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1 Introduction

At last RAN3#61bis meeting, the CR in tdoc R3-082795 has clarified under which conditions the eNB must send back an INIT CONTEXT SETUP FAILURE message. 
If the eNB is not able to establish an S1 UE context, or cannot even establish one non GBR bearer it shall consider the procedure as failed and reply with the INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP FAILURE message.
It was thus clarified that the context not established was the S1 UE Context and that there was therefore a pending RRC context in the eNB. 
Moreover, when discussing what to do with this pending RRC context in the eNB, it was agreed to capture in the stage 2 TS36.300 what are the supposed interactions between the nodes after the message is sent at the next meeting i.e. RAN3#62.
2 Description
Two solutions seem possible: the explicit release or the implicit release.

First solution: implicit release
The eNB can send an RRC Release Request to the UE on radio side and the MME can release EPC resources on CN side. Since both nodes are aware of the failure, they can release each on their side without desync. The only condition to make it work is to specify this e.g. in our stage 2 so that every MME or eNB vendor implement accordingly.
Second solution: explicit release
The second solution is that the MME explicitly indicates to release the resources: when receiving the INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP FAILURE message, i.e. the MME sends a UE CONTEXT RELEASE COMMAND message to the eNB. Upon receiving this message, the UE sends the RRC Release Request to the UE. In this case, the eNB is supposed to wait for the MME order before cleaning the RRC connection. This resource release triggered from the MME is the normal way of cleaning up.
Cons of implicit release option

When the MME receives the INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP FAILURE message, it knows that no action was taken towards the UE. It could decide to resubmit another INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message to retry the establishment instead of releasing the resources. The implicit release solution would prevent from this possible retry option in the MME.  

Cons of explicit release option

The UE CONTEXT RELEASE COMMAND message is as follows:

9.1.4.6
UE CONTEXT RELEASE COMMAND

This message is sent by the MME to request the release of the UE-associated S1-logical connection over the S1 interface.
Direction: MME ( eNB
	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description
	Criticality
	Assigned Criticality

	Message Type
	M
	
	9.2.1.1
	
	YES
	reject

	CHOICE UE S1 AP IDs
	M
	
	
	
	YES
	reject

	>UE S1 AP ID pair
	M
	
	9.2.3.18
	
	
	

	>MME UE S1AP ID
	M
	
	9.2.3.3
	
	
	

	Cause
	M
	
	9.2.1.3
	
	YES
	ignore


It currently doesn’t allow to send the message with only the eNB UE S1AP ID. However the eNB has never received any MME UE S1AP ID: this is because the S1 context has never been (failed to be) established. This drawback could however be simply overcome by specifying that the MME sends the pair of UE S1AP ID in that case and that the MME UE S1AP ID is simply ignored by the eNB and the correlation in the eNB is simply done though the eNB UE S1AP ID.
3 Conclusion

It is proposed to discuss the two solutions for the interactions between nodes in the case of INIT CONTEXT SETUP failure.

Both solutions have drawbacks but it seems that the explicit release drawback is manageable whereas the implicit release restrict the MME implementation and the potential call success rate. 

It is therefore proposed to agree on the CR in tdoc R3-083053 along the lines of the explicit release.

