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1   Introduction 
RAN3 received a LS from SA2 ([1]). This contribution analyzes the RAN3 related issues, and proposes a way forward.
2   Detailed analysis 
As indicated in the SA2 LS ([1]), SA2 anticipate the need to add one or more new QCIs to TS 23.203 (as shown below)

	QCI
	Resource Type
	Priority
	Packet Delay Budget (NOTE 1)
	Packet Error Loss

Rate (NOTE 2)
	Example Services

	1
(NOTE 3)
	
	2
	100 ms
	10-2
	Conversational Voice

	2
(NOTE 3)
	
GBR
	4
	150 ms
	10-3
	Conversational Video (Live Streaming)

	3
(NOTE 3)
	
	3
	50 ms
	10-3
	Real Time Gaming

	4
(NOTE 3)
	
	5
	300 ms
	10-6
	Non-Conversational Video (Buffered Streaming)

	65
	
	priority <1
	75 ms

(NOTE 7, NOTE 8)
	10-2
	Mission Critical Push to Talk Voice

	66
	
	3<priority<4
	100ms

(NOTE 8)
	10-2
	Non-Mission-Critical Push to Talk Voice

	5
(NOTE 3)
	
	1
	100 ms
	10-6
	IMS Signalling


It is reasonable to give a very high priority to Mission Critical Push to Talk Voice, but it is questionable to define the Push to Talk voice has higher priority than the IMS signaling. One reason indicated in the SA2 LS ([1]) was that:

While the high priority of the IMS QCI is needed to make sure that any needed release of IMS transactions succeeds, the IMS QCI can also be heavily loaded by much less urgent IMS signalling, e.g. Presence updates, leading to latencies. Hence it is suggested that the Mission Critical Push to Talk is given a higher Priority Level than that of QCI 5. Non-Mission-Critical Push to Talk traffic should however have a lower priority than QCI 5.
Further more, it is also hinted in the SA2 LS ([1]) that push to Talk signaling uses QCI-5 (non GBR).
Push to Talk signalling (e.g. floor control and talker ID) is sometimes multiplexed in with the media. However, a media bearer’s Packet Error Loss Rate of 10-2 may be more than expected for Push to Talk signalling. Hence it is suggested to aim the Push To Talk Signalling to QCI 5 (IMS). When the exact requirements for Push To Talk signalling are known in Rel-13, it may be necessary to (re)consider this.

The signaling for Push to Talk (e.g, QCI-5) is used for group registration, session setup, and floor control. This type of signaling establishment between the UE and GCS AS is needed prior to any possible voice media (and associated talker ID carried in RTP packet) delivery via Unicast or MBMS Delivery. If the IMS signalling is heavily loaded, the Push to Talk signalling will not succeed. Without being granted talk permission, there will be no media traffic. So it does not make sense to define the media has a higher priority than signalling. We believe a properly designed system should always ensure the signaling part has higher priority than user plane.
Proposed answer: RAN3 agrees to give a very high priority to Mission Critical Push to Talk Voice, but RAN3 believe the Push to Talk signalling shall have a higher priority than Push to Talk voice. The Push to Talk signalling is needed prior to any possible Push to Talk media delivery. 
3   Conclusion and Proposals
This contribution analyzed the SA2 LS. Our proposals are:

Proposed answer: RAN3 agrees to give a very high priority to Mission Critical Push to Talk Voice, but RAN3 believe the Push to Talk signalling shall have a higher priority than Push to Talk voice. The Push to Talk signalling is needed prior to any possible Push to Talk media delivery. 

The draft reply LS can be found in ([2])
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