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1 Introduction
To reply CT1 LS [1], one drafted LS out [2] was discussed in previous RAN3 meetings. There were two concerns raised during last meeting. Some companies suggested removing the second paragraph in [2], “RAN3 would like to note that it has focussed on the above questions and hasn’t carried a detailed analysis of the scenario discussed in CT1.” and indicated that it was requested by CT1 in [1] to analyze the scenario, “CT1 would like to ask RAN2 and RAN3 to confirm whether this situation can occur according to current RAN specifications?”. This paper would analyze this concern and propose two alternative drafted LSouts for selection.
2 Review the Problem discussed in CT1
The problem observed in the field (in 2 operator networks) is shown in below:

1. UE redirected from LTE to UTRAN for emergency call

2. UE initiates CS emergency call

3. UE also initiates RAU and establishes PS RABs

4. During CS call release, when RNC receives IU RELEASE COMMAND from CN, RNC sends RADIO BEARER RELEASE to the UE to release the established Radio Bearers, corresponding transport channels and the CS signalling connection from the UE.

5. At the release of CS signalling connection, UE initiates Location Update procedure.

6. In network side, RNC receives LOCATION UPDATING REQUEST within INITIAL DIRECT TRANSFER message while the release for previous procedure is still ongoing since RNC is waiting to receive RADIO BEARER RELEASE COMPLETE message from the UE to complete the release of old CN connection..
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The observed collision problem comes from UE side that UE’s NAS triggered Location Update procedure immediately after CS signalling connection release, the LOCATION UPDATING REQUEST message was submitted within INITIAL DIRECT TRANSFER message on SRB3 and RADIO BEARER RELEASE COMPLETE message was submitted on SRB2, the network ends up receiving INITIAL DIRECT TRANSFER message (same CN domain) for which Iu Release has been initiated by the CN and the release procedure has not been completed in the NW side. Thus NW still does not know if the release of Radio Bearers/Transport channels has been completed in the UE or at which stage UE decided to keep two CN connections.

3 Further Analysis
It already had common understanding in RAN3 that RNC releases the signalling connection for Iu upon reception of the Iu Release Command from the CN or RNC has to wait until received RADIO BEARER RELEASE COMPLETE message from the UE (early or late release) is implementation specific behaviour, there is no restriction from RAN3 specification perspective. 
About CT1’s question to RAN2 and RAN3, “CT1 would like to ask RAN2 and RAN3 to confirm whether this situation can occur according to current RAN specifications?”, we understand it closely relates to common understanding reached in RAN3 on early or late release. For late release case, if RNC got IU RELEASE COMMAND message from CN, normally RNC will wait RADIO BEARER RELEASE COMPLETE message for UTRAN resource clearing first and then response IU RELEASE COMPLETE message to CN. In this scenario, if one INITIAL DIRECT TRANSFER message from UE received by RNC first, for different triggering mechanism, RNC may start to establish another Iu connection to same CN domain which is waiting RADIO BEARER RELEASE COMPLETE message to release. This is also RNC implementation specific behaviour, no restriction from RAN3 specification perspective.
It may be argued in RAN3 on what the RNC behaviour should be in this scenario and if it has RNC implementation solution that can avoid such collision issue. We think RAN2 should discuss this scenario and clarify the UE behaviour first. In current stage, there is no need in RAN3 to discuss any possible network solution based on the assumption that RNC may receive INITIAL DIRECT TRANSFER message prior to RADIO BEARER RELEASE COMPLETE message. Any solution work in RAN3 can be triggered by CT1’s decision and request after RAN2 ends up discussion. 

To answer questions in [1], one simple way is to just answer questions about early or late release, to show RAN3’s common understanding that it is implementation specific behaviour. The drafted LSout refers to [3] as Alternative 1.

Furthermore, based on the assumption discussed in above, RNC may start to establish another Iu connection to same CN domain, which is also RNC implementation specific behaviour. If this analysis can reflect RAN3’s understanding, one drafted LSout refers to [4] as Alternative 2 to capture it.
We are open on Alternative 1 and 2 to CT1 and cc to RAN2.

4
Conclusion

We kindly request RAN3 to discuss the analysis and make decision to select one LSout to send to CT1. 
Proposal: We kindly request RAN3 to discuss above analysis and select one LSout to CT1 from [3] and [4].
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