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SA2 would like to thank RAN2 for their LS on redirection. SA2 discussed the information and questions provided by RAN2 and want to answer as below.

RAN2 Q1: It was not clear in RAN2 whether first SIP message is SIP INVITE. If not then it was seen possibly more problematic to use SIP INVITE to derive establishment cause. Is the first SIP message of call setup procedure always SIP INVITE?
SA2 Answer: The first SIP message is a SIP INVITE.
RAN2 Q2: When RAN2 discussed usage of different SIP INVITE parameters it was not completely clear how much layer dependency is introduced by mechanism of using SIP INVITE to derive establishment cause.

Can SIP INVITE parameters be used to derive establishment cause without breaking layer independency between applications and RAN protocols? And if there is need for some application/RAN layer dependency can it be avoided (or limited) by just limiting establishment cause derivation from SIP INVITE to IMS applications?

SA2 Answer: The SIP INVITE may be encrypted between UE and P-CSCF, in which case only these two entities can read the parameters. Other entities on the path between UE and P-CSCF cannot read the parameters. Mechanisms cannot rely on unencrypted SIP INVITE messages.
Layer independency targets at decoupling functions and protocols to maintain a reasonable level of overall complexity. If a higher layer provides a request to a lower layer with some additional information about the requested lower layer service this is not considered to be a layer dependency.
RAN2 Q3: In RAN2 it was seen as a problem by some companies that we delay redirection until S1 is established and until it’s possible to transfer e.g. UE capabilities/subscriber type from MME to eNB. This was seen to cause possibly too long delays for e.g. call establishments. Would it be problematic to use redirection at a later stage in order to transfer e.g.UE capabilities from MME to the eNB (Requires S1 establishment) and thus delay the redirection?

SA2 answer: S1 establishment is expected to be very fast. It is a single exchange between eNB and MME. RAN2 provided a related LS discussing related optimisations for the Service Request procedure. SA2 assume that the MME provides the UE capabilities immediately as a response to a Service Request to the eNB.
RAN2 Q4: In RAN2 it was not clear how CS attachment is handled if the call is redirected as CS domain call. If call is redirected to GERAN/UTRAN, how about need for CS attachment when redirection handled as CS-domain call. What is current decision/assumption on the CS attachment?

SA2 answer: A UE that is not attached to the MSC will need to perform an attachment first before receiving any services from the CS domain.
Actions to TSG RAN WG2:

SA2 kindly ask RAN2 to take the provided answers into account. If RAN2 wishes to continue this activity, SA2 would welcome a more comprehensive description of the problem intended to be solved.
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