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Introduction
This discussion is based on the following input: 
RP-210398, RP-210399, RP-210312, RP-210502, RP-210601, RP-210629
Plan for this discussion: One round of discussion to confirm plan, and determine RAN2 WI objectives. A Second round to polish the WID. 
Proposals, Discussion – INITIAL ROUND
1) Proposed Plan: WID is approved at current meeting. RAN2 start WI in Q2, RAN3 objectives are added to the WID at the June Plenary. RAN3 continues the study item in Q2 to address remaining points.
	Company
	Comment

	vivo
	Agree. Remaining RAN3 issues have no impact on RAN2 side objective

	CATT
	Agree

	Lenovo / Motorola Mobility
	We agree with the staggered WI approval process.

	Rakuten Mobile
	Agree

	Samsung
	Agree

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	We are overall fine with this with one clarification: It should be clear that once RAN3 completes the SI, the impacts from their parts will be incorporated. And there could also be impact to RAN2 objectives from the RAN3 scope at that time.

	CMCC
	Support the plan.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Agree

	Xiaomi
	Agree

	Intel
	For the RAN2 WI objectives, there are some open issues that were also not concluded in RAN2 (e.g. deployment scenarios, slice specific cell selection, applicability of slice specific RACH for MT access). If these open issues were to be inclued in the WI, we are open to extend the SI phase for RAN2 or refine the scope on these open issues during a study phase in the WI.

	Docomo
	Agree

	OPPO
	Agree

	Ericsson
	The system level principle that “all cells of a tracking area support the same S-NSSAI(s)” was discussed at length in RAN2, and RAN2 could not agree on its validity for Rel-15/16,   see RP-210629.
It would be good to clearly indicate in the WID if this principle is supposed to remain or not. If RAN by this WID expects that slice support of cells within a tracking area can be different, it is evident there are impacts on interfaces and on WGs outside RAN.
But currently, section 8 “Aspects that involve other WGs” indicate “No identified yet”. 
We think it would be wise if RAN2 evaluated and coordinated impacts on other WGs during an extended study phase (RAN3 study is anyway not yet completed) as Intel also commented. 
The main purpose of this extension would be to avoid evaluation of too many alternative solutions in a WI phase.
As we understand, no study is ongoing outside RAN.
On the other hand, in case principle “all cells of a tracking area support the same S-NSSAI(s)” remains, we do not see the need for the WID objectives to provide slice information in system information.

	ZTE
	Agree

	T-Mobile USA
	Need to wait for RAN3 and SA2 to conclude their work before starting RAN2 normative work. SA2 hasn’t concluded on NASSI granularity, this has a major impact on RAN2 work as Ericsson mentions above. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We are Ok with the plan

	China Telecom
	Agree. RAN2 can start WI discussion in Q2, while RAN3 can continue the discussion on the SI remaining issues.




2) Proposed TU allocation in RAN2: Requested 1 TU per meeting vs already reserved 0.5 TU per meeting. 
	Company
	Comment

	R2 Chairman
	In principle 1 TU per meeting translate to 2-4 WI objectives / AI points, if the points are WI-oriented. I think increase from currently planned 0.5 TUs to 1 TU per meeting might be possible at least for some meeting – only if required, there is competition. Furthermore it is my understanding that RAN slicing topics are contentious (more than average). In any case, I suggest one round of comments to see whether there is support to further focus the WI scope.

	vivo
	Agree to follow Chairman guidance

	CATT
	Agree with R2 Chairman

	Lenovo / Motorola Mobility
	Increase of RAN2 TUs is recommended where possible considering the fact that many details of the solutions need to be discussed and resolved during the normative phase.

	Rakuten Mobile
	Agree with Chairman

	Samsung 
	Agree with R2 Chairman

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	We think the WI scope should be kept focused to ensure the TUs are sufficient: For example,  the cell selection and per-slice RACH for MT-services were not fully studied in RAN2 part of the SI, so could be even left out from the scope.

	CMCC
	We are supportive to increase to 1 TU per meeting. In the conclusion chapter of TR 38.832, slice based cell reselection and RACH are recommended for normative work, and still there are many open issues to be solved. And slice based cell selection is to be further discussed in the WI phase. So we think increasing TU would be helpful to make this feature perfect and stable enough for commercial deployment.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Agree to RAN2 chairman’s guidance.

	Xiaomi
	Agree with chairman

	Intel
	We prefer to focus the scope of the WI first but are also open to increasing the TU if there is a possibility to do so.

	Docomo
	We are supportive of increasing TUs if contentious objectives below, such as cell selection, is included.

	OPPO
	Well maybe we should settle down the scope first and to see whether it is really needed to double the TU

	Ericsson
	Agree with chairman.

	ZTE
	Agree with RAN2 chairman

	T-Mobile USA
	T-Mobile doesn’t support increasing the TU’s because RAN2 currently has a 80 TU deficit due to  the change from F2F to emeetings in the 2nd half of 2021. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We agree with RAN2 Chairman comments.

	China Telecom
	Agree with RAN2 chairman.




3) WI potential objectives: Slice-Aware Cell Reselection
	Company
	Comment

	vivo
	Support. This objective is in line with SI conclusion

	CATT
	support

	Lenovo / Motorola Mobility
	Agree as it is aligned with the RAN2 conclusions.

	Rakuten Mobile
	Support

	Samsung
	Support

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	We are fine to include this objective and it was well-discussed during the SI.

	CMCC
	Support this objective. RAN2 agreed on the conclusion that the solutions to support slice based cell reselection are recommended for normative work, details are captured in TR 38.832.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Support.

	Xiaomi
	Support. But regarding the objectives, the following requires clarification:
bullet b) in 1 Should clarify whether slice info also include "cell reselection priority per slice"
Bullet c) in 1 should clarify whether it is "supported slice info" or "supported slice".

	Intel
	We support this WI objective in general.  However, we think some discussion is needed on the scope of WI in terms of scenarios supported.  
As mentioned in our contribution RP-210629:
RAN2 discussed without reaching a conclusion on the question from SA2 on whether all of the cells of a Registration Area have the same slice availability. The scenarios to be supported impacts the details of the solution.  
Supporting the scenario where the cells of a TA provide different slices in the RAN WI will require additional discussion in RAN2. For example, UE behaviour when there is UL data on a slice that is not available in the current cell should be discussed.  Depending on the deployment scenario, the solution could be to reselect to another cell supporting the slice at the time of data arrival or it could be to release of the PDU sessions for slices that are not available.  These solutions need further discussion on how to avoid the delay associated with SIB reading in case of cell reselection at the time of data arrival, and how the PDU session released or re-established needs to be coordinated with SA2/CT1.
In the discussion in S2-143E, SA2 agreed to assume that all cells of a tracking area support the same S-NSSAI(s):  
The following conclusions are agreed:
-     The following is assumed e.g. to support legacy UEs:
-     all cells of a tracking area support the same S-NSSAI(s); and
-     the S-NSSAI(s) of the Allowed NSSAI are supported by all tracking areas in a registration area.
RAN WI objective should also be aligned with the SA2 agreement to avoid unnecessary discussion on other scenarios in RAN2 that is not supported in SA2.
We propose to add a NOTE that the scenarios addressed in the WI should be aligned with the scenarios supported in SA2. 

	Docomo
	Support

	OPPO
	Support

	Ericsson
	We are generally supportive of this objective. As commented in question 1, if we keep the system level principle that “all cells of a tracking area support the same S-NSSAI(s)” then we don’t see a need to provide slice information in system information but dedicated signaling should be sufficient. 

	ZTE
	Support

	T-Mobile USA
	Agree with Intel’s comments

	Huawei,HiSilicon
	We support this objective

	China Telecom
	Support




4) WI potential objectives: Slice-Aware Cell Selection
	Company
	Comment

	vivo
	Slice based selection is a nice to have feature, but can left out of  scope if time does not allow

	CATT
	Support this objective

	Lenovo / Motorola Mobility
	We are ok to add this objective, however referring to the RAN2 conclusions this objective should be further discussed in a study phase.
For slice-based cell selection, the following solutions may be discussed during WI in RAN2:
· To assist cell selection, whether to broadcast supported slice of serving cell in SI message and how to solve SIB1 concerns

	Rakuten Mobile
	Support

	Samsung
	As indicated by Lenovo/Motorola Mobility, we have the same understanding that RAN2 needs further discussion on this mechanism if this objective is included. 

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	We would like to remind that the SI conclusion on this in RAN2 was as follows:
1	For cell selection scenario, RAN2 may discuss during WI whether to broadcast supported slice of serving cell in SI message and how to solve SIB1 concerns.
We would prefer not to consider this in Rel-17: The proposed objective 1c in RP-210399 is already not fully aligned with the SI conclusions, and the SI didn't conclude on what to do with cell selection. 

	CMCC
	Support this objective. RAN2’s conclusion was that “To assist cell selection, whether to broadcast supported slice of serving cell in SI message and how to solve SIB1 concerns”. So whether the solution can solve SIB1 concerns (e.g. SIB1 payload size,…)  and whether to standardize anything can be discussed during the WI phase.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	We prefer not to work on this item if it is agreed to keep 0.5 TU, i.e. the item can be treated in WI if the TU allocation can be increased to 1 TU.

	Xiaomi
	We are ok to add this objective

	Intel
	This topic was discussed without conclusion in RAN2 during the study phase.  Slice availability of the current and neighbouring cells are expected to be provided to the UE as part of the cell reselection solution.  As cell selection details are not normally rigidly specified, how UE finds a suitable cell during cell selection is normally left to the UE implementation.  We think this principle can again be applied.  
We propose to either not include this objective or have a study (phase) in RAN2 on whether normative specification work is necessary for this objective.

	Docomo
	No strong view. If included, SIB1 concerns indeed have to be solved, and that requires additional discussion.

	OPPO
	We think cell selection is a feature nice to have with the risk to increase SIB1 size. Hence we don’t support this in Rel17 version.

	Ericsson
	Whether slice aware cell selection should be supported requires further study.

	ZTE
	We understand slice-aware cell selection might be useful in cell selection after re-establishment or release with redirection thus it would be something nice to have.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	For Cell Selection, RAN2 reached the following agreement:
For cell selection scenario, RAN2 may discuss during WI whether to broadcast supported slice of serving cell in SI message and how to solve SIB1 concerns.
It is noted that the SIB1 concerns also exist for some solutions for cell reselection scenario. During RAN2 discussions, Some companies had concerns (e.g. due to lack of detailed discussions) but the majority supported recommending these for normative work.
In general, we can be ok to include it in the WI scope, and it depends on the technical discussions in future RAN2 meetings.

	China Telecom
	We are fine to include this objective. The related SIB1 concerns can be further discussed in the WI phase.



5) WI potential objectives: Slice-Specific RACH resources
	Company
	Comment

	vivo
	Supportive of this objective

	CATT
	Support this objective

	Lenovo / Motorola Mobility
	Agree as it is aligned with the RAN2 conclusions.

	Rakuten Mobile
	Support

	Samsung
	Support

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	We are fine to consider these in the WI scope.

	CMCC
	Support this objective. RAN2 agreed on the conclusion that for slice based RACH configuration, the solutions (Separated PRACH configuration and RACH parameters prioritization) are recommended for normative work. 

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Support.

	Xiaomi
	Support. But we suggest also add the following into the objective:
a) For slice specific RACH, how to perform RACH type selection (e.g., 2-step and 4-step).
b) The fallback mechanism, e.g., whether to support 2 step slice-based RACH fallback to 4-step slice-based or common RACH.
c) The collision in case that slice-specific RA prioritization is configured together with legacy RA prioritization (e.g., MPS and MCS UEs).
d) Slice info for MT traffic

	Intel
	We support the objective of having slice specific RACH resources for mobile originated services.
Slice specific RACH to mobile terminated services was discussed without conclusion in RAN2.  To allow for this, there is a need to update the Paging message to carry information on the slice of the DL data. Providing Slice information in Paging message will also require coordination with SA2 to provide additional information in Paging message as it impacts CN.  Also it increases the paging message size as well as raise the security/privacy concern where the slice usage of a UE becomes known. It is also not clear to us the potential use cases for this. If Paging is relevant for time critical slices as it will involve additional delay associated with Paging and adds to the overheads in the Paging message; keeping the UE in connected DRX may be a better option.
The increased complexity of the CN impact on other WGs, increasing the paging message size as well as the security concern to justify this should be studied further.
We propose to either not include this objective or have a study (phase) in RAN2 on the complexity and impact on other groups for slice specific RACH resources for mobile terminated services.


	Docomo
	Support

	OPPO
	Support 

	Ericsson
	PRACH partitioning is being proposed in several Rel-17 WIs:
· Slicing (for early slice indication)
· RedCap (for early UE type indication)
· SDT
· Coverage enhancements (to indicate the need for MSG3 repetitions)
It will quickly become messy if all PRACH portioning is introduced for all the features above, especially if it is going to be possible to combine the features. For this reason we think the RACH partitioning objective can be de-prioritized or removed.

	ZTE
	Support.

	T-Mobile USA
	Share the same concern as Ericsson, PRACH is a limited resource that should be equally allocated to all users. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We support this objective

	China Telecom
	Support



6) WI potential objectives: Slice-Specific RACH prioritization configuration
	Company
	Comment

	vivo
	Agree tyo have Slice specific RACH prioritization, but should avoid RACH fragmentation

	CATT
	Support this objective

	Lenovo / Motorola Mobility
	Agree as it is aligned with the RAN2 conclusions.

	Rakuten Mobile
	Support

	Samsung 
	Support

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	We are fine to consider these in the WI scope.

	CMCC
	Support this objective, same comment as question 5.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Support.

	Xiaomi
	Support

	Intel
	Same comment as 5).  That is, in summary:
We support the objective of having slice specific RACH prioritization configuration for mobile originated services.
We propose to either not include this objective or have a study (phase) in RAN2 on the complexity and impact on other groups for slice specific RACH prioritization configuration for mobile terminated services.


	Docomo
	Support

	OPPO
	Support

	Ericsson
	It is questionable if RACH prioritization provides any significant latency gain so this objective can also be deprioritized/removed.

	ZTE
	Support

	T-Mobile USA
	Agree with Ericsson, MPS is the only service that has RACH prioritization in R16. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We support this objective

	China Telecom
	Support



7) Void.

8) WI potential objectives: Slicing enhancements to Access Control
	Company
	Comment

	Moderator
	I understand that this was not proposed by WI rapporteur, and there is actually no proposal to include. Anyway it was brought up as an explicit proposal for non-inclusion. 

	vivo
	No strong view

	CATT
	Disagree to include it

	Lenovo / Motorola Mobility
	During the study this topic was deprioritized due lack of support. So, it’s ok not to consider this topic in the WI.

	Rakuten Mobile
	Neutral. 

	Samsung
	As discussed during the study phase, this objective does not have to be included.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	We would be fine to not include this.

	CMCC
	Slice enhancement for access control was ruled out during the SI phase, since the current UAC mechanism can already support slice specific access control. 
So, we think this objective is not needed.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Not support.

	Xiaomi
	Not support

	Intel
	We do not see a need to enhance the existing UAC for slicing.

	Docomo
	No strong view

	OPPO
	Not support

	Ericsson
	No need to add any new objective. Slice specific access control is already supported from Rel-15 using the operator defined access categories.

	ZTE
	As discussed during the SI, this objective does not have to be included.

	Huawei , HiSilicon
	This bullet was not concluded by RAN2 during the SI phase, so there is no need to consider it in the WI scope.

	China Telecom
	Not support.



8) WI potential objectives: Anything else?
	Company
	Comment

	Moderator
	Nothing else was proposed, so I hope there are no additional proposals. 

	vivo
	The Rapporteur proposal is enough 

	CATT
	Same view as vivo, the Rapporteur proposal is enough. We didn’t agree anything other than the Rapporteur proposal during SI

	Lenovo / Motorola Mobility
	On the WI objective “Slice-Aware Cell Reselection” a further note should be added that the solution relies on the SA2 agreement that “all cells of a tracking area support the same S-NSSAI(s); and the S-NSSAI(s) of the Allowed NSSAI are supported by all tracking areas in a registration area.”

	CMCC
	Nothing else need to be added.

	OPPO
	We can consider to include the intended slice info for MT access for slice specific RACH selection

	
	

	
	



Conclusions Initial Round
Note that due to late kick-off, these conclusions are preliminary, but can be used as baseline to start WID detail discussion. 
The following can be agreed: 
1) Plan: RAN Slicing WID can be approved at current TSG meeting with RAN2 scope. RAN2 will start work on the WI in Q2. RAN3 continues the work on the SI in Q2 to address remaining points. RAN3 objectives (and related RAN2 impacts if any) are added to the WID at the June TSG meeting. 
2) Objective on Slice-Aware Cell Reselection is included in the WID
3) Objective(s) on Slice-Specific RACH resources and Slice-Specific RACH prioritization configuration is included in the WID, for MO
4) Confirm that Slicing enhancements to Access Control is N/A for this WI

Objections, if any, and replies to objections: 
	Company
	Comment

	Moderator
	My understanding is that the proposed agreements above are consistent with SI outcome. There were comments on the RACH related parts that i) resource fragmentation for multiple WIs will be “messy” (and I’d agree, so maybe we need specific inter-WI coord in R2), and ii) that this is not useful, however on usefulness aspects I’d really hope companies considered those when concluding the SI.

	T-Mobile USA
	Slice aware cell reselection should be added to the WID after SA2 concludes their work. SA2 is likely to conclude that slices are common per tracking area which impacts this objective. T-Mobile has concerns with RACH prioritization, benefit isn’t clear and the impact on other UE’s in the network is undetermined. 

	Ericsson
	For 1, we are fine with agreeing the WI now provided we stick to the principle of homogenous slice support within a registration area as assumed by SA2. 
For 3, we agree with the moderator that some inter-WI coordination in RAN2 is needed for the RACH related parts. As highlighted in section 5, there are several pending technical aspects concerning this objective. Hence, we suggest to describe in the objective that a study on feasibility and benefits of MO slice specific RACH configurations should take place within normative phase and if feasibility and benefits are confirmed, normative work on this objective can take place.

	CMCC
	We support the above 4 proposals. 
Regarding to T-Mobile’s concerns, SA2’s progress will be taken into consideration during RAN WI phase, but we don’t see there is any need to delay any WI objective. For slice aware cell reselection, RACH prioritization and RACH resource configuration, RAN2 have well analyzed on the benefit and the issues that these solutions can address, and the conclusions are captured in TR 38.832. So we don’t think there is any need to rediscuss it at RAN plenary.

	Moderator
Further Conclusions on Objection comments
	On the Cell reselection objective: 
It seems that everyone agrees that RAN2 need to take into account related SA2 decisions, e.g. on the relation Tracking Area - S-NSSAI for R17, and everyone seems to agree that this SA2 decision impacts the RAN2 solution. T-Mobile suggest to add the objective later, but the WI rapporteur think there is no reason to delay. It is not clear by this discussion to what extent RAN2 discussions can start without the missing SA2 agreement, but as long as it is clear that RAN2 expect to/need to take this into account, there seems to be no harm In having the objective already now. SI concluded to have this objective and there is an overwhelming support to have it. 
Conclusion: With the observation that RAN2 shall take into account related SA2 decisions, e.g. on the relation Tracking Area - S-NSSAI for R17 the point 2 above stands: Objective on Slice-Aware Cell Reselection is included in the WID

On the RACH objective: 
I understand that the RACH objective (for MO) was indeed recommended by the SI, and it seems to have wide support here as well, so I don’t think it reasonable to discuss here whether it is useful or not. Such discussion would make more sense if there hadn’t been a SI first. 
For the RACH objective, the parts that require further work seems to be on a level that we usually resolve in work items. We never require/expect a SI to develop solution on the level of producing CRs. Also I understand that the detailed comments 7 a-c was an attempt to make the WID even clearer, not to question the feasibility. 
Conclusion: Point 3 above stands: Objective(s) on Slice-Specific RACH resources and Slice-Specific RACH prioritization configuration is included in the WID, for MO




Continued scope discussion points: 
4) Whether Objective(s) on Slice-Specific RACH resources and Slice-Specific RACH prioritization configuration in the WID shall be applicable also for MT
5) Whether Objective on Slice-Aware Cell Selection is included in the WID
6) How to handle registration area / S-NSSAI relation, 
Continued detailed points: 
7) For the Objective(s) on Slice-Specific RACH resources and Slice-Specific RACH prioritization add the following into the objective:
a) For slice specific RACH, how to perform RACH type selection (e.g., 2-step and 4-step).
b) The fallback mechanism, e.g., whether to support 2 step slice-based RACH fallback to 4-step slice-based or common RACH.
c) The collision in case that slice-specific RA prioritization is configured together with legacy RA prioritization (e.g., MPS and MCS UEs).
d) Slice info for MT traffic
Proposals, Discussion – INTERMEDIATE ROUND

4) Whether Objective(s) on Slice-Specific RACH resources and Slice-Specific RACH prioritization configuration in the WID shall be applicable also for MT
	Company
	Comment

	Moderator
	For MT case, there was one company thinking that supporting also MT would be a bad idea, whereas others didn’t comment at all on this aspect. SO, here I encourage other companies to comment. 

	T-Mobile USA
	Not supportive of RACH prioritization for the reasons stated above. 

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Not support. We should respect SI conclusion/recommendation.

	vivo
	Not supportive for MT.

	CATT
	Not support. Same view as Qualcomm

	China Telecom
	Not support for MT.

	Xiaomi
	Yes. There was no conclusion on whether to consider MT or not. We think at least it can be decided during WI phase.

	Samsung
	Not support for MT. 

	Intel
	We prefer not to support Slice-Specific RACH resources and Slice-Specific RACH prioritization configuration in the WID 

	Rakuten Mobile
	We support inclusion of Slice-aware Cell Selection in the WID.

	ZTE
	We understand slice-specific RACH resources and prioritization for MT can be further discussed in the WI phase.

	Spreadtrum
	No strong view

	Lenovo / Motorola Mobility
	The MT aspect was discussed during the study but not agreed. Therefore, we see no need to further discuss this topic.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	The SI concluded that for MT services, the UE is not aware of the slice for the paged service as noted in TR38.832:
-	In case of MT traffic, UE is unaware of the slice for the paged service in current NR specification.
Based on this, we think it is simply not feasible to include this aspect in the WI.

	Ericsson
	Not supportive. This was consciously excluded from the SI conclusions. Adding slice info in the paging message would also impact other groups.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Not supportive for MT

	LG
	During SI phase, RAN2 discussed this aspect and agreed not to consider this. So we think this should be excluded. 

	Docomo
	Not support. Same view as LG

	CMCC
	No strong view. MT case requires to contain slice info in paging message, which requires the standardization work for both SA2 and RAN2. If TU is limited, the safe way is to left it to future release.

	Google
	We also believe that the MT case should not be considered.




5) Whether Objective on Slice-Aware Cell Selection is included in the WID
	Company
	Comment

	Moderator
	From the initial comments and input papers, it seems like this is a candidate for non-inclusion, and it seems to be associated with some additional work. If this is truly just a nice to have feature, I’d agree it would be ok to skip. However, the consequences of not having this is not crystal clear (and maybe we don’t know how “bad” the system will be without this, until there has been progress e.g. for the cell reselection support). I see different possibilities: 
a) Include this objective
b) Not Include this objective
c) Not Include this objective, but still consider that this is a potential candidate that may be added later.

	T-Mobile USA
	Do not support. SA2 is likely to conclude that slices are common per tracking area which impacts this objective.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	The same comment as previous one. This item can be worked on, but only if allocated TUs allows it.

	vivo
	No strong view

	CATT
	Include this objective

	China Telecom
	a) Include this objective

	Xiaomi
	We are ok to include it in the WID

	Samsung
	We think that this can be added later if needed.

	Intel
	Not include this objective.  We think objective on cell reselection provides UE with sufficient information to implement any cell selection prioritization.  

	Rakuten Mobile
	We agree with Samsung, it can be added later if needed.

	ZTE
	As mentioned in the initial round, we understand it is a nice to have feature that might be useful for some cases (e.g. cell selection after re-establishment or release with redirection).
Since there are other companies supportive of this feature, we recommend an additional possibility:
d) Include this objective, with lower priority than slice-aware reselection, slice specific RACH resources/RACH prioritization

	Spreadtrum
	Not support include this objective, considering SIB1 payload size concern and candidate solutions, like introducing new SIB, will delay the process of cell selection.

	Lenovo / Motorola Mobility
	The need of this objective is not clear and it requires further discussion. Due to TU limitation we prefer b). 

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	We think b) would be clearest way forward that also ensures the work will happen in practice: It's important to have a realistic scope for the WI to ensure its completion. 

	Ericsson
	Option c from the moderator’s suggestions. The need for slice based cell selection and how it differs from slice based cell re-selection requires further study. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Since there were some supports on the objective during the SI, we are ok to include it in the scope. However, it depends on the TUs.

	LG
	We think b) is the proper choice. The necessity of this objective is not clear and the benefit is very limited, but its specification work can be substantial. As already commented by some companies, cell selection can take into account the slice information provided for cell reselection as per UE implementation.  

	Docomo
	No strong view. Tend to think this is a nice-to-have feature.

	CMCC
	Either a) or c) is OK.
The objectives that were clearly recommended by working groups should be prioritized, i.e. slice based reselection and RACH.

	Google
	Cell selection and reselected are different procedures but do share some common aspects. So we are happy with either a) or c). 

	Verizon 
	Include this objective



6) How to handle registration area / S-NSSAI relation, 
a) The WID to clarify that the WI only covers the scenarios where all cells of a registration area support the same S-NSSAI(s). 
b) Outline in the WID a separate step/point for settling this point.
c) Just leave this point for WI without guidance. 

	Company
	Comment

	Moderator
	If SA2 has made the assumption that all cells of a registration area support the same S-NSSAI(s) why would RAN/RAN2 assume something different? Is there a reason?  

	T-Mobile USA
	SA2 and RAN must support the same solution, exactly why the WI approval should be delayed until SA2 makes a decision on registration area / S-NSSAI relation

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	This can be left to SA2. If anything, RAN2 can do necessary work as part of usual inter-TSG alignment work, without specific objective in the RAN WID.

	vivo
	Leave this point for WI without guidance.

	CATT
	Leave this point for WI without guidance.

	China Telecom
	Leave this point for WI without guidance.

	Xiaomi
	a). RAN2 should align the assumption with SA2.

	Samsung
	No strong view

	Intel
	We support a) and adding a clear note in the WID to clarify the scope.
If that cannot be agreed, b) would also be reasonable.

	Rakuten Mobile
	a)RAN2 should align the assumption with SA2.

	ZTE
	c) Just leave this point for WI without guidance.
Firstly, we understand the assumption in SA2 is only for R15/R16 without further clarification for R17. 
Secondly, this does not seem to be a RAN2 issue thus we see no motivation to include any guidance for that in a R17 RAN WI.

	Spreadtrum
	Just leave this point for WI without guidance.

	Lenovo / Motorola Mobility
	We support option a) or b) to be aligned with SA2.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	There was a long discussion in RAN2 on this with no clear conclusion. RAN2 should align with SA2, which is why we think it may be better to make it clear in the WI scope already to avoid unnecessary LS ping-pong between RAN2 and SA2.

	Ericsson
	We prefer Option a. 
In case principle “all cells of a tracking area support the same S-NSSAI(s)” remains, it may even be so that RAN2 during WI phase conclude that providing slice information in system information does not give any substantial benefit. 
If we decide to deviate from the principle in Option a then at least SA2 should execute study on overall system impacts, including impacts on other interfaces than Uu and aspects on backwards compatibility. This work has not been done and is not ongoing.
This should not be left to WI phase without guidance (Option c).
Therefore, if Option a is not agreed, we propose to not agree the WID now. Instead, RAN2 can evaluate and coordinate impacts on other WGs during an extended study phase (RAN3 study is anyway not yet completed).


	Huawei, HiSilicon
	c) Just leave this point for WI without guidance.
SA2 agreement is as below, and it is about legacy UEs. It is open for Rel-17 discussion, and we agree with QC that this can be left to SA2.
-     The following is assumed e.g. to support legacy UEs:
-     all cells of a tracking area support the same S-NSSAI(s); and
-     the S-NSSAI(s) of the Allowed NSSAI are supported by all tracking areas in a registration area.

During SI phase, RAN2 discussed slice deployment scenarios and issues, and they were not coupled with the assumption of registration area / S-NSSAI relation. In addition, RAN2 also made the following agreement at RAN2#111-e meeting:
TA discussion will not take place in RAN2, we will wait for SA2 input.

In general, we prefer c).

	LG
	We prefer c) and that any further clarification can be left to SA WGs. RAN2 can keep working based on the study conclusion, and any necessary inter-WG involvements can be done during normative work phase, depending on RAN2 discussion. 

	CMCC
	We support c).
When discussing on the scenario and solutions in RAN2 SI phase, none of them is coupled with TA deployment. 
In addition, the agreement from SA2 on homogeneous S-NSSAI within TA is only applied for legacy case, i.e. R15 and R16, but not applied for R17. What we heard from SA2 is they still haven’t reach agreement for R17.
We can take SA2’s progress into consideration during WI phase. But since there is no clear agreement in SA2 for R17, we don’t think it is necessary to capture the SA2 agreement for legacy case in RAN WID. 

	Google
	Based on candidate solutions discussed in the study phase, it does not seem super important to resolve this question for now. We think c) would be fine.

	Verizon
	We support c). Same reasoning as CMCC.




Detailed comments on the WID
7) For the Objective(s) on Slice-Specific RACH resources and Slice-Specific RACH prioritization whether to add the following into the objective:
a) For slice specific RACH, how to perform RACH type selection (e.g., 2-step and 4-step).
b) The fallback mechanism, e.g., whether to support 2 step slice-based RACH fallback to 4-step slice-based or common RACH.
c) The collision in case that slice-specific RA prioritization is configured together with legacy RA prioritization (e.g., MPS and MCS UEs).
d) Slice info for MT traffic
	Company
	Comment

	T-Mobile USA
	We don’t support Slice-Specific RACH resources as such we have concerns with including any of the above objectives. 

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	a), b) and c): Support. This is in line with SI conclusion.
d): Not support (understood this is the same as 4) from “Continued scope discussion points”)

	vivo
	Agree with Qualcomm. a), b), c) are in line with SI conclusion. We are supportive

	CATT
	Agree with a),b),c).  Not support d)

	China Telecom
	Support a), b) and c). Not support d).

	xiaomi
	a), b), c), d). We think all these objectives are not against SI conclusion. There is no conclusion on whether d) is considered in WI or not.

	Samsung
	Not support d)
Regarding a), b), c), we think these can be left for WI without adding into the objective.

	Intel
	a-c) should be considered in the WI.
d) as mentioned in our response to Q4, we prefer not to include this.

	Rakuten Mobile
	a),b),c) Should be considered in Scope

	Spreadtrum
	Agree to include a), b), c) in WID.

	Lenovo / Motorola Mobility
	To improve clarity of this objective we are fine with adding a), b) and c) in the WID. 
We are against in adding d) in the WID as the MT aspect was discussed during the study but not agreed. 

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	We are fine to consider a)-c) during the WI, but all of these relate to existing functionality: This is just features working together, and (e.g.) not trying to specify "new" RAN slicing-specific 2-step RA fallback mechanisms.So if they are added to the WI description, it should be made clear that this is only about feature inter-operability. 
We don't support d) and would note almost the same was also part of question 4) already.

	Ericsson
	Issues a – c are relevant questions and should be studied in RAN2 but they are too detailed to be included in the WI. There are likely other, equally relevant issues which have not yet been considered/discovered if we decide introduce slice specific RACH resources. 
Therefore we suggest to describe in the objective that a study on feasibility and benefits of MO slice specific RACH configurations should take place within normative phase and if feasibility and benefits are confirmed, normative work on this objective can take place. The intention of the study phase would be to answer questions of the like of a), b) and c)  
Issue d) may not be relevant depending on the outcome of question 4.


	Huawei, HiSilicon
	a), b), c) were not fully discussed during SI, and the conclusion in the TR is “the following open issues may be considered in WI phase”. In our opinion, the discussions of a), b), c) may consume some TUs, and we are not sure whether other topics will be impacted.
So we think these can be left to WI phase without adding into the WID.

	LG
	We do not support including RACH enhancements for RAN slicing. 

	CMCC
	a), b), c) are align with SI conclusion. We are supportive

	Verizon
	Agree with Qualcomm. Supportive to a), b) and c) that are aligned with SI conclusion. 

	
	




Other points, in preparation for WID update: 
	Company
	Comment

	Lenovo / Motorola Mobility
	In clause 5 “Expected Output and Time scale”: 
· the targeted completion at TSG#96 does not match with the TU budget request; should be set to TSG#95 instead.
· TS 38.306 should be added to the list of impacted specs.

	Docomo
	Tend to agree with Lenovo’s view that 38.306 should be impacted.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



Conclusions 2 – Additional conclusion Intermediate round.

Moderator Conclusion / Proposal: 
4) The Objective(s) on Slice-Specific RACH resources and Slice-Specific RACH prioritization configuration in the WID are NOT applicable for MT
5) The Objective on Slice-Aware Cell Selection is NOT included in the WID. Possibly It could be considered for later inclusion. 
6) Suggestion: Add a note in the WID for the cell reselection objective that RAN2 will take into account related SA2 decisions, e.g. on the relation Tracking Area - S-NSSAI 
7) Suggestion: For the Objective(s) on Slice-Specific RACH resources and Slice-Specific RACH prioritization add some additionally guiding text such as the following: .. “this may include e.g. how to perform RACH type selection (e.g., 2-step and 4-step), support of RACH fallback cases, handling of simultaneous configuration with similar functions such as legacy RA prioritization (e.g., MPS and MCS UEs).”
8) Add 306 into affected TS. Completion acc to TU plan. 

Objections, if any, and replies to objections: 
	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	On 6, in our understanding there is no work ongoing in SA2 at the moment on inhomogeneous vs homogenous slice support so if SA2 should study this it has to be triggered by RAN2. Also the slice info format is expected to require SA2 input. We would therefore suggest to a more pro-active note:
“For slice aware cell re-selection, coordination with SA2 is expected on the relation between Tracking Area and S-NSSAI support as well as the slice info format.”
Cell re-selection and SA2 should also be added in the “Aspects that involve other WGs” section.
We are not opposing inhomogeneous slice support within TA but it needs to made clear in the specifications what assumptions we are making. Sweeping this problem under the rug will leave the specifications up for different interpretations or even lack mechanisms.

	Xiaomi
	In current WID [RP-210399], slice information is used in bullet a and b. However, slice info and cell reselection priority are separately mentioned in bullet a. Then it is unclear whether slice info in bullet b also covers cell reselection priority per slice:
1. [bookmark: _Hlk65847660]Support slice based cell selection and reselection, specify mechanisms and signalling including [RAN2]
a. To assist cell reselection, broadcast the supported slice info of the current cell and neighbour cells, and cell reselection priority per slice in system information message. 
b. To assist cell reselection, include the slice info (with similar information as slice info in SI message) in RRCRelease message
Suggest to modify the bullet b as follow:
b. To assist cell reselection, include the slice info and cell reselection priority per slice (with similar information as slice info in SI message) in RRCRelease message




	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Overall fine with moderator proposals.
For the Ericsson proposals, we would note that SA2 already concluded very clearly on uniform slice support per TA:
· Agreement to use CURRENT non UE impacting solutions based on Information from CN that could be configured NSSAI, rejected S-NSSAIs, target NSSAI or RFSP ID. See S2-2101603, which also addresses the uniform support in TA/RA.

We don't think there's need to coordinate on this anymore - the SA2 agreement is as clear as it gets. Similarly, cell re-selection is RAN2-owned functionality. We don't need SA2 feedback to that. So we don't think there's need to add coordination with SA2 on those - RAN2 just adapts to SA2 decisions on slice support.

	Moderator
	On the Ericsson proposal: This is repeated in the draft WID, so please see the WID. 
On the Xiaomi proposal: I think the WID is quite clear and the proposed addition is almost on CR level. I think it is better to keep the WID at its level, and decide the rest in the WG. It is indeed appreciated to try to focus the WID further, but focus proposals adding levels of detail requires significant review, because if they get wrong such details cause more trouble than help
Conclusion: keep as it is

	
	



[bookmark: _GoBack]Final Conclusions 
Conclusion 1: Plan: RAN Slicing WID can be approved at current TSG meeting with RAN2 scope. RAN2 will start work on the WI in Q2. RAN3 continues the work on the SI in Q2 to address remaining points. RAN3 objectives (and related RAN2 impacts if any) are added to the WID at the June TSG meeting. 
Conclusion 3: WID can be agreed, including objectives on Slice Aware cell reselection, Slice-Specific RACH resources / RACH prioritization for MO cases. 
Conclusion 2: The Objective on Slice-Aware Cell Selection is not included in the WID. Possibly It can be considered for later inclusion.
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