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1 Introduction

In RAN3#81bis meeting, the CRs for Rel-10/11 which solve the issue that eNB cannot distinguish between CSFB eMPS and CSFB emergency calls were agreed [1] [2]. However, it was later identified that the CRs were not flawless and some amendments are needed. 
2 Discussion
The flaws identified are as follows:
1) New text inserted in the wrong place.

With respect to the first change in the CRs (Section 8.3.1.2) while in the Rel-10 CR [1] the text “except if the CS Fallback Indicator IE is set to “CS Fallback High Priority” in which case the eNB may use the information in the Handover Restriction List IE if present.” was introduced in the first sentence of the paragraph, in the Rel-11 CR [2] the same text was mistakenly inserted in the second sentence of the same paragraph.

2) Redundant text inserted.

Taking into account the same change of 1): 

“The eNB shall use the information in the Handover Restriction List IE if present in the INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message to determine a target for subsequent mobility action for which the eNB provides information about the target of the mobility action towards the UE, except if the CS Fallback Indicator IE is set to “CS Fallback High Priority” in which case the eNB may use the information in the Handover Restriction List IE if present”

It can be noticed that the newly inserted text “if present” is redundant.
3) Not precise wording in UE Context Modification procedure.

The change in UE Context Modification procedure of the CRs:

“If the CS Fallback Indicator IE is set to “CS Fallback High Priority” and there is no suitable target in the case information in the Handover Restriction List IE is applied …”
It is incorrect to refer to the Handover Restriction List IE in this sentence, since such IE is not present in the UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message. Then below rewording is preferred:
“If the CS Fallback Indicator IE is set to “CS Fallback High Priority” and there is no suitable target in the case the Handover Restriction List previously stored in the UE context is applied …”
Consequently, further revisions are needed for the agreed CRs [1] [2]. It is proposed to amend the flaws based on the original CRs with increased revision numbers.
Proposal 1: It is proposed to further revise the agreed CRs.
3 Conclusion
Amendments are needed for the agreed CRs.
Proposal 1: It is proposed to further revise the agreed CRs.

The corresponding CRs are provided in [3] [4].
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