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Rationale for CR 0064 provided in S2-080274
Keep Separate the “MBR > GBR” Issue
One of the current FFSs relates to the treatment of traffic exceeding the GBR of a GBR bearer with MBR > GBR. It is proposed that this issue is addressed separately in independent contributions. This is because this issue may need to be considered in the wider context of rate adaptation including the need / non-need for explicit feedback from the network to the application / service layer. In order to keep this issue separate and independent from this contribution the Priority level of GBR QCIs discussed in this contribution only applies to the traffic that does not exceed the GBR.
Why Different Priorities for Different GBR QCIs?
In most typical cases all GBR traffic (“( GBR”) shall be served without congestion losses and within the target set by the PDB. It could therefore be argued that there is no need at all to assign a Priority level to GBR QCIs for the traffic rate “( GBR”, or to map all GBR QCIs (at least the traffic rate “( GBR”) to Priority level 1. 

However, there can / will be situations when a UE moves near the cell edge for short periods of time (say a few 100 ms). In such a situation it may not be possible that the UE can be granted enough radio resources (UL and/or DL) to serve ongoing GBR traffic appropriately. To address these situations, it would be useful to agree on different Priority levels for different GBR QCIs to decide how the available radio resources should be utilized by GBR traffic associated with different GBR QCIs. This issue may be most relevant for the differentiation of SDF aggregates of the same UE (“intra UE scheduling”). 
Why IMS Signaling on Highest Priority?
There are two reasonable options: (A) GBR QCIs are assigned the highest Priority levels and the Non-GBR QCI reserved for IMS Signaling is placed on the next lower Priority level, or (B) IMS Signaling is placed on the highest Priority level. 

In practice and in most typical cases, it is not believed to make a real difference whether option A or B is chosen. In both cases the network should be configured such that (1) the GBR traffic can be served without congestion losses, and (2) enough capacity remains available so that IMS Signaling traffic can also be served without congestion losses. 
However, for the same reason provided above to motivate why different GBR QCIs should be assigned different Priority levels, it is proposed to adopt option B. Otherwise, it may occur (even though rare) that IMS signaling traffic is effectively blocked when a UE moves near the cell edge for short periods of time.
Note that the total traffic load from IMS signaling can be assumed to be low, and that IMS signaling traffic can be assumed to be subject to UL and DL service level rate shaping in the PDN GW.
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