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1
Introduction
The introduction of a new establishment cause was discussed during RAN2#90, RAN2#91bis and RAN2#92. As the conclusion, RAN2 technically endorsed two different CRs since it was not possible to decide which alternative to adopt. 

In this contribution, we discuss how to proceed with the new establishment cause.

2
New establishment cause for MMTEL voice
2.1
Discussion during previous RAN2 meetings
As per the discussion in previous RAN2 meetings, the following is a short summary of the outcome of the discussion from RAN2#92:
· One new establishment cause is introduced to allow eNB to prioritize access for voice calls before RRC connection establishment (i.e. eNB could see voice calls before RRC connection is set up and resources reserved from the eNB)

· The establishment cause would cover MMTEL voice (this was the compromise after a long discussion). 
· The change would be done from Rel-12 onwards.

· No consensus could be reached whether an indication would be needed in SIB2 to ensure legacy networks can inter-operate with the new establishment cause. 

Since consensus could not be reached on the last matter, RAN2 chose to technically endorse the CRs to allow RAN to choose which to adopt.
2.2
Differences between technically endorsed CRs
The difference between the two technically endorsed CRs R2-157133 and R2-157182 is that the former includes a SIB2 indication that tells the UE whether the new cause value is allowed, whereas the latter does not have any SIB2 indication. The former was proposed to ensure there are no compatibility issues with legacy eNBs, so that the legacy eNBs wouldn’t need to do any special handling when receiving the (formerly undefined but now) new cause value. This was similar to the discussion during RAN2#73 concerning the establishment cause for delay tolerant devices, just for the opposite use case: For delay tolerant, the question was to know when to reject the connections, whereas here the discussion is how to prioritize the connections. 
Observation 1: The only difference between the technically endorsed CRs is the SIB2 indication.

Proposal 1: RAN to decide whether the SIB indication is needed or not.

2.3
Involvement of other groups
No matter which option RAN chooses, CT1 specification TS24.301 and, since the RRC establishment cause is also forwarded to MME during Initial UE context setup, RAN3 specifications TS36.413 (S1AP) are also affected. Therefore, LS should be sent to those groups once RAN reaches a decision. 

Proposal 2: If RAN chooses either CR, LS needs to be sent to CT1 and RAN3 informing them of the new establishment cause. CT1 should be asked whether they see a need to change NAS specifications, and RAN3 should be asked to introduce the new establishment cause to S1AP specifications.

3
Conclusion
We have discussed the choices for operator to prioritize the VoLTE calls, and observed the following:

Observation 1: The only difference between the technically endorsed CRs is the SIB2 indication.

Based on these, we propose to adopt a new establishment cause starting from Rel-10 onwards.
Proposal 1: RAN to decide whether the SIB indication is needed or not.

Proposal 2: If RAN chooses either CR, LS needs to be sent to CT1 and RAN3 informing them of the new establishment cause. CT1 should be asked whether they see a need to change NAS specifications, and RAN3 should be asked to introduce the new establishment cause to S1AP specifications.

