may be an additional delay until the IMSI is acquired from the CN.
2.2   How to know it is coverage problem in LTE or too early HO from 3G?
· Without the UE RLF report, the RNC don’t know the UE measurement at failure. Therefore, the RNC can not differentiate it is the coverage problem in LTE or too early HO.

In intra frequency LTE MRO, it is very important to identify coverage problems, since coverage problems would also trigger MRO failure events but will not be possible to solve by modifying the relative threshold (A3). Not identifying the coverage problems may even harm the optimization process. 
But for inter RAT MRO, the problem in scenario a and b are in fact caused by coverage holes. The failure occurs because the LTE coverage is not good enough. In both cases the absolute thresholds used for LTE could be adjusted to trigger a handover earlier (a) or trigger the handover later (b). Therefore, the measurements are not crucial, but maybe still beneficial for the analysis. 
If we would use the RLF report, the inclusion of measurements will probably be based on already available measurements, and inter RAT measurements would require explicit measurement configuration. And these configured measurements could also be reported to the RNC and used in the analysis if the RNC detection method is used. At least the ones reported before the handover and after the UE returns to UTRAN. One limitation is however that it would not be possible to get measurements while being connected to LTE (the RLF case of scenario b). 
2.3   How to know it is CCO from 2G to LTE or too early HO?
· The eNB may perform CCO procedure for the UE. In this case, the BSS don’t know whether it is CCO from LTE to 2G or too early handover from 2G to LTE.

It is true that the BSS will not distinguish between failures and cell change order. On the other hand, it is assumed that since we are using relatively short timer thresholds, it is not very likely that a UE returns back to 2G shortly after being handed over to LTE. Another possibility is to limit the detection of failures to HOF only.
2.4   Whether consider compatibility with future scenario e)?
· In case of b), the UE don’t need the UE to log the failure information. How about in case e)? If in case e), the UE also don’t need the failure information logging and reporting, that will be fine since the UE behaviour is consistent.  If the UE RLF logging and reporting is inevitable for scenario e), then to avoid it only in case b) make things complex. E.g. in case e), the UE need to save the timer from receiving the last HO command to failure, save the last serving cell and/or the cell identity before moving to the failure cell. But in case b), the UE logging is not needed. So the UE need to different case b) and case e)? If so, the UE need to have some MRO detection function to differentiate case b) and case e).
· If the UE log and report in both case b) and e), the RNC has to define two detection methods i.e. detection method depending on UE RLF reporting and the new method for case b).
In the event that we decide to evolve the inter RAT MRO detection and reporting, it would be quite easy to distinguish between scenario b) and e). If we for example choose to use solution 1A, these two can be distinguished by checking the RAT of the involved cells, either at UE or network side (when receiving the RLF report and before propagating this as an RLF indication). 
Another option when deciding on a future evolution would of course be to allow RLF report propagation also for events belonging to scenario b), as long as the recipient would understand that the report may come from a previously detected event. This can be compared with the current solution for handling RLF indication reporting Rel10. In the inter RAT MRO solution, the RNC would be aware if the UE is capable of the evolved RLF report. The RNC can therefore simply choose do discard the internal detection and wait for the RLF report. 

3   Conclusion / Proposals
We have provided a discussion answering the questions raised in [1].
4   Reference

[1] R3-121190, Further analysis on Solution 5
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