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1 Introduction

This is the outcome of the following email discussion:

CB: # 71_CellConfig_AllowedNSSAI

- consensus that each cell in TA supports same S-NSSAI in Rel-15 and 16

- Rel-15/16 agreement already captured in AI 17.3: slice is available (but is it “supported”? Need to clarify “support”?)

- clarify scenario raised by QC, CMCC

(Nok - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-206925
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

Agree reply LS in R3-207147 (revision of R3-205974).

3 Discussion

3.1 Difference between “support” of a slice and “availability” of a slice?

Tdoc R3-206168 presents a view that in release 15/16 a cell 1 of a TA may not “support” a slice 1 however declared as “supported” in the TA as soon as it can offload any PDU session requested for this slice 1 using DC or CA to another cell 2 which “supports” that slice 1 (interpretation B of slice availability in tdoc R3-206168). Do you acknowledge this as compliant to release 15/16 slicing?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No. In the described scenario according to release 15/16 slicing paradigm the cell 1 actually supports the slice 1. This is because the cell 1 necessarily handles the session management part of the slice 1 in order to/before trigger the DC. It also assumes that cell 1 is configured with RRM policy for handling this slice 1 accordingly. Any different view could generate disconnect with 5GC. Therefore, in the presented scenario, cell 1 simply still supports slice 1. There is no such case as a cell in a TA advertising different support than the TA advertises.

	Ericsson
	Agree with Nokia. A slice is supported in a cell of a TA if the S-NSSAI of that slice is included in the TAI Slice Support List IE e.g. signaled by the NG RAN node over NG. A slice supported in a given cell may or may not be served by the cell at user plane level, depending on the RRM policy configured for that slice. For example, the RRM policy could be to prefer serving this slice on a different overlay frequency, hence the UE is handed over to or DC configured with cells using the preferred frequency and the slice is served at UP level when slice bearers become available over the preferred frequency    

	Huawei
	Tend to say No for DC, but can discuss for CA. 

In our memory, this new DC scenario (MN and SN support different slices) was discussed, but no conclusion in R15/R16. But there was no discussion for CA case, e.g. two aggregated cells belonging to the same CA but support different slices. This can be supported in case of PDU session setup/modification. For handover case, this can be further discussed. 

	Deutsche Telekom
	No. Agree with Nokia’s and E///’s views.

	ZTE
	No, Agree with Nokia, Ericsson and Deutsche Telecom.

	CMCC
	We believe there’s a gap between ‘supported slice’ specified in NGAP/XnAP, and the ‘slice availability’ described in 38.300. In our opinion, current description for stg2 serves for a broader range of understanding that it also includes the case for non-unified slice support, while current stg3 for R15/16 may be based on the assumption that the reported slice should be supported by a specific node (but not strictly supported by a specific cell). As a result, we share similar view with HW that CA scenario can be further discussed.

	Qualcomm
	In principle this seems possible, particularly the CA case. We fully agree that the same S-NSSAIs are homogeneously  available in a TA, which implies some level of support for the set of S-NSSAIs in all cells, but it does not necessarily imply that the UP support is always provided with resources owned by those cells.

	CATT
	No, in R15/R16, the case is not supported because the allowed NSSAI does not cover the not supported slices.

	LGE
	No. Agree with Nokia’s and E///’s views


Moderator’s summary:

A large majority of companies confirms that cell 1 supports slice 1 in the described scenario, therefore not breaking the uniform support of a slice in all cells in a TA in R15/R16.
3.2 Uniform support of slices in cells of a TA

Based on the previous discussion above, do you think that it is possible in release 15/16 to have in a TA a cell which does not “support” the slices which are declared as “supported” for the TA?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No. This is not possible in release 15/16 as explained above. Whether we want to enable non-homogeneous slice support in TA in release 17 is another discussion managed by SA2 for release 17.

	Ericsson
	Agree with Nokia

	Huawei
	See our answer to 3.1

	Deutsche Telekom
	Agree with Nokia.

	ZTE
	Agree with Nokia, Ericsson and Deutsche Telecom.

	CMCC
	We can obtain from NGAP/XnAP that a node supports the slice when it declares as supported for the TA, but not restricted to a cell.

	Qualcomm
	Need to qualify support. If support implies that

“Cell is able to provide CP management for the PDU sessions of the slice, and can normally access resources for such a slice”, then agree with Nokia. So, we should be quite specific.

	CATT
	Agree with nokia

	LGE
	No (in Rel-15/16)


Moderator’s summary:

A large majority of companies confirm that all cells in TA have same slice support in R15/R16.
Proposal 1: It is proposed to answer the first question of the LS with “The answer is “yes”. RAN3 would like to point out that the is an agreement since the early days of release 15 and is well documented in all RAN3 specifications (TS 38.300, TS 38.413, TS 38.423, etc..)”. 

3.3 Support of slices in cells of a TA for R17

At the online meeting, there are some proposals to provide RAN views on the support of slices for R17. Do you think this should be included in the reply LS to provide R17 views from RAN perspective even if this question is not included in the SA LS SA2?

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes.

We see it is beneficial if the cells in the same TA to support different S-NSSAI(s) in Rel-17.

Otherwise, the Rel-15/16 assumption has incurred many limitations, e.g., TA re-planning, frequent TAU, etc. This is not good way for R17 flexible slice deployment. 
We can also mention that the final decision can be determined by SA2 in their work. 

	Deutsche Telekom
	No. 
The question from SA2 in their LS was clearly addressing Rel-15/16 only. As there is up to now no agreed statement on RAN3 level about possible benefits by changing the current definition, we should not raise it here.

	Nokia
	No. Same view as Deutsche Telekom. The LS is clearly R15/R16. Companies can express their view in SA2 directly.

	CMCC
	Yes.
In addition, since TA planning is carried out by RAN, it is necessary to express the issue identified by RAN such as TA re-planning and frequent TAU for R17, which is in the scope of RAN3.

	Ericsson
	No, this is not within the scope of the LS. Note: extra questions in a SoD should not be added in the middle of a SoD version discussion. This implies that companies that commented earlier may not have a chance to comment in time.

	Qualcomm
	It would be fair to state that the reply is written from a rel15/16 perspective only.

	CATT
	Yes, we may include simply sentence as below in LS:

RAN3 intend to discuss this issue in R17

	LGE
	Agree with CATT

	Nokia
	No. The scope of the LS is clearly R15/R16.


Moderator’s summary:

Several companies oppose to talk about release 17 in the reply to this LS which is R15/R16. 
4 Conclusion

The following is proposed:

Proposal 1: It is proposed to answer the first question of the LS with “The answer is “yes”. 
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