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Abstract of the contribution: This contribution is intent evaluate the current solution for key issue 5 and makes a conclusion. 
1. Discussion

2. Text Proposal
It is proposed to capture the following changes in TR 23.700-40.
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Editor's note:	This clause will provide a general evaluation of the solutions.
7.X	Evaluation on solutions of KI#5
For solution12, NSQ is introduced to keep track of the actual slice-AMBR for a S-NSSAI, and SMF is responsible for calculation the session-AMBR and MFBR of the existing PDU sessions for a S-NSSAI. Once the slice-AMBR has hit the maximum allowed Slice-AMBR, NSQ responds to SMF to dynamically adjust the session-AMBR and MFBR values of the existing PDU sessions through NAS signalling to reduce Session-AMBR/MFBR values. Alternatively, the NSQ may respond to AMF/SMF to reject the PDU session establishment with an appropriate cause code. This solution may cause excessive PDU Session Modification signalling if there are numerous existing PDU sessions.
For solution 14, UE-Slice-AMBR is adjusted by RAN to satisfy the Slice-AMBR, and the UE-Slice-AMBR value is decided by PCF with considering NWDAF analysis. Based on the NWDAF analysis, it can be deduced that the impact UE/RAN can be limited and the number of control signalling is less than solution12, but the NWDAF needs to be introduced. This solution is suggested to co-work with eNA working group and also need to check with RAN WG.
For solution16, UPFs get quotas of UL/DL bitrate allowed to transfer and enforce them to meet the limitation of the slice. The UPF is responsible for controlling the bitrate is less than quota value and the details of the UL/DL bitrate quota enforcement are implementation-specific. This solution has less impact for control plane signalling and less impact on UE, so this solution should be within normative work.
For solution 18, AMF is responsible for the slice-level MBR calculation and once the quota reaches the slice-level MBR, new PDU session will not be allowed or the existing PDU sessions are not allowed to be activated. However AMF cannot detect the real data rate usage of a network slice. Therefore, the data rate of the slice may be calculated as exceeding the quota even the real data rate of the slice is still lower than the quota. The slice-level MBR control in this solution is not precise, and it should not be within normative work.
For solution19, the QCF and QEF are introduced.QCF is responsible for quota allocation, and QEF is responsible for quota enforcement. But it is not clear which NF is responsible for the real-time slice-level MBR calculation, it seems the QEF do this and also not clear how to enforce the slice-level MBR not excess the quota limitation. So it should not be within normative work.
For solution 20, the PCF is responsible to calculate the slice-level MBR quota value and ensure that the aggregate MBR of the SDFs of the PDU sessions of all UEs that use the slice do not exceed the Slice-MBR value, and SMF is responsible for the slice-level MBR quota limitation enforcement e.g. terminating a PDU session establishment. There is no new impact introduced in this solution, so it is suggested to be within the normative work.
For solution24, most are the same with solution12 but the difference is the SMF informs UPF and NG-RAN to reduce the Session-AMBR for the downlink and uplink respectively, while the UE is not notified of the changes. While it may also cause excessive signalling between SMF and RAN(main problem), and between SMF and UPF, if there are numerous existing PDU sessions. So it should not be within the normative work.
For solution25, PCF is responsible to guarantee the slice-level MBR, either through limit the UE number subject to the S-NSSAI or change the UE-Networkslice-MBR through RAN. While it may also cause excessive signalling between RAN and 5GC. This also need to check with RAN WGs, so currently it should not be within the normative work.
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Editor's note:	This clause will capture conclusions from the study.
For key issue5:
It is suggested that solution 16 and solution 20 are within normative work.
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