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1 Introduction

CB: # 37_Email_PRN_slicing

Nok,E///,CT: Served Cell Information IE shall ensure that NID and TAI have a 1:1 relationship over F1

NEC: select among:

Opt1: introduce the list of NIDs at the PLMN ID level

Opt2: introduce a single NID at the PLMN ID level

Opt3: introduce SNPN specific slice information

E///:

Change the Supported TA List IE (in the NG SETUP REQUEST message and the RAN CONFIGURATION UPDATE message) and the PLMN Support List IE (in the NG SETUP RESPONSE message and the AMF CONFIGURATION UPDATE message) so that a one-to-one relation between a network and a network slice is maintained

Separate the current NPN Support IE into a NG-RAN NPN Support IE and a 5GC NPN Support IE.

The same kind of review has to be performed for the other NG-RAN interfaces. See TPs in [R3-202139 ff]. Due to the different nature of the E1, F1 and Xn interfaces, the discussions are led on top of the respective TPs.

CT: The NPN Information in the Served Cell Information for F1AP specification should be defined both at the same level as existing PLMN Identity IE and at the same level as 5GS-TAC

HW:

No need to add the CAG list into the TAI Support List for all related interfaces.

Add the NID support list (including one or multiple NIDs) in TAI Support List for XnAP.

Update the NPN Support Information to include NID lists for E1AP. 

Add the NPN support in the network slicing section for TS 38.300. 

The current spec does not need additional changes on slices aspects over NG and F1 interfaces.

- remove ed note: “The exact location of the introduced IE ‘NPN Support Information’ needs to be further discussed”? (NEC)

(Nok - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-202518
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

R3-201820 – agreed.
R3-202139 – agreed.
R3-201636 rev in R3-202641 – agreed.
R3-202141 – agreed.
3 Discussion

3.1 one NID or multiple NIDs associated with the slice support list (NG, Xn, E1, F1 interface)

There are two options possible: 

· option 1: have only one NID in NPN Support IE (e.g. tdocs 1820, 2138, 2139, 2141) or 

· option 2: to have a list of NIDs in NPN Support IE (e.g. 2355, 2356) 

Question 1: which option do you prefer among option 1 or option 2? 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Option 1. This allows easy differentiation of distinct list of slices per SNPN.  

	Huawei
	Both options could work. Slightly prefer option 2. 

According to SA2 TS 23. 501, “a Network Slice is defined within a PLMN or SNPN”. This means, the slice concept is within the PLMN or SNPN.  

For multiple SNPNs sharing the same TAI, they can hold their respective slices, either the same or different. 

Option 2 can allow multiple SNPNs sharing the same TAI have their respective but same slices in a single loop. While option 1 needs multiple loops, though with slice and SNPN with 1-to-1 mapping. 

	ZTE
	Option2. The conception of slice and SNPN can be separated. If both slice and NPN support IEs present, it means that all the slices are supported under those NPN.

	Qualcomm
	Both options can work. Agree that option 1 is clearer, so slightly prefer that. With option 2, it is true that the same ID can be used for more than one SNPN, but logically these are different slices, so at least it would be good to state that in semantics to avoid misuse.

	NEC
	Both option 1 and 2 are possible. 
As we described in R3-201762:

· for Option 1 all slices supported per TAI are available to a single SNPN. While, 

· for Option 2, all slices supported per TAI are available to multiple SNPNs that share the same TAI. Hence, for Option 2, a clarification text is need in the semantics e.g. “Different sets of Supported S-NSSAIs are specified for different SNPNs.”

	Deutsche Telekom
	Preference for option 1.

	CTC
	Both options could work, both allow to define the specific slices per SNPN. Considering the different SNPNs represent the different stand-alone networks, normally, each SNPN should have the specific slices and the specific sets of TAIs, the structure of Option 1 looks more concise.

Both CTC and Ericsson paper mentioned that the NPN Broadcast Information IE should be introduced to support the network sharing. Although this discussion may not include this part of content, I just emphasized here.

	Ericsson
	This is not a question of preference but about breaking clear stage 2 requirements. SA2 clearly speaks of option 1, we should not screw up the whole concept. This was already discussed last meeting and we thought the topic didn’t leave open questions.

	CATT
	OPTION 1

	LG
	Option 1. Each SNPN sharing the same TAI has different slices.


Moderator’s summary:

All companies recognize that both solutions can work. I count a majority which prefer option 1 (7 preferences for option 1, 2 preferences for option 2). So let us go for option 1 with the sharing of work as summarized in Proposal 1 of Section 4.

3.2 Specific NG: Split of NPN Support IE

Question 2: do you find useful to split the NPN Support IE in two parts: 5GC part from CN to RAN and RAN part from RAN to 5GC (e.g. tdoc 2138)

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No. Don’t see the need.

	Huawei
	No, seems not necessary to have same format but with different IE name. 

	ZTE
	Quick answer is no. Did not see the difference from the proposed TP.

	Qualcomm
	In principle, this is ok. It is coincidental that the two IEs are the same right now, and maybe it would be good to be future proof.

	NEC
	No.

	Deutsche Telekom
	No

	CTC
	Seems not necessary

	Ericsson
	This is a matter of general protocol design. The nature of the Ies to which NPN information is added is different. We would do us a favor.

Think that at some point in time we decide to provide PNI-NPN related information from the RAN to the CN (which for sure will never be the case in the opposite direction). We would then have to deal with parts of the IE that are only applicable in one direction. This is not nice to handle from an implementation point of view.

	CATT
	No strong opinion

	LG
	For now, seems not necessary.


Moderator’s summary:

Many companies are against the split proposal so we leave it aside at this time. At the same time re-proposing and re-discussing this at next meeting is not precluded. see Proposal 2 in Section 4.

3.3 Stage 2

Question 3: do we need text in 38.300 for slicing in NPN (e.g. tdoc 2357)?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No. This is already described in 23.501. 

	Huawei
	Yes. The general RAN support of network slicing is described In TS 38.300, so the NPN support of network slicing should be described well, following the same logic e.g. QoS parameters.

	ZTE
	No.

	Qualcomm
	In principle no problem, but looking at the text proposal, it needs further cutting back and really could be two sentences: the first one in the TP (“ The NPN support of network slicing builds on existing functionality including functions described in rest of section 16.3.”), and then a sentence pointing to 23.501. “Detailed specification of NPN network slicing aspects is provided in TS 23.501”.

	NEC
	No. We tend to agree that the description is already provided in 23.501.

	Deutsche Telekom
	No. Already described in TS 23.501.

	CTC
	No. this discussion of NPN slices is to help us to deeper understand the slicing concept but no to change anything of slicing itself.

	Ericsson
	This is not necessary, this is obvious from the first sentence in the TP which says “... builds on existing functionality ...”. We should lead a general discussion on the content of the NPN related 38.300 additions, I have commented that on other places as well. If something is to be said in addition to what 3GPP Rel-16 TSs say currently, this would need to be said in 23.501.

	CATT
	No

	LG
	No. Already covered in TS 23.501.


Moderator’s summary:

There seems to be many strongly opinionated “no” to have text in TS38.300. Given this and the impaired communication abilities we have with these e-meetings I propose to stop here to not waste time of everybody as I see little hope of convergence. Instead I would propose to the proponent to advocate this offline after this meeting with a few supporters and then can come back next time with co-signs. See proposal 3 in section 4.
4 Conclusion, Recommendations

The following is proposed:

Proposal 1: Have only one NID in NPN Support IE.

Proposal 2: No split of NPN support IE at this meeting. To be continued contribution driven.

Proposal 3: No additional text for slicing NPN at this meeting. To be continued contribution driven.

It is proposed to implement the above proposals above in the following TPs:

NG: agree the TP in 1820 (or any needed revision).
Xn: agree the TP in 2139 (or any needed revision).

F1: agree the TP in 1636 (or any needed revision).

E1: agree the TP in 2141 (or any needed revision).
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