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1. Introduction
SA2 has received this meeting an LS from RAN3 in R3-216237 concerning the release 17 RAN work item “Enhancement of Network Slicing”.
[bookmark: _Hlk94274901]As part of the “service continuity” aspect of this work item, RAN3 has discussed the issue of slice resource shortage and possible solutions. One of these solutions was agreed as Multi-Carrier Resource Sharing and allows in case of congestion to add SCG resources for the slice to another overlapping cell. RAN3 is asking questions regarding the operator policy with regards to the usage of such SCG resources outside of the UE’s RA where the slice was originally “allowed”.

2. Discussion
The RAN3 solution Multi-Carrier Resource Sharing is described in the RAN3 TR 38.832 as follows:
This solution is applicable to scenario 1. In this solution, it is assumed that radio resources are primarily assigned to a slice (or slice sets) on a frequency, or cell, basis. For example, a RAN node may host two layers as shown below:


Figure 6.2.3.3-1: RAN node supporting two layers
The solution addresses temporary resource shortage in one cell as per scenario 1, and where the RAN node hosts another cell with different frequency and overlapping coverage where the same slice is available.
In above, this could be the case for slice 1 and cell 1/F2 (or also slice 1 and cell 2/F1).
The solution consists of setting up DC or CA using user plane resources of F1 (or F2), for some or all UEs with slice1 PDU sessions. This action can be wholly decided by the RAN node, without referring to the CN or other nodes. This solution can be seen as fallback planning in the RAN.

In the case where DC is used, resources of the slice may end up being used in a cell outside the RA where the slice was allowed due to the fact that the RAN is not always aware of the UE’s RA. This may not be desired by some operators.
In the end we think that it should remain an operator policy whether it is allowed to use resources outside the RA or not i.e. some operators may prefer to allow, some prefer to not allow. 
In our understanding, for operators which prefer to not allow, the gNB currently needs to limit the dual connectivity to the current TA which may be seen as a too hard restriction but a necessary one as the RAN is not aware of the UE RA (this is because sending the UE’s RA to gNB is currently tied to the usage of RRC_INACTIVE state which is optional).
Therefore, to make it more flexible, it would make sense if gNB could be made aware of the UE’s RA also when RRC_INACTIVE is not set in operation by AMF. This enables to lift the above restriction for the operator. Moreover, whether dual connectivity can be done outside the current TA or not should not depend on whether RRC_INACTIVE is set in operation because these two features are completely decorrelated.

3. Conclusion
It is proposed to suggest to RAN3 in the SA2 reply LS that AMF should be able to send the UE’s RA to gNB together with the UE context also when RRC_INACTIVE is not set in operation (e.g. in the NGAP Initial Context Setup Request or the Handover Request).
[bookmark: _Hlk94273548]Our proposed reply LS in S2-2200846.
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