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1 Introduction
This contribution considers the LS from SA4 on the usage of SDAP in MTSI and re-usability of delay and error profiles [1] and presents a response to the LS.
2 VoNR support in Release 16 w.r.t SA4 LSs
NR radio protocols inherit most of LTE features, and hence the functionalities having defined in LTE to support voice are supported in NR as well. In that sense, at least in RAN perspective, VoNR can be considered supported since Release 15.
Widening the angle, voice service support is a collective effort between multiple WGs. To commercially deploy VoNR, not only stage 3 functional support in RAN WGs but also their integrations with media codecs and IP protocols at SA4 are essential. Unfortunately, SA4 work has not been carried on during Release 15 but was recently triggered with the target of completing it in Release 16. To do the necessary CR work in SA4, RAN1/RAN2 input for various aspects (e.g. protocol stack configuration, codec adaptation functionality, etc.) are required, which is the reason SA4 sent two LSs to RAN1 and RAN2; R1-1905923/S4-190555 for SDAP [1] and R1-1905922/S4-190556 for codec adaptation functionality [2].
Note that the WI code of S4-190556 is LTE_VoLTE_ViLTE_enh-S4 and E2E_DELAY, which seems suggesting that the LS is for LTE only. However, the questions raised there is relevant with VoNR as well, and SA4 needs the answers for VoNR CR work.
What RAN1 can do is to provide clear answers to the questions. For some questions, RAN1 may need lengthy discussions over meetings to get to the exact answers. However, informing SA4 of the current RAN1 understanding immediately would be much more helpful than providing the exact answer later.
SA4 has 3 meetings remains in 2019 (July, August, and November). Considering SA4 can start CR work only after receiving responses from RAN1, RAN1 should provide the answers during this meeting. If RAN1 does not provide the answers, the consequence would be commercial deployment of VoNR is not possible in Release 16.
Keeping this in mind, followings are proposed.
Proposal 1: RAN1 provides the answers for all the questions raised in R1-1905923/S4-190555 and R1-1905922/S4-190556 before SA4 July meeting.
Proposal 2: RAN1 provides the information on RAN1 understanding or on the current situation in RAN1 for the questions that RAN1 is not able to provide exact answer.
Note that the same proposals from RAN2 perspective are proposed in RAN2. 
3 [bookmark: _GoBack]Proposed answers to SA4 LS [1]
SA4 asked the following questions 3, 4, and 6 in the context of Multimedia Telephony Service for IMS (MTSI):
	WG
	Question

	RAN1
	3. The traces of error-delay profiles for the support of the conversational voice services were developed for HSPA by RAN1. SA4 used them also for LTE. Can RAN1 confirm the profiles can be applicable in NR?


The error-delay profiles can be also applicable in NR under similar operating conditions. This is in line with the usage of HSPA profiles for LTE. 
Proposal 3 (Proposed answer to Question 3 from [1]): It is RAN1 understanding that the error-delay profiles can be also applicable in NR.

	WG
	Question

	RAN1
	4. The radio parameters in Table E.2 of TS 26.132 for constructing the profiles were used for acoustic testing of UEs over LTE (and Wi-Fi). Can RAN1 confirm that the same set of parameters could be applicable in NR? If not, can RAN1 confirm that the delay statistics of NR are not worse than in the LTE?


Similar with above answer to Question 3, the same set of parameters can be applicable in NR under similar operating conditions.
Proposal 4 (Proposed answer to Question 4 from [1]): It is RAN1 understanding that the same set of parameters can be also applicable in NR.

	WG
	Question

	RAN1/
RAN2
	6. SA4 wonders if even in NR, there will be preferred uplink TBSs designed to offer optimized transmissions.   If so, SA4 would like to be informed of these preferred TBSs. SA4 would also like to understand the potential penalty, e.g., in transmission efficiency, latency, etc., if the preferred TBSs cannot be matched.


As indicated in [1], SA4 misunderstood that TBS was defined for the NR downlink only. However, it should be clarified to SA4 that RAN1 specifies TBS for both downlink and uplink. Uplink TBS is specified in section 6.1.4.2 of TS38.214. NR TBSs are defined to accommodate the TBSs supported for LTE VoIP. The TBS values for NR applicable for both downlink and uplink when the number of information bits are less than or equal to 3824 are copied below Table 1 for reference. However, RAN1 has not discussed the preferred uplink TBSs specific for NR:

Table 1: TBS for  (Table 5.1.3.2-1 of TS38.214)
	Index
	TBS
	Index
	TBS
	Index
	TBS
	Index
	TBS

	1
	24
	31
	336
	61
	1288
	91
	3624

	2
	32
	32
	352
	62
	1320
	92
	3752

	3
	40
	33
	368
	63
	1352
	93
	3824

	4
	48
	34
	384
	64
	1416
	
	

	5
	56
	35
	408
	65
	1480
	
	

	6
	64
	36
	432
	66
	1544
	
	

	7
	72
	37
	456
	67
	1608
	
	

	8
	80
	38
	480
	68
	1672
	
	

	9
	88
	39
	504
	69
	1736
	
	

	10
	96
	40
	528
	70
	1800
	
	

	11
	104
	41
	552
	71
	1864
	
	

	12
	112
	42
	576
	72
	1928
	
	

	13
	120
	43
	608
	73
	2024
	
	

	14
	128
	44
	640
	74
	2088
	
	

	15
	136
	45
	672
	75
	2152
	
	

	16
	144
	46
	704
	76
	2216
	
	

	17
	152
	47
	736
	77
	2280
	
	

	18
	160
	48
	768
	78
	2408
	
	

	19
	168
	49
	808
	79
	2472
	
	

	20
	176
	50
	848
	80
	2536
	
	

	21
	184
	51
	888
	81
	2600
	
	

	22
	192
	52
	928
	82
	2664
	
	

	23
	208
	53
	984
	83
	2728
	
	

	24
	224
	54
	1032
	84
	2792
	
	

	25
	240
	55
	1064
	85
	2856
	
	

	26
	256
	56
	1128
	86
	2976
	
	

	27
	272
	57
	1160
	87
	3104
	
	

	28
	288
	58
	1192
	88
	3240
	
	

	29
	304
	59
	1224
	89
	3368
	
	

	30
	320
	60
	1256
	90
	3496
	
	


Proposal 5 (Proposed answer to Question 6 from [1]): NR uplink TBS is specified in section 6.1.4.2 of TS38.214. NR TBSs are defined to accommodate the TBSs supported for LTE VoIP. However, RAN1 has not discussed the preferred uplink TBSs specific for NR in the context of voice service.
4 Conclusion
Based on the discussion in section 2, the followings are proposed: 
Proposal 1: RAN1 provides the answers for all the questions raised in R1-1905923/S4-190555 and R1-1905922/S4-190556 before SA4 July meeting.
Proposal 2: RAN1 provides the information on RAN1 understanding or on the current situation in RAN1 for the questions that RAN1 is not able to provide exact answer.

The proposed answers to SA4 are as following and the draft reply LS is available in [3]:
Proposal 3 (Proposed answer to Question 3 from [1]): It is RAN1 understanding that the error-delay profiles can be also applicable in NR.
Proposal 4 (Proposed answer to Question 4 from [1]): It is RAN1 understanding that the same set of parameters can be also applicable in NR.
Proposal 5 (Proposed answer to Question 6 from [1]): NR uplink TBS is specified in section 6.1.4.2 of TS38.214. NR TBSs are defined to accommodate the TBSs supported for LTE VoIP. However, RAN1 has not discussed the preferred uplink TBSs specific for NR in the context of voice service.
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