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1. Introduction
The purpose of this email discussion is to address the following points (as captured by RAN2 chairman).
	-
List and compare solution candidates for prioritized use case. 

-
May discuss IDLE and CONNECTED

=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion summary and agreeable TP.


2. Discussion
In RAN2#83bis, RAN2 agreed that prioritization of MO MMTEL voice is considered as a key issue of this study. For this key issue, companies identified the following candidate solutions as described in [1][2]:
· Solution 1: QCI based access barring [1]

· Solution 2: Skipping ACB for MMTEL voice subject to SSAC [1][2]

· Solution 3: Independent ACB for MMTEL voice [2]

· Solution 4: RRC Connection Reject based on New Establishment Cause for Voice [1][2]
· Solution 5: Individual up- and downscaling of access barring probability [R2-105215] - application (VoLTE) and potentially UE individual.
As outcome of this email discussion, we will provide TP including description and evaluation for each solution in TR 36.848. Each solution is evaluated in terms of the following aspects:

· Impact on RRC in UE

· Impact on upper layers in UE, including impact on NAS and MMTEL

· Impact on NW, including impact on eNB and CN
Accordingly, companies are requested to review description of each solution proposed and also provide evaluation of each solution in below subsections. 

In addition, companies are also requested to provide their preference for solution, if you have.
	Company
	Preferred solution
	Reason for preference

	LGE
	Solution 2 or 3
	Realization of a solution in REL-12 is important, owing to urgency of voice prioritization. Considering impact of solution 1 and 4, we think that either solution 2 or 3 has less impact than the others. 
Note that barring behaviour in UE would be similar for both solution 2 and 3. Difference between solution 2 and 3 is that barring check for MMTEL voice is done in different layers, i.e. MMTEL for solution 2 and RRC for solution 3.


	Deutsche Telekom
	Solution 5
	This solution is a generic approach which an be used for UE individual up- and also downscaling of the random access probability. An exemplary use case has been proposed in R2-105215 for MTC. It can provide a future proof concept which can even be enhanced to application specific scaling of random access probability.


	NTT DOCOMO
	Solution 2
	This is the only solution with limited (specification, UE and NW) impact. From the analysis below, this solution is a base solution that is needed also in other solution especially the ones where the barring check is performed in higher layer (e.g., solution 1). 
In use case of prioritizing a call, considering that ACB will be anyway needed for legacy UE, the notion of “bypassing/ skipping ACB” mechanism will be needed in the future barring control solution including ACDC.


	Samsung
	Solution 2
	Solution 2 seems to be the simplest. only 1-bit indication is required in SIB2 to inform UE whether MMTEL voice is skipped in ACB check.

	MediaTek
	Solution 2
	Less spec impact, i.e. broadcast 1-bit indication, and retain current ACB and SSAC interaction.


	NEC
	Solution 1
	This is the only solution that considers extensibility to other type of traffic than MMTEL voice. This was also commented so by the proponent.

	KDDI
	Solution 2
	This solution is the simplest one and has less impact on UE and NW. 


	Intel
	Generic Solution
	A generic solution is preferred to prioritize different services/applications, however we prefer to wait until SA defines the requirements in the related topics (e.g. ACDC, ASAC) to assure the solution fulfil the actual needs.

	ITRI
	Solution 2
	Solution 2 has less spec impact, and current SSAC procedure won’t be affected.

. 

	Ericsson
	Solution 1 and/or 2
	Solution 2 is a simple and sufficient for the current key issue and it reuses existing barring mechanisms. However, in further it can be expected that more general solution is needed. 

	Alcatel-Lucent
	Solution 2
	Solution 2 with network control (with a bit in SIB) is simplest and sufficient for now.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Solution 2 or 3
	Less specification impacts.


2.1 Solution 1: QCI based access barring

This solution is described in the below box, based on [1]. The description is proposed to be captured in TR 36.848. 
	In this solution, UE performs access control based on some existing QoS related identifiers like QCI, assuming that the UE is already aware of the QCI of each of its bearers i.e. no additional dedicated configuration would be required. This approach would follow the QoS concept where the RAN maintains an abstract view on services by mapping them to a limited set of QoS characteristics referred to by a QCI. Services that require different QoS (or access control) handling should be mapped on another QCI.


Companies are requested to review the above description of this solution.
No comment from companies.
Companies are also requested to evaluate this solution in the below box.
Table 1. Evaluation of Solution 1
	Company
	Impact on RRC in UE
	Impact on upper layers in UE
	Impact on network
	Additional Remark

	LGE
	- New access barring parameter per QCI needs to be specified.

- Reception of new access barring parameter and delivery of the received parameter to NAS should be specified in RRC.- Interaction with ACB needs to be clarified. Skipping ACB, like solution 2, would need to be specified in RRC.

	New access barring procedure based on new access barring parameter per QCI needs to be specified in CT1 specification.
	eNB needs to broadcast new access barring parameter per QCI via system information.
	Prioritizing QCI5 would mean that all IMS signalling would be prioritized over other traffic. However, we would need finer granularity of access barring for MMTEL voice prioritization.

	NTT DCM
	Same with LGE’s observation

	In addition to LGE’s observation,
- Additional function and processing 

in NAS layer for QCI based barring.

- Interaction with MMTEL layer. AS to inform MMTEL to skip SSAC check.
	In addition to LGE’s observation,
- In case where SSAC is needed for legacy UE, operator’s NW needs to coordinate barring parameter setting between SSAC and QCI barring.
	- Needs to consider the relation with SSAC. This solution assumes that SSAC is not broadcast. But considering legacy UE (for which SSAC is broadcast), the behaviour in such case needs to be clarified.
- This solution has big impact of specification (especially not in RAN2 spec), UE, and NW 

	Samsung
	Same as LGE’s view
	Same as LGE’s view
	Same as LGE’s view
	Even though the barring control would be more flexible, the heavy spec impact is quite expected. 

	MediaTek
	Same as LGE’s view

	Depending where is the barring, either upper layer needs to identify corresponding QCI and indicate it to lower layer for each access, or upper layer needs to do the barring based on parameters from lower layer. 
	Same as LGE’s view.
	In addition to LGE’s view
- The solution have more flexibility, but an overkill if the target is only MMTEL-voice.

- UE may not know the exact QCI, e.g. roaming.

	NEC
	UE RRC forwards to UE upper layers the QCI based access barring pattern as provided in SIB(?)

	UE upper layers enforce the QCI based access barring.
	QCI based access barring pattern is provided in SIB(?) to UEs.
	

	KDDI


	Same as LGE’s view
	Same as LGE’s view
	Same as LGE’s view
	All IMS signalling would be prioritized while all PS signalling would be barred. Less flexibility

	Intel
	Same as LGE’s view
	Same as LGE’s view
	Same as LGE’s view
	Access barring based on QCI solution might need to provide more granularity to differentiate establishment of services like MMTEL-Voice and to fulfil SA future requirements (discussions in related SA topics were postponed to Rel.13)

The interaction of this solution with SSAC and ACB mechanism also needs further clarifications.

	ITRI
	Same as LGE’s view

	Same as NTT DCM’s view
	Same as LGE’s view
	

	Ericsson
	Broadcasting barring parameters

Forwarding parameters to the higher layers. 

Potentially bypassing of ACB (but not always needed). 

	Enforcement of the barring in NAS layer.


	Broadcast of barring parameters. 
	This solution is further extendable. Required granularity can be achieved by using sufficiently many QCIs corresponding to desired QoS requirements.  

In addition, the solution is applicable for CONNECTED and IDLE mode.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Same as LGE’s view
	Same as LGE’s view
	Same as LGE’s view
	Could only be applied for the case where UE has many default bearers (i.e. one for each PDN connection, depending on operator’s deployment), however in the most common case UE will only have one default bearer.


2.2 Solution 2: Skipping ACB for MMTEL voice subject to SSAC
This solution is described in the below box, based on [1][2]. This description is proposed to be captured in TR 36.848. 

	In this solution, the UE skips ACB check if a call is subject to the SSAC, regardless of whether SSAC parameters are broadcast or not. [To be confirmed] The network may control whether or not the UE performs the ACB check skip following SSAC check. This network control could be realized by adding a new bit in the SIB.”


Companies are requested to review the above description of this solution.

 [NTT DOCOMO, INC] 

The following description is proposed to completely substitute the above description.

“In this solution, the UE skips ACB check if a call is subject to the SSAC, regardless of whether SSAC parameters are broadcast or not. 
[To be confirmed] The network may control whether or not the UE performs the ACB check skip following SSAC check. This network control could be realized by adding a new bit in the SIB.”
Companies are also requested to evaluate this solution in the below box.
Table 2. Evaluation of Solution 2
	Company
	Impact on RRC in UE
	Impact on upper layers in UE
	Impact on network
	Additional Remark

	LGE
	- Skipping ACB for MMTEL voice should be specified in RRC.
- NW control of skipping ACB may need to be specified in RRC, e.g. by 1 bit via system information.
	Interaction between MMTEL and RRC may need to be implemented in UEs.
	If NW needs to control skipping ACB, system information may need to indicate to UEs whether to skip ACB.
	This solution is simple enough to be specified in REL-12. 

	NTT DCM
	Similar as LGE’s observation.

	Similar as LGE’s observation.
	Similar as LGE’s observation, in addition:

	This solution has limited specification, UE, NW impact.
[Need to confirm the necessity of NW control indication is confirmed]
Implementation of NW control indication may be beneficial especially for the NW that needs to maintain legacy behaviour (ACB check is applied to MMTEL)

	Samsung
	Same as LGE’s view

	Same as LGE’s view
	Same as LGE’s view.
1-bit indication is sufficient.
	

	MediaTek
	Same as LGE’s view

	Upper layer needs to identify MMTEL and indicate it to lower layer.
	Network may need to broadcast additional indication to enable MMTEL bypassing ACB.
	Only minor modification on spec and ACB/SSAC interaction.

	NEC
	
	
	
	This solution is not extensible to other type of traffic than MMTEL voice since it only targets MMTEL voice.

	KDDI
	Same as LGE’s view

	Same as LGE’s view
	Same as LGE’s view.

1-bit indication is sufficient.
	This solution is the simplest one and it has less impact on UE and NW. 


	Intel
	Same as LGE’s view
	Same as LGE’s view
UE needs to differentiate the MMTEL Voice IP packets
	Same as LGE’s view
	This solution is not scalable to prioritize other services.

This solution creates dependencies between the services (in this case MMTEL voice) and the RRC layer.

	ITRI
	Same as LGE’s view

	Same as MediaTek’s view
	Same as LGE’s view.


	Less impact in current spec. The interaction between RRC layer and its upper layer is needed to define.

	Ericsson
	Same as LGE’s view

	Same as LGE’s view.
Interaction between MMTEL and AS could be done in similar manner as in current SSAC (having interaction from the IMS layer to the AS layer). It can be discussed how detailed the procedure should be described.

	Network control needs to be discussed and how it can be achieved. 

	Simple solution and could fix the problem now under discussion but not further extensible.

In addition to above description, it is possible to have a solution where ACB is bypassed only when SSAC parameters are broadcasted. This would be similar to ACB for CSFB.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Same as LGE’s view

	Same as MediaTek’s view 
	The necessity of network control should be further considered.
	


2.3 Solution 3: Independent ACB for MMTEL voice
This solution is described in the below box, based on [2]. This description is proposed to be captured in TR 36.848. 

	In this solution, UE RRC applies independent ACB check for MMTEL voice, like ACB check for CSFB. For prioritization of MMTEL voice, eNB may not broadcast SSAC barring info for MMTEL voice, while broadcasting new ACB barring info for MMTEL voice. This solution can be realized either by introducing new ACB barring info for MMTEL voice or by reusing the existing ac-BarringForCSFB in SIB2 for MMTEL voice considering that some operators would not use CSFB solution for voice.


Companies are requested to review the above description of this solution.

 [NTT DOCOMO, INC]
The following needs to be removed from the description “or by reusing the existing ac-BarringForCSFB”. Our understanding is that reusing barring parameter for CSFB is not the proposal any longer..
Companies are also requested to evaluate this solution in the below box.
Table 3. Evaluation of Solution 3
	Company
	Impact on RRC in UE
	Impact on upper layers in UE
	Impact on network
	Additional Remark

	LGE
	- New access class barring for MMTEL voice should be specified in RRC, similar to ac-BarringForCSFB.
	Interaction between MMTEL and RRC may need to be implemented in UEs. 
	eNB needs to broadcast new access barring parameter, similar to ac-BarringForCSFB in SIB2.
	This solution is simple enough to be specified in REL-12.

	NTT DCM
	In addition to LGE’s observation:
- UE behaviour (barring check , barring alleviation, etc.) for the new access class barring parameter needs to be specified.

- Considering that SSAC may be broadcast for legacy UE, UE behaviour for the relation between SSAC and new barring parameter needs to be specified.
- Need to clarify p100 (no barring) problem. (I.e., relation with ACB when ac-BarringForMMTEL is not broadcast)
Either specify a behaviour that no ac-barringforMMTEL means no barring, or add p100 or a mechanism to skip ACB.
	- According to today’s specification, a new call type is needed. 

(In legacy mechanism, for AS layer to be aware that a certain barring parameter should be applied to a certain call, a call type is needed).
- Considering that SSAC may be broadcast for legacy UE, AS needs to indicate to MMEL to skip SSAC check.
	In addition to LGE’s observation,
- Considering that SSAC may be broadcast for legacy UE, operator’s NW needs to coordinate barring parameter setting between SSAC and the new ac-barringforMMTEL..
	This solution has big impact on specification (RAN2 and CT1), UE and network.

	Samsung
	Same as LGE’s view

	Same as LGE’s view

	Same as LGE’s view

	If current IE ac-BarringForCSFB is reused even for MMTEL voice, there is no spec impact. However, someone can argue that they still want to control CSFB separately with MMTEL voice. In that case, spec impact is assumed

	MediaTek
	Same as LGE’s view

	Upper layer needs to identify MMTEL and indicate it to lower layer.
	Same as LGE’s view


	Network needs to broadcast ACB baring information for MMTEL, e.g. new or reuse ACB-CSFB.
Need to clarity the interaction of MMTEL voice barring at AS and SSAC. 

	NEC
	
	
	
	This solution is not extensible to other type of traffic than MMTEL voice since it only targets MMTEL voice.

	KDDI
	Same as NTT DCM’s view

	Same as NTT DCM’s view


	Same as NTT DCM’s view


	

	Intel
	Same as LGE’s view
	Same as LGE’s view
UE needs to differentiate the MMTEL Voice IP packets
	Same as LGE’s view
	This solution is not scalable to prioritize other services.

This solution creates dependencies between the services (in this case MMTEL voice) and the RRC layer.

	ITRI
	Same as NTT DCM’s view

	In addition to MediaTek’s view, the AS layer will also need to inform MMTEL to skip SSAC check
	Same as NTT DCM’s view
	

	Ericsson
	Similar view as Docomo. 


	Similar view as Docomo.

New call type needs to be established which is not necessarily straightforward in CT1.

Then also interactions between ACB and SSAC should be solved.
	Agree with Docomo.
	This solution would introduce yet another barring solution for specifications. So the specification effort is big. 

It is unclear how much current ACB CSFB can be reused as VoLTE calls are not known in the NAS layer. For current SSAC, interaction is between IMS layer and AS.   

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Same as LGE’s view

	Same as LGE’s view

	Same as LGE’s view

	Same as LGE’s view



2.4 Solution 4: RRC Connection Reject based on New Establishment Cause for Voice
This solution is described in the below box, based on [1][2]. This description is proposed to be captured in TR 36.848. 

	In this solution, a new value of MO voice is defined in Establishment Cause of RRC Connection Request message to inform eNB that UE is accessing for MO voice. This solution allows eNB to recognize access for MO voice in connection establishment, and helps eNB to accept some connection requests for voice services while rejecting other connection requests for non-voice services. 
However, this solution cannot prioritize MMTEL call in case where ACB is broadcast, since the MMTEL call in the UE may be barred by ACB. In addition to this solution, additional UE based solution may be needed to ensure prioritization of MMTEL call when ACB is broadcast, if necessary.


Companies are requested to review the above description of this solution.

 [NTT DOCOMO, INC.]

The description should also include that this solution cannot be used to prioritize MMTEL call in a case where ACB is broadcast, since the MMTEL in the UE may be barred by ACB and cannot even sent to the air.

The following is the proposed additional description:

“This solution cannot prioritize MMTEL call in case where ACB is broadcast, since the MMTEL call in the UE may be barred by ACB. In addition to this solution, additional UE based solution is needed to ensure prioritization of MMTEL call when ACB is broadcast is necessary.”
Companies are also requested to evaluate this solution in the below box.
Table 4. Evaluation of Solution 4
	Company
	Impact on RRC in UE
	Impact on upper layers in UE
	Impact on network
	Additional Remark

	LGE
	New Establishment Cause of RRC Connection Request message needs to be specified.

	New call type needs to be specified.
	eNB should implement handling of new establishment cause in connection establishments for admission control.
	

	NTT DCM
	Similar to LGE’s observation.

	Similar to LGE’s observation.
	Similar to LGE’s observation.
	Not applicable for the case where ACB is broadcast and apply. 
Therefore in addition to this solution, a UE based solution to ensure prioritization of voice when ACB is broadcast is a necessary.

	Samsung 
	Same as LGE’s view

	Same as LGE’s view

	Same as LGE’s view

	Solution 4 is likely not to be perfect approach because Initial access, i.e. random access, cannot be avoided.

	MediaTek
	Same as LGE’s view

	Same as LGE’s view
	Same as LGE’s view


	Extra signaling and indication. In addition, it still consumes certain eNB processing power to reject the request, this is costly especially when the network is congested.

	NEC
	
	
	
	There are only two spare values left for RRC establishment cause. So we are reluctant to use these spares.

In addition, we do not see much benefit for the UE to provide such indication to the network because whatever the network decides to prioritize voice requests or not, the UE would have sent this indication whereas if the network has indicated in some way that voice is prioritized or not, then the UE would filter (resp. not filter) the request (and avoid to send this indication) if voice is not prioritized (resp. is prioritized).

	KDDI
	Same as LGE’s view

	Same as LGE’s view
	Same as LGE’s view


	All IMS would be prioritized while all PS would be barred. Less flexibility

	Intel
	Same as LGE’s view
	Same as LGE’s view
UE needs to differentiate the MMTEL Voice IP packets
	Same as LGE’s view
	This solution is not scalable to prioritize other services.

This solution is handling the prioritization after the RACH access. If ACB was in effect, voice calls are still blocked together with data unless ACB is also modified.
We are also reluctant to use one of the spares values in the RRC connection establishment cause to differentiate on specific service as NEC also mentioned. 


	ITRI
	Same as LGE’s view
	Same as LGE’s view

	Same as LGE’s view

	Solution 4 cannot prioritize VoLTE calls in initial access.

	Ericsson
	Agree with LG

	Similar complexity assumed for new establishment cause as for new call type in CT1.
	Agree with LG

	With this solution, the network would need to handle congestion control with Reject/Release. ACB cannot be used as then VoLTE UEs are barred. But if Reject/Release is used only, there can be overload problems on Random Access before establishment cause is even known by the network.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Same as LGE’s view

	Same as LGE’s view

	Same as LGE’s view

	Not a preferred solution because random access couldn’t be avoided.


2.5 Solution 5: Individual up- and downscaling of random access probability (ac-Barring-Factor)
This solution is described in the below box, based on [R2-105215]. 
	In this solution, UE performs access control based on some existing access baring factors and optionally backoff time where the individual scaling factor is either provided per specific use case/application (here VoLTE) via system information broadcast or a pre-configuration for an individual UE was applied by using dedicated signaling.


Companies are requested to review the above description of this solution.

Table 5. Evaluation of Solution 5
	Company
	Impact on RRC in UE
	Impact on upper layers in UE
	Impact on network
	Additional Remark

	Deutsche Telekom
	Scaling factor for IE ac-BarringFactor

or any other ac-barringXXX parameter is read from the BCCH or received via dedicated signalling and applied to up- or downscale the ac-barringFactor once access to the RACH is attempted.
	Upper layer needs to indicate service (here VoLTE) to AS of UE in order to apply the correct scaling factor for this service
	Provision of scaling-factor via BCCH or dedicated signalling.
	Future proof solution which can be extend to many other applications.

UE individual control possible by using dedicated siganling.

	NTT DCM
	- New parameter for scaling needs to be defined.
- Considering that SSAC may be broadcast for legacy UE, UE behaviour (barring check , barring alleviation, etc.) according to the “scaling result” needs to be specified.

- UE behaviour for the relation between SSAC and new barring parameter needs to be specified.
- Need to clarify how  p100 (no barring) can be achieved. (I.e., how the scale look like) 
	In addition to DT’s observation:

-  clarification that this indication should be in form of “call type” is needed (if legacy barring mechanism is followed)..
- Considering that SSAC may be broadcast for legacy UE, AS needs to indicate to MMEL to skip SSAC check.
	In addition to DT’s observation: 
- Considering that SSAC may be broadcast for legacy UE, operator’s NW needs to coordinate barring parameter setting between SSAC and the new scaling parameter
	This solution is basically very similar to solution 3. 
This solution has big impact to specification (RAN2 and CT1), UE and NW.

	Samsung
	Same as DT’s view
	Same as DT’s view. And CT1 impact is expected.
	Same as DT’s view
	MMTEL service is already handled by a certain probability with current MMTEL barring mechanism. 
It is unclear why MMTEL service should be checked twice with this complex downscaling method.

The functionality of the solution is overlapped with current MMTEL barring mechanism.

	MediaTek
	Same as DT’s view
	Same as DT’s view
	Same as DT’s view
	

	Ericsson
	Same view as Docomo
	Same view as Docomo
	Same view as Docomo
	This seems to be a generalization of solutions 3 (or even 2), i.e., for the certain access types (or services) it is possible to scale ACB parameters.
Maybe the bigger question is how to map services to different scaling groups (solution 3/5) than what are the actual barring parameters (scaling in solution 5 or new bits in solution 3…).


3. Other
The following needs to be confirmed independent to the solution:

- For solution other than solution 1, RAN2 need to discuss whether the control applies only to MMTEL voice call only or to the whole MMTEL layer (voice and video).
 (Solution 1 is per design cannot distinguish the type of MMTEL call).
4. Summary

In email discussion, we clarified that the main problem of the key issue #1 is inability of voice prioritization in ACB.

For the key issue #1, many companies supported solution 2, considering that solution 2 is the simplest one and it has less impact than the others. On the other hand, only a few companies supported the other solutions. 

Some companies said we need further discussion to fully understand solutions, and we should try to find more generic solution for all services/applications, rather than to agree a solution specific to a particular service/application for each release.

Meanwhile, some companies pointed out that some operators need a solution for voice prioritization as soon as possible, possibly in Release 12, considering that the key issue #1 is a real problem in the network and related to service experience that users currently encounter.
Solution 1:

2 companies (Ericsson and NEC) supported this solution.

Several companies wondered if solution 1 can be used to prioritize MMTEL voice calls. Then, it was clarified that solution 1 will prioritize all IMS signaling, rather than MMTEL voice calls only. Thus, it is unclear whether or not solution 1 can be considered as a solution for the key issue #1 i.e. prioritization of MMTEL voice. Moreover, solution 1 may have much more impact on NAS, compared to the other solutions, and also it will interfere with ACB.

Nevertheless, solution 1 seems to be more generic solution than the others, even similar to ACDC/ASAC in SA1. And it can possibly provide finer granularity if we consider a new set of filters in NAS.

Solution 2:

11 companies (NTT DOCOMO, Qualcomm, Samsung, KDDI, MediaTek, LGE, ITRI, Ericsson, ALU, Huawei, HiSilicon) supported this solution. 
Many companies said that solution 2 is the simplest one and it has less impact than the others. It was clarified that solution 2 will add a new usage to SSAC for voice prioritization, because SSAC is currently used only for voice barring. But, solution 2 does not change the existing SSAC functionality. 

For solution 2, RAN2 should further discuss whether or not the network needs to control skipping ACB for UEs initiating MMTEL voice, e.g. by broadcasting 1 bit in SIB. Also, RAN2 could discuss whether skipping ACB applies only to MMTEL voice call only or to the whole MMTEL layer (voice and video).
Even though many companies preferred solution 2, some other companies said that solution 2 is not generic one. Moreover, solution 2 was discussed in SA1 without conclusion.

Solution 3:

Only a few companies were interested in this solution.

Barring behaviour of solution 3 may be similar to solution 2. However, some companies think that this solution would have more impact on the spec than solution 2, and some impact on interaction with upper layers.
It was clarified that VoLTE UE subject to new barring parameter for MMTEL voice in this solution would behave like the CSFB UE subject to ac-BarringForCSFB.

Solution 4:

Only a few companies were interested in this solution.
In this solution, eNB prioritizes (i.e. accepts) RRC connection requests initiating voice based on new establishment cause, while it may reject other connection requests by sending RRC connection reject based on establishment cause.
It was clarified that this solution cannot solve the main problem of the key issue #1 i.e. inability of voice prioritization in ACB. However, some companies suggested that this solution can be considered as an addition solution on top of another solution that we may agree.
Solution 5: 

This is a new solution proposed during email discussion. The intention of this solution is to provide future proof solution that can be extended to many other applications.
Short description of solution 5 was provided by DT and roughly evaluated in email discussion. Some companies think that this solution seems similar to solution 3 or could be a superset of solution 3 in some aspects. 
5. Conclusion
The main problem of the key issue #1 is inability of voice prioritization in ACB. Thus, one possible way for progress of the key issue #1 is to focus on this problem. As we discussed in email discussion, most companies think that solution 1 and solution 4 cannot solve this problem. Accordingly, we could consider de-prioritizing solution 1/4 for the key issue #1, even though they may have valuable points.

In addition, it is worth noting that a majority of companies (total 11 companies among 14 companies that expressed their preference) supported solution 2, and no other company than the proposing company supports solution 3 and 5 at this moment. 
Details of the solution 5 can be further discussed based on DT’s contribution.
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