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1 Introduction 

This contribution summarizes the issues related to the proposal in [1] and concludes that this proposal should not be accepted by RAN3.
The idea to introduce the possibility for the eNB to reply with an INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP FAILURE in case of CSFB with the aim to use release with redirection was proposed already during RAN3#68, with the difference that in that proposal it was suggested to establish a UE Context without default bearer while now it is proposed not to establish the UE Context at all. Both approaches have similar issues.
2 Discussion
2.1 Correction vs. Optimization

The first thing to notice is that the change request is targeting Release 9 and claims to be a correction. It is quite obvious that this is not the case. With the currently defined mechanism, the UE Context is established at Initial Context Setup and subsequently released once the CS Fallback is triggered, either via PS Handover or via Release with Redirection. There is nothing that does not work with the current approach, which is also revealed by the cover sheet of [1], when pointing at ‘unnecessary establishment’ and not at some specification error. Whether the establishment of the UE Context is necessary or not is a matter of discussion, but nothing needs to be corrected in the present version of the specification to make CS Fallback work.
More over, if looking at how much the proposal really optimizes the operation, it can be questioned as well: the gain would be to shorten the time a certain RRC connection and related bearer is up, for RRC connections which are only established for a very short time anyway (and are only a fraction of all RRC connections in that eNB).

Conclusion 1: The proposal is not a correction and cannot be agreed for Release 9 even if proven technically feasible and beneficial.
Conclusion 2: The actual optimization realized by the proposed modification is questionable as we are discussing transient connections which do not take eNB resources for a long time and represent a fraction of all connections in the eNB.
2.2 Backwards compatibility

The proposal in question has also issues with backwards compatibility, in the sense that it suggests to create a failure case to cover a successful operation.

In the case of release with redirection, the fact that the UE Context is released soon after its establishment represents the normal way CS Fallback is executed, i.e. it is NOT a failure case.

Considering the proposed modification, the MME would suddenly get back an unsuccessful response even when everything went ‘as planned’ in the eNB, i.e. it would get an unsuccessful response for a successful CS Fallback. The proposal suggests a new Cause Value to allow the MME to distinguish this new ‘fake’ failure from a real failure (when eNB simply did not succeed in establishing the UE Context due to problems). 

Of course this implies that a MME which does not (or not yet) implement this CR will not be able to distinguish the real failure from the fake failure and will be in an undefined state, maybe trying again or anyway handling this outcome as a true failure on the eNB side. More over, as implementation and usage of cause values is not strictly mandatory as solely relying on cause values is generally a weak approach, an eNB simply not using this cause value would confuse the MME even more.
Besides, if looking at how SA2 recently defined the Suspend-Resume operation in relation to CSFB, it can be seen that it is based on specific indications in the S1 UE Context Release. This functionality will be broken if the proposal in question is agreed and to fix it again the failure message would need to be some special failure message that means that the UE will no longer be reachable on this RAT and the MME should be instructed to do nothing if the UE is sent to DTM capable access or to suspend the bearers if the UE is sent towards a non-DTM capable access.
Conclusion 3: The proposal is not backwards compatible (regardless of the release when it would be introduced).
2.3 Necessity of a UE Context

Another thing that is interesting to look into is the fact that the proposal claims that in case of release with redirection there is actually no need to have a UE Context, but that is not really the case.
The eNB needs to store information about the UE even if it is going to soon release it. 

For example the eNB needs to look at UE Capabilities to decide the target for the redirection (RAT, frequency, etc.); or the eNB may need to know whether this is a CS Fallback with high priority or a normally prioritized CS Fallback, in order to decide how to handle the particular UE; or the eNB may need to check if a particular ARP is present in the connection in order to lift access restrictions, etc.

Hence, it cannot be stated that establishing UE Context when the subsequent step is release with redirection is not necessary.
Conclusion 4: UE Context establishment is necessary even if Release with Redirection is applied to execute the CS Fallback.
3 Conclusion and Proposal
From the discussion above it can be concluded that:

Conclusion 1: The proposal is not a correction and cannot be agreed for Release 9 even if proven technically feasible and beneficial.
Conclusion 2: The actual optimization realized by the proposed modification is questionable as we are discussing transient connections which do not take eNB resources for a long time and represent a fraction of all connections in the eNB.
Conclusion 3: The proposal is not backwards compatible (regardless of the release when it would be introduced).
Conclusion 4: UE Context establishment is necessary even if Release with Redirection is applied to execute the CS Fallback.

It is therefore proposed that RAN3 does not agree the change request contained in [1].
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