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1. Introduction
In this contribution, we give some discussions on two related topics: CSFB to 1x ParameterTransfer procedure (36.331 5.6.4) and transaction id usage rule #4 (36.331 Annex A.5). Based on these discussions, we propose some change on these two topics.
2. Discussion
2.1. CSFB to 1x ParameterTransfer
According to 5.6.4 of 36331, CSFB to 1x Parameter transfer procedure contain 2 parts, the first one is the delivery of UL message, and the second one is the reception of DL response message. It could be deduce from Figure 5.6.4.1-1 and the description in section 5.6.4 that the CSFBParametersResponseCDMA2000 message is a directly response message for CSFBParametersRequestCDMA2000. Then according to 36331 Annex A.5, rule No.4, the CSFBParametersRequestCDMA2000 message in UL should contain an RRC transaction identifier, but it doesn’t (during ASN.1 review, RAN2 has agreed that no RRC transaction identifier should be included in this message). On the other hand, from specification designing point of view, this procedure seems to mandate network behavior and introduce unnecessary dependency between RRC specification and CDMA1X procedure. So we propose to split this procedure into two procedures in RRC spec, just like another CDMA1X related procedure: section 5.4.4 and 5.4.5. Note that the similar understanding has been mentioned by RRC rapporteur during ASN.1 review [1] (Item No.177).
Proposal 1: Split “CSFB to 1x ParameterTransfer” procedure (5.6.4) into two sections: 5.6.4 and 5.6.5, so section 5.6.4 only contains the delivery of CSFBParametersRequestCDMA2000 message, and section 5.6.5 only contains the reception of CSFBParametersResponseCDMA2000 message.
If RAN2 adopt proposal 1, then comparing to 5.4.5.4, we should also add some description for UL message deliver failure case. 

Proposal 1a: In section 5.6.5, add some description for CSFBParametersRequestCDMA2000 message deliver failure case.

2.2. Transaction id Usage Rule No.4
In current 36.331, Annex A.5, rule No.4 is:

	4:
All UL messages that require a direct DL response message should include an RRC transaction identifier.


In our understanding, the intention of this rule is for RRC STATUS message. However, as RAN2 has decided not to introduce that message in E-UTRAN RRC spec, the intention is not valid anymore. And that is why we can not find any example of this rule.
Moreover, we think in current 36331, there are 2 UL messages (beside “CSFBParametersRequestCDMA2000” message, which has been discussed above) that “require a direct DL response”, they are:

1) RRCConnectionRequest
2) RRCConnectionReestablishmentRequest
But none of these CCCH messages contains “RRC-TransactionIdentifier” field, which seems to be counterexamples of rule 4. So we propose to change rule #4.

There are 2 alternatives:
· Alt 1) Remove this rule totally.
· Alt 2) Revise the rule as”All UL messages on DCCH that require a direct DL response message should include an RRC transaction identifier.”
In our understanding, Alt2 might be more future proof, because in future release (e.g. Rel-9) we may need to introduce some new UL messages on DCCH.
So we propose:
Proposal 2: RAN2 is requested to discuss and choose between Alt1 and Alt2.

3. Conclusion
In this contribution, we propose:
Proposal 1: Split “CSFB to 1x ParameterTransfer” procedure (5.6.4) into two sections: 5.6.4 and 5.6.5, so section 5.6.4 only contains the delivery of CSFBParametersRequestCDMA2000 message, and section 5.6.5 only contains the reception of CSFBParametersResponseCDMA2000 message.

Proposal 1a: In section 5.6.5, add some description for CSFBParametersRequestCDMA2000 message deliver failure case.
Proposal 2: RAN2 is requested to discuss and choose between Alt1 and Alt2.

CATT is happy to provide the corresponding CR based on RAN2 decision on these issues.
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