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1 Introduction
This document aims to summarize the following offline discussion,
[AT131bis][304][IoT NTN Ph4] Reply LS to SA2 (vivo)
	Scope: Discuss the content of a reply LS to SA2
	Intended outcome: Draft LS (in R2-2507765)
	F2F time: FFS
	Deadline for offline discussion summary: Wednesday 2025-10-15 17:00
2 Summary of discussion points 
SA2 has been working on the support for IMS voice over NB-IoT NTN connected to EPC over several meetings. An LS [1] has been sent to RAN to ask some questions that will assist SA2 in evaluating the alternative solutions captured in TS 23.700-19. The specific questions regarding RAN2 are listed below,
	Question 1 (To RAN2): Does RAN2 have any observation on how many consecutive packets lost or erroneously decompressed will trigger the RoHC state fall back at the compressor when using RoHC?
Question 3 (To RAN2): Can RAN2 confirm whether scheduling methods for support of IMS voice over NB-IoT NTN can handle the voice packets of different sizes changing dynamically?
Question 6 (To RAN2): Is it feasible to support more than 2 DRBs for a UE accessing NB-IoT in Rel-20?
Question 9 (To RAN2): Can RAN2 provide feedback on whether it is possible to define a new SRB that will be used to carry voice media?
Question 10 (To RAN2): If the answer to the above question is yes, can RAN2 confirm whether such SRB(s) are defined, whether it is technically feasible to support and configure RLC UM for such SRB(s) for example: in NB-IoT deployments over GEO satellite, when SRBs are used to carry voice media?
To RAN2, SA4, SA3, CT1, SA1, RAN1: 
ACTION: 	SA2 requests the respective WGs in “TO” to answer the questions addressed to them as per above and provide any other feedback they think is necessary.


According to contributions [2]-[26], the companies’ observations and proposals related to the above questions raised by SA2 LS are summarized as follow.
Summary on Question 1
Table 1: Summary of views on Q1
	Source
	View summary
	Proposals or observations

	vivo
	Outside of RAN2's scope
	Proposal 4: For SA2 Q1, RAN2 responds to SA2 that 3GPP RAN only takes responsibility for the configuration and application of the ROHC function, while the implementation of the functionality of the ROHC framework falls outside of RAN2's scope.

	CMCC
	Difficult for RAN2 to provide observation
	For Q1, it may be difficult for RAN2 to provide observation on how many consecutive packets lost or erroneously decompressed will trigger the RoHC state fall back at the compressor when using RoHC.

	Spreadtrum, UNISOC
	IETF may answer this question
	[RAN2 answer]: RAN2 does not have any observation on the number of consecutive packets lost or erroneously decompressed that triggers the RoHC state fall back at the compressor when using RoHC. RAN2 think IETF may answer this question.

	xiaomi
	Same as SA2
	For Question 1, following the RoHC spec for RoHC profile 0x0001, 4bits and 16bits SN are used in SO state and FO state. Regarding how many consecutive packets lost or erroneously decompressed will trigger the state fallback, we think that RAN2 can make the similar observation as SA2.
Proposal 1: For Question 1, RAN2 can reply to have the same observation with SA2.

	CSCN
	Outside of RAN2's scope 
	[bookmark: _Toc209548364][bookmark: _Toc209548305]It is out of RAN2 Scope to decide how many consecutive packets lost or erroneously decompressed will trigger the RoHC state fall back. 
RAN2 responds to SA2 RoHC state fall back issue is out of RAN2 scope.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Outside of 3GPP's scope 
	[bookmark: _Hlk210111834]Proposal 5: RAN2 responds to SA2 that the thresholds for triggering RoHC state fallback are out of 3GPP scope.

	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips
	Difficult to estimate 
	Answer to Q1: Generally, without some prior agreed assumptions, such as channel conditions, it is difficult to estimate the extent of packet loss. Anyway, we think packet loss is not easily encountered in NB-IoT over GEO scenario, with reasonable assumption that there is stable signal conditions in an open environment, along with sufficient repetitions are used to compensate for the link budget.
Furthermore, we understand the ROHC compressor and decompressor have their own internal operational logic. In the 3GPP context, we cannot identify a criteria to specify how many lost packets would trigger the RoHC state fall back at the compressor when using RoHC.
Finally, per our observations, the "repair mechanisms" of ROHC, such as periodic refresh, CRC checks and error detection, would enable ROHC to perform "self-repair" when packet loss or bit errors occur, and maximize time spent in the efficient FO or SO states.

	Apple
	Out of 3GPP scope and should be answered by IETF 
	Proposal 2: Proposed answer to Q1: This question is out of 3GPP scope and should be answered by IETF.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	RAN2 is not the appropriate WG to reply RoHC fallback
	Proposal 3: RAN2 is not the appropriate WG to reply Question 1 regarding the criterion to trigger the ROHC state fall back at the compressor.

	MediaTek Inc
	Up to 62 packets
	Proposal 1: RAN2 provides to following answers to SA2’s questions to RAN2 in the LS:
· Q1: The number of consecutive packets lost needed to trigger RoHC state fallback at the compressor depends on the header type used. Up to 62 packets loss may be needed to trigger the fallback.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Out of 3GPP scope
	Proposal 6 [bookmark: _Toc210046799][bookmark: _Toc210047198][bookmark: _Toc210062791][bookmark: _Toc210244177][bookmark: _Toc210302835][bookmark: _Toc210306246][bookmark: _Toc210320042] For Q1, respond to the Question 1 that RoHC implementation is out of 3GPP scope and RAN2 observation is that the decompression failure of one or more packets can result in ROHC state fall back at compressor.
RAN2 answer: RAN2 assumes the RoHC protocol is outside of 3GPP scope and RoHC state change depends on use of different operating modes. RAN2 assumes the use of RoHC modes is up to implementation and is not mandated by 3GPP specification. For example, as specified in RFC 3095, the decisions about RoHC state fall back are taken by the compressor on the basis of:
      - variations in packet headers
      - negative feedback from decompressor (Negative ACKs -- NACKs)
      - periodic timeouts (when operating in unidirectional mode, i.e., over simplex channels or when feedback is not enabled)
In Bidirectional Optimistic mode (O mode), RoHC header type (i.e., UO-0 header type) can carry only 4 bits LSB of RTP SN and 3 bits CRC SN. When more than 16 consecutive packets are lost between compressor and decompressor, this may cause the LSBs of the RTP SN in compressed packets to be interpreted wrongly, because the decompressor has not moved the interpretation interval for lack of input (e.g., a kind of context damage). This can lead to CRC check failure (i.e., decompression failure). As per section 5.3.2.2.3 in RFC 3095, when the CRC check of a decompressed packet fails, context damage may be assumed and a NACK is sent. This will trigger the RoHC state fall back at compressor.
Due to GEO channel condition, local clock error (in case of time-based decompression) and wraparound issue of compressed RTP SN and/or compressed RTP timestamp, decompression failure can occur for any packet arriving at the decompressor. This can result in RoHC NACK feedback and ROHC state fall back at compressor.
RAN2 expects RAN1 to provide more detailed feedback on these issues based on Question 2.


	Ericsson
	Outside of RAN2 scope
	[bookmark: _Toc210384154]Observation 15	The RoHC is outside RAN2 scope besides the supported RoHC profiles (specified in 36.323 clause 5.5 and 36.331 PDCP-Config-NB IE).
Proposal 10	Reply to SA2 that RAN2 supports signalling of RoHC profiles, as specified in 36.323 clause 5.5 and 36.331 PDCP-Config-NB IE, but the functions and compression is outside of RAN2 scope. Note that the compression profiles for RTP are not supported but can be added for Rel-20. 


Summary:
Almost all (10/12) companies hold a view that the question falls outside of RAN2/3GPP’s scope, or it is hard to analyze the RoHC issue and provide additional input to SA2. 1 company (1/12) agrees with the SA2 observations. 1 company  (1/12) gives some detailed analysis. Specifically, it is mentioned in [16] that this question was raised due to potential concern about the robustness of RoHC in IP solution. If RoHC is not robust enough, SA2 may prefer non-IP solution. Furthermore, they provide some example numbers below (assuming k1=k2=n1=n2=1):
· When UO-0 header is used, the 4-bit SN represents values -1~14, so if SN=0 packet is delivered but the consecutive 14 packets are dropped, and then the decompressor receives the 15th packet, the decompressor will fail. → Having 14 packets lost may trigger RoHC state fallback (from SO state to FO state)
· When UOR-2 header is used, the 6-bit SN represents values -1~62, so if SN=0 packet is delivered but the consecutive 62 packets are dropped, and then the decompressor receives the 63rd packet, the decompressor will fail. → Having 62 packets lost may trigger RoHC state fallback (from FO state to IR state)
Rapporteur’s proposal for discussion:
RAN2 responds to SA2 that the signalling of RoHC profiles and the application of ROHC functions is specified in TS 36.331 and TS 36.323 respectively. However, the implementation of ROHC functions (e.g., compression and decompression) falls outside of RAN2 scope. 

Offline Discussion:



Conclusion:



Summary on Question 3
Table 2: Summary of views on Q3
	Source
	View summary
	Proposals or observations

	vivo
	RAN scheduling can handle it.
	Observation 3: To handle the voice packet with different sizes, e.g., due to talk/silence transition, two SPS configuration mechanisms with dynamic scheduling used as a supplementary means can be one of the candidate solutions.
Proposal 5: For SA2 Q3, RAN2 responds to SA2 with the confirmation that RAN scheduling can handle the voice packets of different sizes.

	CMCC
	RAN2 could discuss solutions to handle it.
	For Q3, from our perspective, RAN2 could discuss solutions to handle the voice packets of different sizes changing dynamically, for example, combination SPS mechanism and dynamically scheduling.
Proposal 1: For the response to SA4, RAN2 could provide the following reply based on the above discussion:
To SA2:
Reply to Q3: RAN2 could discuss solutions to handle the voice packets of different sizes changing dynamically.

	Spreadtrum, UNISOC
	NW can properly handle it.
	[RAN2 answer]: SR/BSR is the basic mechanism to provide NW the information about the uplink data available for transmission. RAN2 confirms that SR/BSR can report the total amount of voice packets of different size changing dynamically and NW can properly handle the scheduling of these voice packet by implementation. 

	Xiaomi
	Dynamic scheduling 
	Proposal 2: For Question 3, RAN2 can reply that dynamic scheduling can handle the dynamic changing packet sizes, but signaling overhead and scheduling latency are the drawbacks for voice in GEO.

	CSCN
	Support scheduling methods
	[bookmark: _Toc209548316][bookmark: _Toc209548371]RAN2 responds to SA2 that RAN2 confirm to support scheduling methods for IMS voice over NB-IoT NTN with voice packets of different sizes. 

	OPPO
	Dynamic scheduling on top of SPS
	Proposal 2 RAN2 sends a reply LS to SA2, providing the following answer:
· The voice packets of different sizes changing dynamically can be handled by dynamic scheduling on top of SPS.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Can be handled by scheduling 
	Proposal 6: RAN2 responds to SA2 that the dynamic packet-size variations can be handled by scheduling while details needs to be further discussed in RAN2 taking the exact candidate packet sizes into account.

	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips
	Dynamic scheduling still can be used
	Answer to Q3: As the SPS is not supported for NB-IoT and may be not easy to be introduced due to possible large specification impacts, we assume dynamically scheduling still can be used. Firstly, seldom RoHC state transition enables the transmission of vice packets with compressed header and of consistent size for most of the time, which is beneficial for efficient resource scheduling. Moreover, a bit longer Frame Duration for generating voice frames can be assumed which is also helpful to reduce the number of SID frames, resulting in more consistent voice data packet during the whole voice call.
For the consideration on RTP protocol in the context of using "Non-IP" for voice, we understand to apply simplified/reduced RTP protocol may cause inability to leverage standard security mechanisms like DTLS, and also cause inability to future functional expansion of voice application in NB-IoT over GSO, e.g., cannot support multipoint communication in the future. So we think most RTP header parts are still needed for implement whole RTP function and also future extension.

	Apple
	Multiple SPS resource(s) can be allocated. Other optimizations can be considered
	Proposal 3: Proposed answer to Q3: Multiple SPS resource(s) can be allocated to handle the voice packets of different sizes. In addition, if the size of allocated SPS resource is larger than the actual packet, UE can either do padding or other optimizations can be considered in RAN1/RAN2.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	RAN scheduling can handle it
	Proposal 4: RAN2 to confirm that RAN scheduling can handle the dynamically changed voice packets sizes.

	MediaTek Inc.
	SPS can overcome it
	Proposal 1: RAN2 provides to following answers to SA2’s questions to RAN2 in the LS:
· Q3: Semi-persistent scheduling (SPS) can overcome the signalling delay due to long RTT in NTN. The voice packet size variation may cause over-scheduling when SPS is applied, but this should be tolerable to some extent.

	Samsung
	SPS can handle it.
	Proposal 6: Reply to SA2 that there are network implementations related to SPS that may be able to handle or alleviate the issue of dynamically changing voice packets and that RAN2 does not intend to introduce enhancements specific to the issue.

	NEC
	SPS or dynamic scheduling may be used
	Proposal 3: For voice packet and silence packet, two separate SPSs may be activated/de-activated dynamically by DCI.
Proposal 4: For packet size change incurred by ROHC state change, SPS of a maximum size or dynamic scheduling may be used to accommodate packet size change.


	Qualcomm Incorporated
	cannot handle without significant performance impact
	Proposal 7 [bookmark: _Toc210046800][bookmark: _Toc210047199][bookmark: _Toc210062792][bookmark: _Toc210244178][bookmark: _Toc210302836][bookmark: _Toc210306247][bookmark: _Toc210320043] For Q3, respond in the LS that NB-IoT over GEO channel cannot handle the voice packets of different sizes changing dynamically without significant performance impact on voice service.

RAN2 answer: Due to nature of very long RTT over GEO channel, UL scheduling based on scheduling request or buffer status report would be very inefficient. This incurs large scheduling delays and older voice packets may need to be discarded as they become obsolete. Retransmission may be disabled over GEO channel. Therefore, NB-IoT over GEO channel cannot handle the voice packets of different sizes changing dynamically without significant performance degradation of voice call, e.g., loss of voice packets.
RAN2 intends to define semi-persistent scheduling that do not rely on buffer status reports assuming a fixed packet size.

	Ericsson
	Dynamic scheduling can handle with an extra RTT of delay for UL
Semi-persistent scheduling can support IMS voice without delay
	Proposal 9 [bookmark: _Toc210384155]Reply to SA2 that dynamic scheduling can handle dynamic varying sizes, but will add at least one RTT of 542 ms for UL traffic. 
Proposal 10 [bookmark: _Toc210384156]Reply to SA2 that if the size change between two sizes and two periodicities that evenly divides each other, then likely a specially tuned semi-persistent scheduling can support IMS voice without an extra RTT of delay for UL. 


Summary:
14/15 companies present that RAN scheduling can handle the dynamic changing packet sizes (e.g., via 2 SPS and dynamic scheduling). And the solution details can be further studied and discussed in RAN2. Amongst them, 9/14 companies mention that dynamically scheduling can be used to handle variable packet size and 7/14 companies mention in their contributions that multiple separate SPS configurations can be considered for scheduling different TB sizes for voice data. 
In [26], it is mentioned that dynamic scheduling can handle dynamic varying sizes, but will add at least one RTT of 542 ms for UL traffic. if the size change between two sizes and two periodicities that evenly divides each other, then likely a specially tuned semi-persistent scheduling can support IMS voice without an extra RTT of delay for UL.
In [16], it is mentioned that the voice packet size variation may cause over-scheduling when SPS is applied, but this should be tolerable to some extent. It is noted in [20] that, due to the constraints of high latency, no enhancement can completely solve this issue.
On the other hand, it is proposed in [24] that NB-IoT over GEO channel cannot handle the voice packets of different sizes changing dynamically without significant performance impact on voice service. Network may not be able to allocate further UL resource to UE in HD mode..
Rapporteur’s proposal for discussion:
RAN2 responds to SA2 with scheduling methods can handle the voice packets of different sizes (e.g., via semi-persistent scheduling and dynamic scheduling), and RAN2 will further discuss the details of the scheduling mechanism. 

Offline Discussion:


Conclusion:


Summary on Question 6
Table 3: Summary of views on Q6 
	Source
	View summary
	Proposals or observations

	vivo
	feasible
	Proposal 6: For SA2 Q6, RAN2 responds to SA2 that it is technically feasible to support more than 2 DRBs for a UE accessing NB-IoT in Rel-20. 

	CMCC
	feasible
	Proposal 1: For the response to SA4, RAN2 could provide the following reply based on the above discussion:
To SA2:
Reply to Q6: It is feasible to support more than 2 DRBs for a UE accessing NB-IoT in Rel-20, however, existing maximum 2 DRBs may be sufficient to support IMS voice over NB-IoT NTN.

	Spreadtrum, UNISOC
	feasible 
	[RAN2 answer]: From AS protocol perspective, it is feasible to support more than 2 DRBs (e.g. 3 DRBs) for NB-IoT NTN. 

	xiaomi
	feasible
	Proposal 3: For Question 6, RAN2 reply that it is feasible to support more than 2 DRBs in Rel-20 and this will require new UE capabilities.

	CSCN
	feasible 
	[bookmark: _Toc209548372][bookmark: _Toc209548317]From technical perspective, more than 2 DRBs and additional new SRB can be support in RAN2, and the RB introduction is related to the CP and UP downselection.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	feasible if needed
	Proposal 7: RAN2 responds to SA2 that, if it is confirmed that concurrent services need to be supported, supporting more than 2 DRBs are feasible, which requires extra UE capability.

	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips
	feasible 
	Answer to Q6: from RAN2 perspective, we think it’s feasible to support more than 2 DRBs for a UE accessing NB-IoT in Rel-20. We also think the impact on RAN2 specs of adding a new DRB would not be large. The new DRB should have the same characteristics and usage as existing DRBs. However, RAN2 first needs to elaborate whether it is necessary to support such service of concurrent data and IMS voice in a simplified systems like NB-IoT. 

	Apple
	feasible 
	Proposal 4: Proposed answer to Q6: It is technically feasible to support more than 2 DRB(s) for a UE accessing NB-IoT in Rel-20.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	feasible
	Proposal 6: RAN2 to respond to SA2 that it is feasible to support more than 2 DRBs for a UE accessing NB-IoT in Rel-20, with the introduction of additional UE capability.

	MediaTek Inc.
	feasible
	Proposal 1: RAN2 provides to following answers to SA2’s questions to RAN2 in the LS:
· Q6: It is feasible to support more than 2 DRBs for a UE accessing NB-IoT in Rel-20.

	Samsung
	feasible
	Proposal 7: Reply to SA2 that it is feasible to support more than 2 DRBs without much effort.

	NEC
	feasible
	Proposal 5: It is feasible to support more than 2 DRBs for a UE accessing NB-IoT.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	feasible
	Proposal 8 [bookmark: _Toc210046801][bookmark: _Toc210047200][bookmark: _Toc210062793][bookmark: _Toc210244179][bookmark: _Toc210302837][bookmark: _Toc210306248][bookmark: _Toc210320044]For Q6 and Q7, respond in the LS that it is feasible to support more than 2 DRBs or define a new SRB.

RAN2 answer: Yes, it is feasible to extend DRB-ToAddModList-NB to add more than 2 DRBs if needed.

	Ericsson
	feasible
	Proposal 11 [bookmark: _Toc210384157]Reply to SA2 it is feasible from a specifications point of view to add more than 2 DRBs per UE in Rel-20. 


Summary:
All companies think it is feasible to support more than two DRBs. In addition, 2 companies think RAN2 should check whether it is necessary to support concurrent data and IMS voice.
Rapporteur’s proposal for discussion:
RAN2 responds to SA2 that it is technically feasible to support more than 2 DRBs for a UE accessing NB-IoT in Rel-20.

Offline Discussion:


Conclusion:


Summary on Question 9 and Question 10
Table 4: Summary of views on Q9 and Q10
	Source
	View summary
	Proposals or observations

	vivo
	SRB with UM is not preferred for voice packets
	Proposal 7: For SA2 Q9 and 10, RAN2 responds to SA2 that, as per legacy RAN design, the voice packet is mapped on DRB with UM RLC considering real-time characteristic of voice service, while SRB with AM RLC is used to transmit packets with relaxed latency requirements. SRB is not preferred for voice packets from the RAN2 point of view.

	CMCC
	Not possible to define a new SRB for voice packets
	Proposal 1: For the response to SA4, RAN2 could provide the following reply based on the above discussion:
To SA2:
Reply to Q9: It is not possible to define a new SRB used to carry voice media.

	Spreadtrum, UNISOC
	technically feasible
	[RAN2 answer]: RAN2 confirms that it is technically feasible to support and configure RLC UM for SRB(s) to carry voice media.

	xiaomi
	feasible
	Proposal 4: For Question 9 and 10, RAN2 reply that it is feasible to introduce new SRB(s) and configure RLC UM to carrier voice media. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	feasible
	Proposal 8: RAN2 responds to SA2 that it is technically feasible to introduce a new SRB with RLC UM mode.

	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips
	Cannot define a new SRB solely for voice packets
	Answer to Q9: No. From RAN2 perspective, since we are unclear whether this new SRB can only be used for carrying voice media, we are unable to assess its feasibility. Generally we think RAN2 cannot define a new SRB solely for a certain specific type of service data, e.g., voice media data, as this is not the typical way of standardization but rather an abuse of the standard. As a radio bearer, once it is defined, it should be available for any suitable service, depending on the network configuration and/or the characteristics of this new radio bearer. 
Moreover, since the new SRB is introduced with intention to carry voice data packet (generally need of low latency), it needs to be defined with RLC UM mode. However, such a design seems to violate the principle of defining SRBs. Since it’s still a signaling radio bearer, it should be defined with RLC AM mode for ensuring transmission reliability.

	Apple
	feasible with fundamental changes
	Proposal 5: Proposed answer to Q9/10: Technically it might be possible to define a new SRB with RLC UM to carry voice media, but it requires fundamental changes to either QoS requirement of SRB or the data encapsulation framework of CP based solution.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	DRB is more suitable
	Proposal 7: RAN2 to respond to SA2 that extending the NB-IoT UP solution with separate DRBs for IMS signalling and voice traffic is more suitable than adapting the NB-IoT CP solution, which would require defining a new SRB with RLC UM mode.

	MediaTek Inc.
	Not prefer designing a new SRB for voice
	Proposal 1: RAN2 provides to following answers to SA2’s questions to RAN2 in the LS:
· Q9: While it is technically possible, we do not prefer designing a new SRB for voice. The main concern is the standardization efforts required to significantly reduce CP header size.
· Q10: We prefer UP over CP solution.

	Samsung
	Possible but there are issues for RAN2 to solve
	Proposal 8: Reply to SA2 that it could be possible to define a new SRB for voice, but this may introduce issues such as the need for a CP solution NB-IoT UE to support logical channel prioritization.
Proposal 9: Reply to SA2 that it could be possible to support RLC UM for SRBs, but that there are issues for RAN2 to solve related how configure the UE with RLC UM.

	NEC
	feasible
	Proposal 6: It is possible to define new SRB for IMS voice.
Proposal 7: It is feasible to support and configure RLC UM for SRB that carries IMS voice.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	technically feasible
	Proposal 9 [bookmark: _Toc210046802][bookmark: _Toc210047201][bookmark: _Toc210062794][bookmark: _Toc210244180][bookmark: _Toc210302838][bookmark: _Toc210306249][bookmark: _Toc210320045]For Q10, respond in the LS that it is possible for a new SRB, um-Uni-Directional-UL-r15 i.e., in RLC UM mode is configured explicitly or RLC UM is specified as a default configuration implicitly.
RAN2 answer: Yes. In addition to SRB1, SRB1bis was defined for RRC messages to carry NAS messages prior to the activation of AS security, i.e., bypassing PDCP layer. RLC AM is specified as the only applicable RLC mode for SRB1 and SRB1bis. In a similar way, it is possible to define a new SRB, um-Uni-Directional-UL-r15 i.e., RLC UM mode can be configured explicitly or specified as a default configuration implicitly.

	Ericsson
	Possible but there are drawbacks
	Proposal 12 [bookmark: _Toc210384158]Reply to SA2 that it is possible to define a new SRB for voice media but it has the drawback of needing RRC reconfiguration for CP solution which is not supported today. 
Proposal 13 [bookmark: _Toc210384159]Reply to SA2 that it is possible to define a new SRB for voice media with RLC-UM, but it has the drawback of needing RRC reconfiguration for CP solution, which is not supported today, and the CP solution changes are larger compared to the UP solution. 


Summary:
The views on these questions are somewhat divergent.2/13 companies think it is not possible to define a new SRB with UM for voice packet, which would bring significant specification impact. 3/13 Companies think DRB with UM is more suitable for voice (i.e., SRB is not preferred). 8 companies think it is technically feasible to introduce SRB with UM for voice packet. Meanwhile,  3/8 companies raise the point that such design requires more RAN2 work and has the drawback.
Rapporteur’s proposal for discussion:
RAN2 responds to SA2 that it is technically feasible to introduce SRB with RLC UM for voice packet. However, this has the drawbacks of needing more RAN2 spec changes and misalignment with the existing RAN design (i.e., for signaling radio bearer, it should be defined with RLC AM mode for ensuring transmission reliability). DRB with RLC UM is more suitable for voice packet.


Offline Discussion:
 

Conclusion:
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