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1 Introduction

CB: # Slice2_Others

- Check the LS from SA5 and send reply LS if needed

- Check the corrections for UE-Slice_MBR
(E/// - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-223725
Structure of the discussion: 

First round comments to be provided by Friday the 13th at 12UTC

Second round comments to be provided by Tuesday the 17th  at 13UTC
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

RAN3 agrees that a reply LS to R3-222738 and R3-223061 (to SA2 and SA5), stating RAN3 progress on Slicing Enhancements, is not needed.
RAN3 agrees that the presence of the UE Slice Maximum Bit Rate List IE in the tabulars of TS38.473 needs to be changed to “Optional” and that appropriate semantics descriptions are needed to ensure that the UE Slice Maximum Bit Rate List IE is ignored if DRBs are not setup

Agree in principle to R3-223470. 
Discuss online on the criticality of the UE Slice Maximum Bit Rate List IE
For second Round:

Agree to R3-223778 
3 Discussion 

3.1 Discussion on Reply LS on Clarification of SCG outside RA for slicing  

In the LS in [1] RAN3 asked the following question to SA2:

RAN3 is discussing a solution for resource optimisation for a slice 1 in a gNB cell called Multi Carrier Resource Sharing solution. This solution assumes that the gNB hosts another cell with different frequency and overlapping coverage where the same slice 1 is available. It consists of setting up DC using SCG resources on the “other cell” for offloading the PDU sessions of slice 1 of some or all UEs.

RAN3 is not sure if gNB can select such “other cell” outside of the RA (registration area) of the concerned UE as SCG resource (i.e. the secondary cell group in Dual Connectivity.).

In [2] SA2 replied that:

[…] 

as the SCG is not used for paging nor considered when triggering Mobility Registration Updates by NAS, there is no functional issue to use a SCG cell outside the RA. 
On the principle of potentially using a cell that does not support the network slice the UE is using. SA2 indicates that only cells of TAs defined to support the used network slices shall be allowed, and that such restriction applies also to SCG. SA2 does not foresee any impacts on SA2 specifications.
In [3] RAN3 sent an LS to SA5 asking the following questions:

Q1: How dynamically (i.e. with which frequency) can the modification to slice resource re-partitioning be performed? 
Q2: is the solution shown in the figure above feasible?

To this, SA5 replied with the LS in [4] stating that:

Views of SA5: There are no limitation posed by the standard on how dynamic the process of  slice resource re-partitioning can be. This is considered to be dependent on the use case and on implementation. 

Views of SA5: Yes. The solution proposed by RAN3 is feasible based on NRM and measurements defined in SA5 TSs.
In relation to the discussions in the LS exchange with SA2 and SA5, RAN3 agreed the CR in [8], where RAN3 followed the guidelines contained in the LSs from SA2 and SA5 in [2] and [4].

In [7] it is proposed to reply to SA2 (with SA5 in Cc), stating that RAN3 has taken the inputs from SA2 into account, and that RAN3 has converged on the agreements captured in [8]. 

The moderator believes that the reply LS in [7] would need to be revised, to at least add SA5 in the “To” list and to state that the LS is a reply also to the LS in [4] from SA5.

Companies are invited to provide their view on whether the LS in [7] can be revised (including SA5 in the “To” list and making it a reply also to the LS in [4]) and agreed.

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Yes
	It is appropriate to inform SA2 and SA5 of the progress in RAN3, especially because two LS threads were opened on this topic.

	Huawei
	No strong need
	In the reply LS from SA2/SA5, they just ask RAN3 to take the information into account, no further feedback is mentioned in the “ACTION”. 

And SA2/SA5 can be fully aware of our agreements (made last meeting) by internal cooperation or via Rel-17 specifications, as usual. 

	ZTE
	Not necessary
	There is no requirement in the Action part of LS from SA2/5.And the description in the attachment just based on SA5 specification, therefore no impact on SA5.

	Samsung
	No strong need
	Our understanding is the reply LSes from SA2 and SA5 are those just for information, and nothing more needed to be replied by RAN3.

	CATT
	No strong need
	

	Qualcomm
	Seems not essential
	I guess one could ask “what would SA2/SA5 do with the answer?”, and I am not sure it would be needed from that perspective,

	Deutsche Telekom
	No strong need
	No action was required from RAN3 in both Reply LSs and RAN3’s work  performed did no go beyond anything that was asked to both WGs.

	Verizon
	No strong need
	

	LGE
	No strong need
	

	Nokia
	NOK
	These LSs required no response. 


Conclusion:
There is no consensus in sending a reply LS to SA2 and SA5 stating progress in RAN3.
3.2 Discussion on presence of UE-Slice-MBR

In [5] a discrepancy between tabular and ASN.1 has been detected for the presence of the UE-Slice-MBR. The discrepancy consists of the UE-Slice-MBR being optional in ASN.1 and conditional in the tabular. 

 [5] states the following in the “reason for change”:

The gNB-DU UE Slice Maximum Bit Rate List IE was introduced to indicate the maximum aggregate UL bit rate per slice. 

in the UE CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message, this IE is conditional of the DRB setup as “C-ifDRBSetup”, but is optional in ASN.1. 
Note that the gNB-DU UE Aggregate Maximum Bit Rate Uplink IE in the UE CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message is also conditional of “C-ifDRBSetup”, and conditional in ASN.1. 

Companies are invited to express their views on whether [5] is agreeable and if not on how to resolve the identified discrepancy

	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	The UE AMBR was introduced since the very beginning of 5G and for that its presence has been made conditional to the setup of a DRB. Namely, the UE AMBR becomes mandatory if at least one DRB is setup.

However, the UE-Slice-MBR was introduced only in Rel17 and its support is not mandatory. The latter is confirmed in TS38.413, which states the presence of the UE Slice Maximum Bit Rate List IE as “optional”. The same is confirmed also in TS23.501, which states the following:

A UE subscription information may include an optional Slice Maximum Bit Rate for the UE (Subscribed UE-Slice-MBR) for an S-NSSAI, which applies for 3GPP access type only.

Therefore, it is easy to understand from the above that a DRB may be setup over the F1 but the UE-Slice-MBR may not be present for the slice associated to the DRB.

For this reason, the correction in [5] is not correct. In fact, the the correction in [5] implies that whenever a DRB is setup, the UE-Slice-MBR shall be present, which in turns implies that support of the UE-Slice-MBR is mandatory whenever at least one DRB is setup. This contradicts existing specifications.

The optional presence of the UE-Slice-MBR in ASN.1 is correct and the identified discrepancy in 38.473 should be resolved by making the UE-Slice-MBR presence optional in the tabulars as well.



	Huawei
	As the proponent company of the CR, we agree with Ericsson (thanks for pointing out this!) that we should change the presence of the gNB-DU UE Slice Maximum Bit Rate List  IE in the tabular from conditional of the DRB setup to the optional. The CR can be revised accordingly. 



	ZTE
	Agree the view as Ericsson and agree to correct tabular part.

	Samsung
	We share similar view as E/// and HW.

	CATT
	We share similar view as E/// and HW.

	Qualcomm
	Same view as Ericsson.  UE Slice Maximum Bit Rate List IE is an optional IE over NGAP. Hence it cannot be mandated for DRB setup over F1. We think the ASN.1 is correct and the tabular in 38.473 should be corrected accordingly.

	Deutsche Telekom
	We agree with the views raised by companies before.

	Verizon
	Agree with Ericsson. 

	LGE
	We share similar view as E/// and HW.

	Nokia
	Agree to correct tabular and not asn.1. However, part of the intention was to hint that the Slice MBR should not be considered in the absence of any DRB. If we simply change to optional without text, this gets lost. Some semantics added. 


Conclusion:

All companies agree that the presence of the UE Slice Maximum Bit Rate List IE in the tabulars of TS38.473 needs to be changed to “Optional”.

One company suggested that semantics descriptions are added to make sure that the UE Slice Maximum Bit Rate List IE is included only when at least one DRB is setup.
In [6] a discrepancy concerning the criticality of the UE-Slice-MBR has been detected. The reason for change states that:

In the S-NODE ADDITION REQUEST and RETRIEVE UE CONTEXT RESPONSE messages, the criticality of the S-NG-RAN node UE Slice Maximum Bit Rate IE/ UE Slice Maximum Bit Rate List IE is set to “reject”, while in other messages, e.g., in HANDOVER REQUEST/ S-NODE MODIFICATION REQUEST message, it is set to “ignore”. 
Note that in the BLCR CR0745, the criticality of this IE is set to “ignore” in the corresponding Tabular. 

Companies are invited to present their views on whether the CR in [6] can be agreed

	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Yes, it can be agreed. 



	Huawei
	Yes

	ZTE
	Yes

	Samsung
	Yes

	CATT
	Yes

	Qualcomm
	Yes. 

One consideration though: it could be argued that handling of handover and DC are somewhat different i.e. in handover it does not matter if the target does not support (HO should not fail), but for DC the MN is in charge of handling the various MBRs and coordinating with the SN as needed etc. In a sense, non-support by the SN means the feature cannot anyway work, so probably the MN would not send it (and should perhaps find out via rejection, and then not send). Anyway no strong view, but both settings could work.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes

	Verizon
	Yes

	LGE
	Yes

	Nokia
	NOK. It can be argued that the criticality is usual way to determine if peer node supports the feature or not. After this is know, of course the source will no more send it. I propose to take this discussion online.


Conclusion:
All companies but one agree that the corrections in R3-223470 can be agreed. 

One company suggests to discuss this topic online and to consider that criticality “reject” may be used to find out whether UE S-MBR is supported by the receiving node.

The moderator proposes to agree in principle to the CR in R3-223470 and to take further discussions during the online session.
4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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