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1 Introduction

This is the kick off of the following Come Back:

CB: # 90_S-NSSAI_range_correction

- the need to extend the range is acknowledged

- extending the existing signaling mechanism vs. introducing a new one?

- check details

(Nok - moderator)

Summary of offline discussion R3-204280
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

R3-203753 rev in R3-204355 – agreed

R3-203754 rev in R3-204267 – agreed

R3-203755 rev in R3-204269 – agreed

R3-203757 rev in R3-204270 – agreed

3 Discussion

3.1 Extension to Slice Signalling

Tdoc R3-203752 explains the current limitations of the signaling of slices. Corresponding Set 1 CRs are proposed in R3-203753, R3-203754, R3-203755, R3-203757 to overcome these limitations cosigned by many companies: Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, AT&T, T-Mobile, Huawei, CMCC, Deutsche Telekom, Interdigital, ZTE, Orange.

This corresponds to similar changes already agreed by CT4 which has introduced a range of slices in C4-202042, C4-202102, C4-202461.

Ericsson has discussed that they would prefer an alternative where an extended slice IE is introduced. An example is shown in the following Set2 draft CRs: draft_R3-204266, draft_R3-204267, draft_R3-204269, draft_R3-204270. However, this approach seems to have equivalent signaling impact and would not be aligned with CT4.

Which set of CRs do you prefer?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Set 1

	Deutsche Telekom
	Set 1

	InterDigital
	Set 1

	ZTE
	Set 1

	Ericsson
	Set2. Set 1 does not add any functional benefit and in fact it creates an issue in how to establish the maximum number of slice a node can support. The current list of S-NSSAI is limited to 1024. This allows correct dimensioning of number of slices supported within a RAN node. By promoting the change in Set1 it is no limit to the number of slices a node shall support, making it impossible to perform correct dimensioning. Furthermore, the criticality of the newly added IE in Set1 is “reject” meaning that a node that does not support this functionality would need to reject fundamental procedures such as the NG Setup. This is not acceptable because the procedure introduced is not essential, and in fact it is only a duplicate way to add supported slices, to what we have already today.

Note that we have applied the enhancement in Set1 many times before across all the releases, e.g. with Extended PLMN ID List (e.g. 38.413); Extended RNC IDs extension lists (e.g. in 36.413), bit rate extensions, etc.

Set1 is limited also because it is not always possible to support a range of S-NSSAIs. If e.g. a node supports the range of SST + SD1, SD2, SD4, SD5, SD6, that node will only be able to use the SD range to signal support of SST+SD1, SD2. The “classic” list of S-NSSAI will need to be used to signal support of SST+SD4, SD5, SD6. For that reason, the enhancement in Set1 is of limited use when compared to Set2, which allows full flexibility in signaling supported slices.

	HW
	Both would work. Slightly prefer 1 since it is more aligned with CT.

The reason for putting reject was to avoid situations where the nodes are not aligned.


SECOND ROUND
In order to seek for possible compromise, As commented by Huawei, both sets of CRs work.

Regardless of your preference, Would you be ok with any of the two sets of CRs or do you really object one?
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Any of the two sets can work.

	Ericsson
	We would prefer Set2

	
	


Moderator’s summary:

It seems that even though majority of companies prefer Set 1 of CRs, they think both can work except one company which want to stick to set 2 and not compromise. It is therefore proposed to agree Set 2 rather than nothing.
4 Conclusion

The following is proposed:

Proposal 1: agree Set 2 CRs.
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