3GPP TSG CT WG1 Meeting #83






C1-131927
Chengdu, P.R. China, 20 - 24 May 2013
Title:
Reply LS to the LS on Optimization of the IMS Information and Security Parameters for CS to PS SRVCC from GERAN to E-UTRAN/HSPA
Response to:
LS (GP-121431/C1-130959) on Optimization of the IMS Information and Security Parameters for CS to PS SRVCC from GERAN to E-UTRAN/HSPA
Release:
Rel-11
Work Item:
rSRVCC-GERAN, rSRVCC-CT
Source:
CT1
To:
GERAN2
Cc:
RAN2, RAN3, SA2, SA3
Contact Person:
Name:
Ivo Sedlacek
E-mail Address:
ivo <dot> sedlacek <at> ericsson <dot> com
1. Overall Description:

CT1 would like to thank GERAN2 for the LS (GP-121431/C1-130959) on Optimization of the IMS Information and Security Parameters for CS to PS SRVCC from GERAN to E-UTRAN/HSPA.
The LS (GP-121431/C1-130959) stated:
GERAN2 noted that with regard to:

· ATGW transfer details IE as informed by the CT1 in LS(GP-120053/C1-120827), the ATGW transfer details structure is variable and in Release 11 it is not expected to exceed 19 octets. However this may not be the case in the future seen the Extensions field defined in this IE. Considering the limitations on the message size on the GERAN radio interface, increasing this IE would potentially result in further segmentation of the Handover Command, which then would result in a longer transmission delay. 

In order to limit the impacts on the GERAN radio interface, GERAN2 would like TSG CT1 to consider a size limitation of the ATGW transfer details structure to maximum 19 octets when related to CS to PS SRVCC from GERAN to E-UTRAN/HSPA.

and gave the following action to CT1:

ACTION: GERAN2 kindly ask CT1 to consider providing further clarification, as to the above, to the Extensions field in the ATGW transfer details IE when used for CS to PS SRVCC from GERAN to E-UTRAN/HSPA.
CT1 would like to point out that the Extensions field is not included by sender in the current version of the specification according to 3GPP TS 24.237 Table D.5.3.3-2 and thus the longer transmission delay does not occur for the ATGW transfer details IE composed according to the current version of the specification.

If the ATGW transfer details IE was limited to maximum 19 octets, any future extensions of the CS to PS SRVCC requiring transport of further information in GERAN Handover Command would require extension of GERAN protocol.

If the ATGW transfer details IE was not limited to maximum 19 octets, any future extensions of the CS to PS SRVCC requiring transport of further information in GERAN Handover Command could be satisfied by transporting the information in the Extensions field of the ATGW transfer details IE and extension of GERAN protocol would not be needed.

Thus, CT1 would like to not to limit the ATGW transfer details IE to maximum 19 octets.

If CT1 considers using the Extensions field in future versions of specification (which would result to the ATGW transfer details IE exceeding 19 octets), CT1 will take the disadvantage of the longer transmission delay within GERAN and the maximum total size of the GERAN message into account when selecting a solution. It is clear to CT1 that longer transmission delay should be seen as a disadvantage.
2. Actions:

To GERAN2 group.

ACTION: 
CT1 asks GERAN2 to take the information above into account
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