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1	Overall description
[bookmark: OLE_LINK16][bookmark: OLE_LINK17]RAN2 would like to thank SA2 for their reply LS on Slice list and priority information for cell reselection. 
RAN2 has re-discussed the mapping of slice to the slice groups based on the latest SA2 LSprogress and achieved the below RAN2 assumption to complete the RAN Slicing WI. Meanwhile, RAN2 concluded that RAN Slicing WI is completed if the issues related to other WGs (RAN3, SA2, CT1) can be completed. Thus, RAN2 expects SA2 to indicate if this RAN2 assumption does not work before RAN#96.
RAN2 understands whether per TA or per PLMN granularity has no major RAN2 impacts. However, RAN2 assumes (based on majority views in RAN2, not consensus) that the mapping of slice to the slice groups for cell reselection are is per TA. RAN2 understands the slice group granularity is an SA2 decision, . 	Comment by OPPO_117: I guess so, maybe the proponent(Qualcomm) can further confirm this.	Comment by Nokia(GWO)1: We should not remove the working assumption achieved at the online session. The changes of this sentence from MediaTek are not acceptable for us.
RAN2 assumes (based on majority views in RAN2) that the mapping of slice to the slice groups for cell reselection are per TA. 
	Comment by OPPO_117: Similar view as Nokia.	Comment by MediaTek: Add not consensus to clearly state that RAN2’s real situation.	Comment by OPPO_117: Thanks for the follow-up. My understanding is a simple way is to keep this original word which is achieved online. But, I would like to hear more voices on this. (FFS, can be updated, it needed).	Comment by Nokia(GWO)4: Editorial	Comment by OPPO_117: Thanks. Accepted.	Comment by Nokia(GWO)3: We think that this is not fully correct, as it has some RAN2 impacts:
1) Slice group ID size in RRC specifications
2) Slice group information provided by NAS is not TA specific
However it is true that this has no major impacts (see rewording proposal)	Comment by OPPO_117: I agree there may be some adaptive RAN2 work on this. The rewording looks fine to me. Thanks.
RAN2 also assumes that the NAS layer in the UE is able to provide slice group priorities to AS layer in the UE.	Comment by CMCC: In addition to slice group, slice priority is another important function to complete the end-to-end feature. So, we suggest to add the following bullet to finalize SA2’s work on slice priority:
“RAN2 assumes that the UE is aware of the slice priority via NAS signalling. If the assumption is not confirmed by SA2, RAN2 understands the slice priority is determined by the UE implementation in Rel-17.”	Comment by MediaTek: We think SA2 knows this, no need to remind them again.	Comment by Nokia(GWO)1: We think that it does not hurt if we repeat this, but RAN2 should assume how it is done. See wording proposals in the text.	Comment by Qualcomm - Peng Cheng: This part was discussed online but not agreed. So, we don’t think it is RAN2 consensus to use NAS signaling. So, we agree with MediaTek that the new wording from CMCC is not needed to be included in this reply LS.

If majority prefer, we can accept Nokia’s added text, which only assume NAS provides AS the priority (i.e., it is up to SA2 to decide whether it is NAS signaling or UE implementation). We think it is more aligned with RAN2 consensus.	Comment by OPPO_117: Per online discussion in R2#117e, RAN2 does not achieve more progress on the slice group priority. While, I agree with the above companies that the slice priority is another important factor to complete RAN slicing feature. Although SA2 may already know the slice group priority requirement, SA2 is still stuck in the slice priority issues, which may impact RAN2 work completeness. As a compromise, I think we can emphasize that the NAS layer also needs to provide slice group priority to the UE AS layer, which seems aligned with the previous RAN2 agreements and does not hurt anything. 
Thus, I think it is acceptable to add the text proposal suggested by Nokia, i.e. RAN2 also assumes that the NAS layer in the UE is able to provide slice group priorities to AS layer in the UE. 
Hope it is acceptable to all companies.
RAN2 considers the WI is completed from RAN2 specification perspective based on the above assumptions. RAN2 expects other WGs to finalize their relevant specifications and indicate if RAN2 assumptions are not valid before RAN2#118.	Comment by Nokia(GWO)1: To capture:
Explain that RAN2 needs to make some assumption to complete the WI and SA2 has to indicate if this assumption doesn’t work before RAN#96.
	Comment by OPPO_117: Fine, thanks.
	Comment by Ericsson: We think the wording below more accurately describes the situation (without expressing that RAN2 requests or expects other groups to complete their work, this is indeed well-known):


RAN2 considers WI on Enhancement of RAN Slicing for NR (RP-212534) as completed from RAN2 perspective based on the following assumptions:
The mapping of slice to slice groups for cell reselection are per TA (based on majority view in RAN2), but also per PLMN mapping is feasible from RAN2 point of view (both options have RRC ASN.1 impact).
NAS layer in the UE is able to provide slice group priorities to AS layer in the UE for slice-based cell re-selection purpose (no RRC ASN.1 impact) .
RAN2 understands both are up to SA2 to decide, and that this impacts normative work also in other working groups.
RAN2 asks SA2 to indicate whether RAN2 assumptions are valid at the latest during RAN2#118e (for RRC ASN.1 freeze).
	Comment by Nokia(GWO)3: We think that "indicate if RAN2 WA is valid" express that SA2 can make a decision. The sentence above " However, RAN2 understands whether per TA or per PLMN granularity has no major RAN2 impacts" makes clear that per PLMN is feasible. 	Comment by OPPO_117: Similar view as Nokia. 

If I remembered correctly, there was a suggestion during the online discussion to add a similar sentence “both are up to SA2 to decide”, but finally it is deleted. On the other hand, I also think the current text implicitly indicate SA2 can make a decision by the text “indicate if RAN2 WA is valid”. 
For the feasibility of per PLMN, I also think the “however” sentence reflects this intention. As a compromise, I suggest adjusting the order of the two sentences, hope if it can resolve companies' concerns.

In addition, RAN2 has achieved the following agreements.
1. A slice is not associated with multiple slice groups for the same purpose within a slice to slice group mapping area “granularity”. A slice can be associated at most with one slice group for RACH and with one slice group for reselection, within the same granularity.	Comment by MediaTek: In another word, “A slice can be associated at most with one slice group for RACH and one slice group for reselection, within the slice group granularity.” Is much clear.	Comment by Nokia(GWO)1: I think the simplest way if we use the wording from the meeting even if it may be improved.	Comment by Nokia(GWO)2: After some thinking I see the point of the revision proposal. I recognized that this wording may be interpreted in a way that a slice can be associated with one SG for RACH and one SG for cell reselection per PLMN even if the scope of the SGs is per TA. Therefore, I would like to support the rewording proposal from MediaTek.	Comment by OPPO_117: Thanks. I have reworded this sentence based on the above suggestions. 	Comment by Ericsson: Both 1 and 2 are somewhat hard to understand, without knowing the context. 1 is ok (and as we understand also discussed in SA2). But do we really need the bullet 2?	Comment by Nokia(GWO)3: We have no strong view whether to keep or remove bullet 2.	Comment by OPPO_117: Thanks for the comments. For bullet2, I understand this agreement is applied for cell reselection and RACH. Here, bullet 2 is to emphasize the UE AS need to be aware of the slice group by the information from NAS, no matter for cell reselection or RACH. I rephrased this sentence and would like to know whether it is acceptable to companies.
2. 
3. Both for RACH and for cell reselection, the UE NAS needs to provide the slice information to the UE AS. The UE AS is aware of the slice group ID (s) based on such slice information provided by the UE NAS. The UE AS is aware of the slice group ID (s) based on the information provided by the UE NAS. 	Comment by Nokia(GWO)4: Editorial	Comment by OPPO_117: Thanks. Accepted.
4. 
2	Actions
To SA2, CT1, RAN3, SA, RAN, CT
ACTION: 	
RAN2 kindly asks SA2, CT1, RAN3, SA and, RAN and CT to take the above information into consideration. Also, RAN2 expects other working groups to finalize their relevant specifications and SA2 to indicate if this the RAN2  assumptions are not valid does not work before RAN2#96118.	Comment by CMCC: Same comments as above.
We suggest to rephrase this sentence as “RAN2 expect SA2 and CT1 to finalize the normative work in Release 17 before RAN#96.”	Comment by MediaTek: We think other WGs are also aware this, no additional sentences are needed, we only need to inform RAN2’s assumption, not guide other WG’s decision.	Comment by Nokia(GWO)1: I think it is useful clearly indicate other WGs what we expect: 
RAN2 requests other WGs to finalize their relevant specifications and indicate if RAN2 working assumptions are not valid before RAN#96.	Comment by Qualcomm - Peng Cheng: We prefer original wording or Nokia’s wording with modification “requests” to “expects”.  	Comment by Nokia(GWO)2: We are fine to change "requests" to "expects"	Comment by OPPO_117: Thanks. Similar to the above response, I would like to try the updated text. Hope it is acceptable to all companies.	Comment by Ericsson: In line with comments above, sufficient to indicate “RAN2 asks SA2 to indicate whether RAN2 assumptions are valid at the latest during RAN2#118e”.	Comment by OPPO_117: FFS, can be updated based on the text in “Overall description”.
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