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1. Introduction

This contribution addresses a problem with the ambiguity in the interpretation of the Transaction ID IE. This contribution explains the potential problems and a solution is proposed.

2. Problem

The Transaction ID is used to associate all the messages belonging to the same procedure. It is determined by the initiating peer of a procedure, and messages belonging to the same procedure shall use the same transaction ID. The Transaction ID shall uniquely identify a procedure within all ongoing parallel procedures initiated by one protocol peer, using the same procedure code and [dedicated procedures- initiated towards the same Node B/CRNC context] [common procedures- signalled over the same Node B control port].

In order to have flexibility in the size, the Transaction ID is defined as a CHOICE between 7 and 15 bits. However, it is ambiguous what the “same” Transaction ID is, type+number or just number, i.e., if the Transaction ID for all messages belonging to the same procedure must be the same value at the ASN.1 level or after decoding it (i.e. the integer value is the same).

This ambiguity could cause scenarios where the triggering peer sends a request message with a Transaction ID of one type (e.g. Transaction ID=5, choice=”short”), the other peer answer with the same Transaction ID but using the other type (e.g. Transaction ID=5, choice=”long”), and the initiating peer interprets the received transaction ID as being different from the one in the request, thus resulting in an error scenario.


Figure 1 Example scenario of use of Transaction ID

In case the initiating peer interprets the received Transaction ID as being different, it could trigger an Error Indication procedure, when in fact the procedure should have been considered successful.

With this in mind, it is fair to conclude that the Transaction ID is incompletely specified in the RAN3 specifications, since there is a potential problem when using this parameter.

3 Proposed Solution

The solution consists in clarifying the Transaction ID to allow flexibility in the type used (“short” or “long”) as long as the integer transaction ID is the same. So, the Transaction ID would be interpreted for its value, independently on the type of the choice (the number of bits used to code it). Having that flexibility the scenario described in Figure 1 would be interpreted as successful by the triggering peer, thus avoiding confusions. 

This solution would be valid both for implementations that reply back with exactly the same ASN.1 value and for implementations that reply back with the same Transaction ID but using a different type (for instance for optimisation purposes, when the Transaction ID received in the request message is a long integer within the range (0..127), but only 7 bits are in fact needed to code it).

4 Proposal

It is proposed to specify that UTRAN nodes should only consider the transaction id value and not the kind of encoding (short or long) that is used when decoding the message. 

If the proposed solution is accepted, CR576 (R99) and CR577 (REL-4) to TS25.433 and CR528 (R99) and CR529 (REL-4) to TS24.423, implement the described solution.
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