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[bookmark: _Ref114777045]1	Introduction
The following statements in an incoming LS in C1-223330 from SA2 left a discussion point for CT1.
<snip>
· If the HPLMN S-NSSAI value is the same as the Serving PLMN S-NSSAI value, a signaling optimization could be had where the Serving PLMN could provide the Serving PLMN S-NSSAI to the UE without mapping information i.e. the corresponding mapped HPLMN S-NSSAI value. If the S-NSSAI provided to the UE in the Configured NSSAI or in the Allowed NSSAI does not have a corresponding mapping information (i.e. mapped HPLMN S-NSSAI value), the UE in this case could assume the S-NSSAI value used in the VPLMN is the same as the one in the HPLMN.
<skip>
If CT1 determines that the above described SA2 logic is not what is assumed by CT1 and there is a risk of UE implementations behaving differently, then it is acceptable for SA2 to always provide the HPLMN S-NSSAI values i.e. mandate the logic for 5GC NFs in the serving PLMN.
<snap>
The discussion in CT1 progressed twofold: UE and network. From the UE perspective, there was no company objecting to the idea that a UE needs to be operational in a VPLMN not providing mapped S-NSSAIs. However, from the network perspective, there was no consensus.

2	Proposals
2.1	Agree a CR clarifying roaming UE operation in case of no mapped S-NSSAIs
Unless CT1 and SA2 agree to make non-backward compatible changes from Rel-15 to mandate a VPLMN to provide mapped S-NSSAIs, a CR clarifying how the UE decides an S-NSSAI to be associated with a new PDU session when there is no mapped S-NSSAI in a VPLMN, is necessary (all other aspects in case of no mapped S-NSSAI in a VPLMN have been clarified already).
As described in Section 1, since there was no company objecting to the idea that a UE needs to be operational in a VPLMN not providing mapped S-NSSAIs, it should be straightforward for CT1 to agree a CR in C1-225523 irrespective of the conclusion on the network side.

2.2	Discuss whether to mandate mapped S-NSSAIs in a VPLMN from Rel-18
Rel-17 is frozen and a VPLMN operation to not provide mapped S-NSSAIs would not lead to any frequent and serious mis-operation. Keeping in mind that mapping between S-NSSAIs in HPLMN and VPLMN is a feature introduced in Rel-15, companies who believe that this is FASMO should bring CRs from Rel-15. Therefore, we propose to discuss whether to mandate mapped S-NSSAIs in a VPLMN within Rel-18.

2.3	Do not remove a working option without any benefit
Proponents supporting to mandate mapped S-NSSAIs in a VPLMN claim that they prefer it because it is simpler. However, again unless CT1 and SA2 completely remove an option to skip mapped S-NSSAIs in a VPLMN from Rel-15, nothing gets simpler on the UE side because there are legacy VPLMNs which do not provide mapped S-NSSAIs. Even on the network side removing this option does not make anything simpler, it rather makes network implementation more complex: No change is needed for an implementation not using the signaling optimization described in C1-223330; an implementation which has adopted the signaling optimization needs to be changed.
If one compares the amount of changes proposed in C1-225526 (CR to keep it optional) and C1-224719 (CR to mandate it), it can be easily seen that allowing the signaling optimization is a simpler option.

3	Conclusion
CT1 should agree C1-225523 and C1-225526 and inform SA2 that the signaling optimization in their LS is valid (see reply LS drafted in C1-225524).

