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1. Introduction
At RAN3#101, text was approved to support the passing of information on maximum supported UE bit rate for integrity protection (over NGAP and XnAP).

This functionality enables admission control at the RAN. But in addition to this, it is valid to perform bit rate enforcement/policing for the set of active PDU sessions with integrity protection for a UE. Support for signalling of the max IP rate over Xn and E1 has already been agreed, which provides support for enforcement in DC and disaggregated CU deployments. This document lists remaining open issues based on offline discussion at RAN3#101bis.

2. Discussion
Below lists the identified issues and suggests how to handle them:

1) Application of integrity protection in options 4 and 7: this has been discussed in SA3, and RAN3 can check possible impacts at RAN3#102.

2) UL enforcement of maximum bit rate:

As identified during the UE-AMBR discussion, enforcement of an UL bit rate limit should be performed at DU level. Although the PDCP entity can monitor the rate and provide commands to the lower layer, this is not desirable because:

· Rate reduction commands on F1 will potentially impact the wrong bearers (split portion of bearer that belongs to a different PDCP entity) 

· The lower layers cannot easily distinguish between bearers for which integrity protection is applied, and those for which it is not.

There is no agreed signalling over F1, so the above functionality is not enabled anyway.

A possible solution is simply not to enforce the UL rate in the RAN and leave this to the UE. Other solutions may be possible. Further discussion is required in RAN3.

3) DL enforcement of maximum bit rate

This is already supported (signalling in Xn and E1), but a couple of details need attention.
· The fact that the Xn value is a portion was not specifically captured anywhere. Also in Xn the maximum rate in the Security Indication IE should not have the same value in general when used for handover and for dual connectivity (since it should be a portion in DC), this may require work on the semantic text. 

· It is not possible for the master node to change the IP rate in the secondary when there are no PDU Session additions. One use case is the addition or deletion or re-configuration of PDU Sessions, which could trigger the change of the secondary portion.

3. Conclusion

Proposal: analyse the above aspects and fix (if necessary) in RAN3#102.

