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1	Introduction
In the LS R2-1908671 SA5 has requested advice from RAN groups relative to RRM policies in split deployment scenarios, and also consider extending RRM policy for Network Slicing to Network sharing scenario. In this paper we comment upon SA5’s proposals.
2	Discussion
The ultimate goal of the LS is to confirm the information model for representation and management of radio resources.
SA5 write in their LS: 
“The RRM Policies defined in TS 28.541, are today used in gNB-CU (NRCellCU). This could work when gNB is deployed in a non-split deployment scenario.” 

On this point we would like to point out that in a non-split deployment scenario there is no gNB-CU, as per RAN architecture description in TS 38.300.

Proposal 1: Inform SA5 that in a non-split deployment scenario there is no gNB-CU, as per architecture description in TS 38.300.

The main proposal in the LS concerns configuration of quotas for network slicing and network sharing in split deployment scenarios.

The gNB-CU will typically use the above mentioned gNB-CU parameters for admission control, while the gNB-DU will use the configured PRB information either for admission control or scheduling decision. It will be further discussed in RAN3 during the Rel-16 SON-MDT work item how the gNB-DU can report cell load, and in case the Composite Available Capacity is reported, the configured PRB information may constitute the maximum capacity for a given network slice or sharing operator. We assume that reported cell load will be used by the gNB-CU (or gNB-CU-CP) for load balancing, and not for admission control.

The listed differences between the 2-split and 3-split scenario need to be aligned with standardized configuration requirements/capabilities that defined in RAN3 specifications. I.e. difficult to advice from RAN2 (specifications) viewpoint. This requires RAN3 insight and conformation.
Proposal 2: The model for 2- and 3-split scenario requires RAN3 insight and confirmation. 

On the use of the term “PDCP resources”, we note that in terms of functional and protocol stacks in RAN the PDCP has special meaning. With bearer concept, PDCP terminating point may vary for different bearer types, even though within the same gNB architecture type. Therefore, we suggest replacing the parameter name with more generic one in order to avoid potentially misleading interpretations:

Proposal 3: Advise SA5 that the term PDCP resources could be replaced with e.g. users resources or bearer resources. 


Based on this, we propose to reply to SA5 (cc RAN2) and have submitted a draft reply LS to this meeting in R2-1910710.

Proposal 4: Send a reply LS to SA5 (cc RAN3) as submitted in R2-1910710.
3	Conclusion
We have made the following proposals:
Proposal 1: Inform SA5 that in a non-split deployment scenario there is no gNB-CU, as per architecture description in TS 38.300.

Proposal 2: The model for 2- and 3-split scenario requires RAN3 insight and confirmation. 

Proposal 3: Advise SA5 that the term PDCP resources could be replaced with e.g. users resources or bearer resources. 
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