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This paper summarises general and detailed left-over-topics and corrections.
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2.1	topics related to incoming LSs or alignment with other WGs/TSGs
2.1.1	Missing answer from SA2 on RAN LS out in R3-222867 on "Further outstanding issues in TS 23.247"
We would have expected that with the well-balanced compromise achieved at RAN3#115-e companies should have switched back to a friendly and co-operative mode of interaction, not only in RAN3 but also in SA2. But we have realized that this was not the case. Of course, the action now lies in SA2's hand, and without reply from SA2, RAN3 cannot really progress on that matter. It seems that SA2 may not even achieve any stage 2 agreement on minimisation of data loss for Rel-17, which might be probably a way out from that blocking situation.
However, we are very hopeful that the winds that are expected from post-Easter events may inspire companies to progress on that matter and SA2#115-e is able to produce results that follow a good discussion spirit. 
Proposal 2.1.1:	Please try to unblock the situation in SA2 so that the well-balanced compromise achieved at RAN3#115-e as contained in the LS in R3-222867 can be finally agreed.
2.1.2	Reply to R3-221469 in R2-2202141 on NR RRC to support split NR-RAN architecture for NR MBS
RAN2 replied that their "solution" to guarantee uniqueness of MRB ID in the scope of an MBS session instead of UE scope is to extend the MRB ID space beyond 32 up to 512 and that it is possible to change the MRB ID by delta configuration.
Observation 2.1.2-1:	It seems that RAN2 hasn’t grasped the basic principle of MBS to reduce the numbers of per-UE actions to the absolute minimum. Delta configuration is - whatever RAN2 had in mind - for sure not the way to achieve that aim.
Observation 2.1.2-2:	There is no general method available to guarantee a 1:1 mapping of MRB IDs signalled per MC Session to the UE and the MRB ID used in the network, given the possibility that within a network and given overlapping MC service areas a multitude of MC Sessions are active concurrently. However, from an NG-RAN interface point of view, there is no change needed on the respective interfaces, uniqueness of MRB IDs can be guaranteed as long as those IDs are associated within the MC Session's TMGI while the per-UE allocated MRB ID is not of RAN3's concern, as long as the maximum numbers of MRBs and DRBs do not exceed 32 per UE.
Proposal 2.1.2-3:	Agree to keep the currently defined MRB ID value range used on NG-RAN network interfaces.
Proposal 2.1.2-4:	Liaise to RAN2 that RAN3 will keep the MRB ID value range on NG-RAN network interfaces 32 as the proposal from RAN2 doesn’t provided the aimed 1:1 mapping between MRB IDs used on NG-RAN interfaces and MRB IDs used on RRC and leave it up to RAN2 to consider further changes.
2.1.3	Reply to R3-221468 in S2-2201315 on a gNB initiated release procedure
SA2 replied that it would be beneficial to notify the CN if a broadcast session cannot be provided by gNB. This would require a new NGAP procedure which we are sure, the sourcing company of S2-2201315 has already in their pockets, so we leave this to them.
The question would still be whether such possibility should be also provided for MC sessions, which we would support.
And another thing would be to define respective cause values, if necessary, but this can be regarded as further optimisation, once the "big issues" have been resolved.
Proposal 2.1.3-1:	Discuss whether a gNB triggered Release procedure for MC Sessions should be included as well.
2.2	Stage-2 topics and topics related to multiple interfaces
2.3	Topics related to TS 38.300 and TS 38.401
2.4	Topics regarding NG
2.4.1	Modification Procedures to allow change of NG-RAN-side and 5GC-side shared NG-U transport termination
From CT4 discussions taken place in last meeting in April, we know that, although MC and BC Session related traffic would utilise only DL transport resources, GTP-U path management would need both endpoints to be maintained and known, so one can state that both, DL and UL terminations might change over time, especially for long lasting sessions.
For Multicast, 
-	the NG-RAN has the possibility to release and setup resources in the right order for "emulating" a modification of the DL shared NG-U transport termination. The MB-SMF should handle such requests from NG-RAN in a transparent manner and not relate those requests to each other.
-	there is however no current means available for the CN to change the termination point. one might argue that the applications foreseen for Rel-17 for multicast wouldn’t require that, but it should be at least discussed in general before declaring Rel-17 to be finalised.
For Broadcast, 
-	however, there is currently no means available for NG-RAN to change the DL termination, which is from our point of view really missing, given the expectation that broadcast sessions my last rather long.
Proposal 2.4.1-1:	It is proposed discuss for both, multicast and broadcast, whether and how Rel-17 should support the possibility to modify both, RAN and CN side terminations of the shared NG-U bearer, for both, multicast and unicast transport.
2.4.2	Values of maxnoofCellsforMBS and maxnoofTAIforMBS in MBS Service Area Information IE
Although we all know that the size of lists is rarely exhausted up to the theoretical limit, we should stop at this point for one more time and ask ourselves whether an MBS Service Area Information shall be really allowed to have 8192 cells. We would deny that wholeheartedly and suggest coming to reason and limit the maximum value to 256 at most (32 would be also fine).
The same holds for maxnoofTAIforMBS, which should be reduced as well. 
Proposal 2.4.2-1: It is proposed to modify the values for maxnoofCellsforMBS and maxnoofTAIforMBS to reasonable values, 256 at most.
2.4.3	Editor's Note regarding the necessity to include an indication in the Source NG-RAN Node to Target NG-RAN Node Transparent Container IE
There is no reason to provide MC Session Information for an inactive session, for which no NG-RAN session resources have been allocated. Looking at the mandatory MBS Mapping and Data Forwarding Request IE, it would be against any logic to provide such information for inactive sessions.
Proposal 2.4.3-1:	Remove the Editor's Note " FFS whether to add an indication of which MBS session is active " in §9.3.1.29.
2.4.4	Value of maxnoofMBSSessionsofUE
The size of the MBS Session Information Source to Target List IE and MBS Session Information Response Target to Source List IE, are defined to be 8192.
We believe that this is a mistake, given the natural limitations of Radio Bearers supported by UEs to be much lower. Following conclusions in 2.4.3, maxnoofMBSessionsofUE, defined for the two IEs contained in the CN transparent HO containers only, should be set to 32.
Proposal 2.4.4-1:	It is proposed to modify the value for maxnoofMBSSessionsofUE to 32.
2.4.5	Optionality of data forwarding for MC Sessions
Currently, the Data Forwarding Response MRB List IE contained in the MBS Session Information Response Target to Source List IE is a mandatory IE. If the MBS Session Information Response Target to Source List IE would include in future other IEs, which are not necessarily related to data forwarding, and the target node decides to not perform data forwarding, these new extensions could not be provided in the MBS Session Information Response Target to Source List IE, but a new IE on the same level would need to be defined.

Proposal 2.4.5-1:	Define the Data Forwarding Response MRB List IE within the MBS Session Information Response Target to Source List as an optional IE.
2.4.6	S-NSSAI for an MBS Session
For Broadcast, the S-NSSAI associated with a BC MBS Session is provided on NG within the BROADCAST SESSION SETUP REQUEST message (top message level).
For Multicast, the S-NSSAI is not provided in any of the MC MBS Session messages. In 23.247, the S-NSSAI of the associated PDU Session is not necessarily the same as the S-NSSAI for the MBS Session (although "associated").
Proposal 2.4.6-1:	Include the S-NSSAI for the MC MBS Session within the Distribution Setup Response message (top message level).
Proposal 2.4.6-2:	Include the S-NSSAI for the MC MBS Session within the MBS Session Information Source to Target List IE.

2.5	Topics regarding Xn
2.5.1	Open issue regarding the FFS whether to indicate which sessions are active/inactive in the MBS Session Information List
As discussed on NG, there is no need to indicate the session status, as MBS Mapping and Data Forwarding Request Info from source NG-RAN node IE is only provide for active sessions.
Proposal 2.5.1-1:	remove the Editor's Note from §9.2.1.36 and include explicit statements in the procedure text of the Handover Preparation procedure.
2.5.2	Value of maxnoofMBSSessionsofUE in the MBS Session Information List IE
The size of the MBS Session Information List IE and MBS Session Information Response List IE are defined to be 8192.
We believe that this does not serve any reasonable purpose. Although there is a wish to allow the UE to join as many sessions as possible, 8192 is for sure too high a limit. We propose to reduce this limit to 256.
Proposal 2.5.2-1:	It is proposed to modify the value for maxnoofMBSSessionsofUE to 256.
2.5.3	Values of maxnoofCellsforMBS and maxnoofTAIforMBS in MBS Service Area Information IE
We propose to align with NG and reduce the values to 256. 
Proposal 2.5.3-1: It is proposed to modify the values for maxnoofCellsforMBS and maxnoofTAIforMBS to reasonable values, 256 at most.
2.5.4	Role of the S-NSSAI in Xn Handovers as compared to NG Handovers
We are proposing to provide at NG HOs the S-NSSAI to the target NG-RAN node for active sessions within the CN transparent container. In case of inactive sessions no session information is provided in the CN transparent container at all.
For Xn, it is the MBS Mapping and Data Forwarding Request Info from source NG-RAN node IE that is provided to the target for active sessions. For inactive sessions, the MBS Session Information To Be Setup List IE is provided w/o the Data Forwarding Request Info from source NG-RAN node IE.
In order to allow quick allocation of MBS Session Resources in the target NG-RAN node in case the UE is the first to enter the target NG-RAN, all necessary information, including the S-NSSAI of the (active) MBS Session is provided. This should be aligned for NG and Xn HO. 
Proposal 2.5.4-1: It is proposed to include the S-NSSAI within the MBS Session Information List IE.
2.6	Topics regarding F1
2.6.1	MBS CU to DU RRC Information IE not applicable for MC MBS Sessions
For Broadcast, the S-NSSAI associated with a BC MBS Session is provided on NG within the BROADCAST SESSION SETUP REQUEST message (top message level).
For Multicast, the S-NSSAI is not provided in any of the MC MBS Session messages. In 23.247, the S-NSSAI of the associated PDU Session is not necessarily the same as the S-NSSAI for the MBS Session (although "associated").
Proposal 2.6.1-1:	Include the S-NSSAI for the MC MBS Session within the Distribution Setup Response message (top message level).
2.6.2	Values of maxnoofCellsforMBS and maxnoofTAIforMBS in MBS Service Area Information IE and maxnoofMBSServiceAreaInformation in MBS Service Area IE
As discussed on NG, the current values 8192, 1024 and 512 are nonsense on F1 towards a single DU. 64 and 32 are much more realistic.
Proposal 2.6.2-2: It is proposed to modify the values for maxnoofCellsforMBS,  maxnoofTAIforMBS and maxnoofMBSServiceAreaInformation  to reasonable values, 64, 32 and 32.
2.7	Topics regarding E1
2.7.1	Missing procedure text for MC/BC procedures
The current procedure text is only a stub. Furthermore, inclusion of option IEs in response messages need to be explicitly specified, otherwise they are not allowed to be included.
We have also renamed the procedure name of CU-UP initiated Modification procedures to "... Required" (which is consistent with ASN.1 naming).
Proposal 2.7.1-1: Agree on the procedure text as proposed in R3-223383.
Proposal 2.7.1-2: Agree on renaming the CU-UP initiated Modification procedures to "... Required".
2.7.2	Extension of the value range of gNB-CU-CP MBS E1AP ID
The current value range of the gNB-CU-UP MBS E1AP ID is 0..216-1. This is for sure sufficient on the CU-UP side, however, given the uniqueness of gNB-CU-CP MBS E1AP IDs on the CU-CP side, it is for sure not sufficient on the CU-CP side.
Proposal 2.7.2-1:	Extend the gNB-CU-CP MBS E1AP ID value range to 3 octets. If there is the wish to do the same for the gNB-CU-UP MBS E1AP ID we can discuss it.
2.7.3	Remove the gNB-DU ID
This IE was included by mistake and is only applicable for UE related tracing.
Proposal 2.7.3-1:	Remove the gNB-DU ID IE from all MBS messages.
2.7.4	FFS on the Consent to Apply Available Shared UP MBS QoS flow mapping IE
There were discussions on the function and usefulness (or whatever it was) of this IE. To be honest, we did not really understand the issues with this IE, as it would be straight forward to accept, that the MBS QoS flow mapping to MRBs has to be the same for all DUs sharing the same NG-U termination and the respective SDAP/PDCP protocol entities. If for some reasons the CU-CP would only consent to the a mapping decided by itself, potentially scarifying inter-gNB schemes for minimisation of data loss or duplication avoidance, then the CU-CP should have the possibility to not consent to any potentially already applied mapping decision which might be different. We thought that this is a straight forward protocol design decision which is not worth any further discussion.
Proposal 2.7.4-1:	Remove the FFS on the Consent to Apply Available Shared UP MBS QoS flow mapping IE.
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It is proposed to follow the proposals outlined in section 2.
It is proposed to agree on CRs as submitted in R3-22380 (NGAP) R3-22381 (XnAP), R3-22382 (F1AP), R3-22383 (E1AP).
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