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1 Introduction

CB: # RANSlicing3-Slice_Remapping_Solutions

- Solution discussion based on following two dimensions: Scenarios and handover type (e.g., Xn based HO or NG based HO)? (CMCC)

- a re-mapped slice is defined as a slice which supports the same service with a different RAN configuration part which is less preferred but acceptable for the tenant/operator, RAN nodes are configured with re-mapping tables, and SMF is also aware of re-mapping tables after HO? (NN)

- For Xn based handover, slice remapping and fallback determined by Target gNB, while for NG based handover, slice remapping and fallback determined by Target gNB and/or AMF? (CT)

- For different scenarios with different solutions: Slice re-mapping/fallback determined by T-gNB, Slice re-mapping/fallback determined by T-gNB and/or AMF? (HW)

- For NG handover, 5GC executes the slice remapping, and for Xn handover, the slice remapping should be performed by RAN or UE. Default slice? UE initial slice remapping? the slice remapping list from 5GC? (CATT)

- Revisit remapping solutions proposed in R15? (NEC, LG)

- Provide and compare the solution options, e.g., slice remapping performed in the target NG-RAN node/source NG-RAN node/ 5GC, and propose Slice re-mapping can be implemented by the target NG-RAN node (in case of handover) according to the policy of CN and slice usage information of target NG-RAN node? (Samsung)

- For NG based HO, Xn based HO and Resume procedures with Registration Area changes, slice re-mapping can be performed without RAN impact? (E///)

- Capture agreements as TP for TR, revise/merge and check details, split work, if needed

- List open issues for next meeting in the summary

(Nok - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-205484
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Agreements:

Agreement 1: eliminate option 3 by which the target gNB or the source gNB queries the re-mapping policy from the CN during the handover.
Agreement 2: “The re-mapping in connected mode shall be decided by the network (RAN and/or Core)”.
TP Agreements:

R3-205626 – pCR re-mapping policy in target NG-RAN node (Nokia)
R3-205729– pCR slice re-mapping call flows (Huawei) 
R3-205758– “LS on Enhancements of RAN slicing” to invite SA2 to provide comments, if any, on the scenarios (Qualcomm) 
3 Discussion

3.1 Principles

Should the re-mapping policy (re-mapping slice(s) of a given slice) be known at target gNB based on (option 1: CN sends to target gNB in advance in NG setup e.g. 5362) or (option 2: CN sends to target gNB during the handover), (option 3: target gNB or source gNB queries the CN during the handover e.g. 5362) (option 4: target gNB is O&M configured e.g. 5440) or (option 5: sent by source gNB to target gNB e.g. 4902 but maybe same as option 4) or (option 6: policy per PDU session sent by CN to source gNB at PDU session setup e.g. 5404)?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Option 4.

	Huawei
	All options are possible (except option 3 with the handover latency). For example,

· Option 2 can be used for NG based HO

· Option 4 can be used for RAN part based solution as discussed in CB: # RANSlicing1 

· Option 5 is used for Xn based handover

· Option 6 is one of possible ways how the source acquires the mapping policy. 

	ZTE
	We would like to clarified granularity of Slice re-mapping policy firstly:

· Per UE: The granularity will be used to indicate re-mapping slice(s) of a given slice per UE is supported. Different UEs in the same RAN node have different mapping policy, e.g., allowed S-NSSAI list can be used for this purpose. The granularity applies to option 1, 2, 3, 4, 5. 
· Per Slice: The granularity will be used to indicate whether the slice re-mapping is applicable to one Slice. The mapping policy is based on Slice and shared for the area. The granularity applies to option 1, 4.
· Per PDU session: The granularity will be used to indicate whether the slice re-mapping is applicable to one RAN node. Different PDU sessions of the same UE have different mapping policy. The granularity applies to option 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,6. 
Option 3 can be excluded, it is because option 3 would impact handover efficiency with extra signalling.

Option4 and Option5 are preferred in case of per UE re-mapping policy.

	Samsung
	All options are possible (except option 3 with the handover latency), agree with HW.

Actually, option 6 is the previous step of option 5 in 5404.

In our understanding, the S-NSSAI associated to a PDU session is determined by CN considering NSSP, UE subscription information, QoS information and the slice capabilities of AMF/SMF, etc. If slice re-mapping happens, choosing the re-mapped slice should also consider the same thing. The re-mapping policy is UE specific and PDU session specific. So CN determines the associated S-NSSAI for a PDU session along with the re-mapping policy (e.g. slice re-mapping list) can get a more comprehensive re-mapping policy. 

	China Telecom
	Except option 3.

	Qualcomm
	Our view is quite similar to Samsung. In principle all options are possible and can be captured. However, the key question first is to define exactly what we mean by re-mapping from a system perspective. I will not copy paste the last paragraph from Samsung, but this is the key point.

	LG
	Agree with Huawei, all options except option 3 are feasible.

	NEC
	Agree with Huawei, Samsung, China Telecom, and LG. All options are feasible, except option 3 as it would result in handover latency.

	CATT
	All options are feasible. Different options may be adapt different scenarios ad HW’s analysis. Option 3 may introduce handover delay. But if the RAN doesn’t know the remapping information, this solution is at least better than interrupt.  Option 3 is equal the NG handover. So we cannot exclude it

	CMCC
	All possible solutions can be studied and captured. As pointed out by many companies, a combination of above options (such as 4&5, 5&6) can serve for SSC in order to make the call flow works. In general, the options mentioned above can be classified as a) pre-configuration by CN/OAM (including option 1, 4 and 6), and b) mobility during HO (including option 2,3 and 5). Whether the combination of options from a) and b) is possible can be solution driven.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Option 3 to be excluded.

W.r.t. ZTE’s request on granularity of slice re-mapping policy: Per Slice granularity is preferred to keep the solution as simple as possible.

	Ericsson
	Agree to remove Option 3.

In general, a remapping is possible at RAN level if the slice functions outside the RAN do not change before and after the remapping. For this reason it is important to study the conditions according to which an a-priori signaled slice remapping scheme can apply. The solution that can be confirmed as working, and that has also been confirmed by SA2, is Option 2.


Moderator’s summary:

Proposal 1: take the working assumption “eliminate option 3 by which the target gNB or source gNB queries the re-mapping policy from the CN during the handover”.

Proposal 2: update R3-205440 to reflect not only option 4 but all possible remaining options for re-mapping policy known at target gNB.

For the case of “slice in overload in target cell” should the remapping take place in (option 1 target gNB) or (option 2 in CN)?  (ref R3-204902)

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Option 1.

	Huawei
	Option 1 

	ZTE
	Option 1.

	Samsung
	Option 1

	China Telecom
	Option 1.

	Qualcomm
	If there is re-mapping then we understand option 2 is not possible, but then we still need to define what option 1 means in system terms.

	LG
	Option 1

	NEC
	Option 1.

	CATT
	Option 1

	CMCC
	Option 1

	Deutsche Telekom
	Option 1

	Ericsson 
	The overload scenario needs further study before we can come to the conclusion of which node performs remapping. IT is therefore premature to come to such conclusions.


For the case of “slice in overload in target cell” can we agree that the solution will apply to both inter-RA (Registration Area) mobility as well as intra-RA mobility? (ref R3-205184)

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	TBD

	Huawei
	Yes, since for both inter-RA and intra-RA case, this may happen. 

	ZTE
	If this scenarios is confirmed in CB # RANSlicing2-Slice_Remapping_Scenarios, Option1 can be used as well.

	Samsung
	Yes.

	China Telecom
	Yes, should be used for both inter-RA and intra-RA case.

	Qualcomm
	Yes, for overload case it seems there is no difference. However again this scenario seems theoretically not possible intra-RA, so would need clarification with SA2. 

	LG
	Yes

	NEC
	Yes.  

	CATT
	Yes

	CMCC
	Yes.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes. But to be honest: This scenario can be avoided by appropriately setting the resources a slice can use in a cell or node. If such case happens, this is caused by misconfiguration.

	Ericsson
	Is this scenario technically correct? It is not known to the RAN what is the Allowed NSSAI at target RAN. How can therefore any remapping apply if one does not even know whether the UE is allowed access to any slice at target?

We believe that slice remapping should be studied only for intra RA


Moderator’s summary:

As commented, whether intra-RAN or Inter-RA is to be covered by the CB on scenario. As far as this CB on solutions is concerned, we make the following proposal: 
Proposal 3: take the working assumption “For the case of “slice in overload in target cell” the remapping should take place in the target NG-RAN node”.

For the case of “slice not supported in target cell” should the re-mapping take place in (option 1 target gNB) or (option 2 in CN)?  (ref R3-204902)

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Option 1.

	Huawei
	It depends the HO type and RAN/CN part based solution. 

For CN part based solution: 

-
for Xn based handover, the target NG-RAN node may determine slice re-mapping/fallback (option 1); 

-
for NG based handover, the AMF can make the slice re-mapping/fallback decision (option 2)

For RAN part based solution, option 1 is selected. 



	ZTE
	Option 1.

	Samsung
	For Xn-based handover, option 1 is better, as option 2 may introduce extra service latency.

For NG-based handover, option 1 and option 2 are both feasible. But option 1 is preferred, as target gNB has the knowledge of the slice resource information of its own, which helps to select a more suitable re-mapped slice for better UE experiences.

	China Telecom
	For Xn based handover, option 1;

For NG based handover, both option 1 and option 2 are feasible.

	Qualcomm
	Any of these are possible, but we should again define what is meant by service continuity and also re-mapping.

For example, it is not clear what it means for the AMF to do re-mapping.

Any involvement of the CN e.g. in NG handover really needs an LS to SA2 to even clarify that the scenario can even be considered.

	LG
	For Xn-based Handover, Option 1 is feasible

For NG-based Handover, both options are feasible

	NEC
	As explained by Huawei, both options are possible. For example, Option 1 (Xn-based HO), Option 2 (NG-based HO).

	CATT
	These two options can be used.

Typically for Xn based HO, use the option 1. For NG based HO, use the option 2. But option 1 still work in NG based HO. And option 2 also is possible for Xn based HO

	CMCC
	Both solutions are possible. Option 1 may have less CN impact.

	Deutsche Telekom
	We share Huawei’s view.

	Ericsson
	It needs to be reminded that RAN3 and SA2 had already an LS exchange on slice remapping solution, see S2-174019. In that occasion the question from RAN3 and the answer from SA2 were the following:

Question 3:

· For Xn based handover where it is not feasible to perform re-mapping prior to UE arriving in target node, what shall the RAN do with PDU session which are associated with slices which are not supported by target RAN node?

Answer 3: It is SA2 understanding that in case of Xn handover the source cell/RAN is aware of the slices supported by the target cell/RAN. If a handover needs to be performed to a target cell/RAN that does not support all slices currently having RAN resources setup in the source cell, it shall trigger a NG(N2) handover.
Therefore, it seems clear that Option 2 is the valid option, also confirmed by SA2.


Moderator’s summary:

Here it seems a conclusion can be reached for the Xn handover case, but for NG handovers this is to be continued.
Proposal 4: take the working assumption “For the case of “slice not supported in target cell” and Xn handover the remapping should take place in the target NG-RAN node”.

Is it ok to study an option where UE do a remapping based on modification of SIB, Measurement report, and modification of NAS Registration procedure? (ref R3-205362)

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No. re-mapping in connected mode mobility should be network driven.

	Huawei
	No, agree with Nokia. 

	ZTE
	Share with the view with Nokia and Huawei. 

In general slicing is resource of network and the mapping decision need be taken in the network.

	Samsung
	No, agree with Nokia.

	China Telecom
	No, agree with Nokia.

	Qualcomm
	We have already a problem to define re-mapping in general (see previous comments), suggest we start with network control and check if possible.

	LG
	No, agree with Nokia.

	NEC
	No. same view as above. Re-mapping should be network driven.

	CATT
	If the slice support information is broadcast, the UE provide slice remapping information is relative simple and precise.

	CMCC
	Network driven remapping should be prioritized.

	Deutsche Telekom
	No, only network driven remapping.

	Ericsson
	No, only network driven remapping.


Moderator’s summary:

Here it seems a large view that we should only look at network driven solutions.
Proposal 5: take the working assumption “The re-mapping in connected mode shall be decided by the network”.

Should the re-mapping policy be generated (option 1: per slice i.e. slice 1 can remap to e.g. slices 2, 3) or (option 2 per PDU session as described in 5404)

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Option 1 seems good enough. Don’t see the benefit of per PDU session granularity. 

	Huawei
	Both option 1 and option 2. 

It is true that slice remapping should be slice to slice. For option 2, it gives us the impression that the proponent company proposes to provide the slicing remapping in the PDU session setup procedure. So there are no collisions here. Maybe the proponent company can provide more. 

	ZTE
	Refer to our answer to the first question. We would like classify the granularity to per UE, per node, or per PDU session. 

We prefer Per UE granularity which can provide more flexibility than per Slice granularity, and less standard impact than per PDU session granularity. 

	Samsung
	Both option 1 and option 2 are feasible. 
We prefer option 2. 
The re-mapping policy is a re-mapping list per slice associated to a PDU session.
The S-NSSAI associated to a PDU session is determined by CN considering NSSP, UE subscription information and slice capabilities of relevant elements, etc. It’s better to follow the same way for the remapping policy generation.

	China Telecom
	Agree with Huawei.

	Qualcomm
	We also think option 2 makes more sense, BUT again we need to define what exactly is re-mapping. We may be going too far in this meeting.

	LG
	Both options are feasible, but we have a slight preference for Option 2. More study is needed.

	NEC
	Both option 1 and option 2 are feasible. 

	CATT
	Both options are feasible. The option 1 may be enough and simple

	CMCC
	Per slice, per PDU session and per UE can all be studied.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Only per slice to keep the policy handling as simple as possible.

	Ericsson
	For the sake of simplicity, per slice remapping is sufficient.


Moderator’s summary:

The question of the granularity of the re-mapping policy is related to how the re-mapping policy is known by target gNB and will be addressed in proposal 2.
3.2 Capture of TP(s) for the TR

Can we capture the key principles of the RAN-part based solution described in R3-204840?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes. This is a feasible solution. 

	Huawei
	Generally ok to capture the RAN-part based solutions. The only thing is that maybe too many descriptions as principles. 



	ZTE
	Agree with principal 1&2 of RAN-part based solution [R3-204840].

For principal 3&4, may need more clarification. 

To our understanding, the billing system of Core network and RAN node is independent and billing policy is relative static. If slice re-mapping supported in NR, charging pre-configured and coordinate with RAN & Core network OAM may be needed. 

The checking in SMF may change behavior in Core network. Since only RAN part slice impact and Core network slice does not impact for UE’s PDU session, it seems not necessary to have additional check in SMF.  

On the other hand, after HO, CN needs to be informed in the case of inter-RA mobility when RAU happens for PDU session management. 

	Samsung
	We prefer to list the possible solutions and end up with RAN impact or CN impact instead of only principles of the RAN-part based solution. From our understanding, most of the solutions have both RAN and CN involvement. 

	China Telecom
	Yes. 

	Qualcomm
	We would also prefer to list “solutions” in general and also (like SS) state impact in CN and RAN. 
I think before listing any solutions, there should be a clear definition of the scope of re-mapping i.e. what is meant by re-mapping in this SI. Particularly how the SMF is involved, and if not, why not.

	LG
	Agree with Samsung

	NEC
	Agree with Samsung

	CATT
	Agree with Samsung

	CMCC
	OK to capture. But where to capture needs discussion.

	Deutsche Telekom
	We share Samsung’s and Qualcomm’s view.

	Ericsson
	Agree with Samsung et al


Can we capture the call flow 6.2.1.1 of 5084 for Xn handover decision in the target gNB

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes. This is a feasible solution. 

	Huawei
	Yes. This can be taken as baseline.

	ZTE
	Yes, This is a feasible solution.

Would like to add a “may ” in step 3.
The T-gNB may send the slice re-mapping/fallback decision to the AMF through the “PATH SWITCH REQUEST” message

	Samsung
	Yes.

	China Telecom
	Yes. 

	Qualcomm
	Maybe: what does the AMF do with the information received in step 3? Note slice is linked to PDU session and this configuration comes from SMF.

	LG
	Yes

	NEC
	Yes.

	CATT
	Yes

	CMCC
	Yes

	Ericsson
	Too early to agree. How is the remapping information provided to source RAN and at which cost? Does it imply a reconfiguration of the remapping policy every time the network functions serving a slice change? What happens to servce QoS, charging etc, if the remapping decision is not acceptable for the CN after the HO? E.g. if we have a critical service that cannot be remapped to the RAN selected S-NSSAI, that service may stop working, would that be acceptable? 


Can we capture call flow 6.2.1.2 of 5084 for NG handover and decision in target gNB?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes. This is a feasible solution. 

	Huawei
	Yes. This can be taken as baseline.

	ZTE
	Is that possible source RAN node can provides slice re-mapping /fallback list to target RAN node just like in step 1 in 6.2.1.1 of 5084?

If yes, we prefer to add the corresponding description in step 1 in 6.2.1.2. It is because in some user case of NG based HO, the target AMF may not provide slice re-mapping /fallback list to target RAN node.

Step 1: The S-gNB sends “HANDOVER REQUIRED” to the AMF, which may include the slice re-mapping/fallback list. 
Step 3: If UE‘s ongoing slice(s) is rejected due to, e.g., high overload conditions, based on the slice re-mapping/fallback list, the T-gNB may include the re-mapped/fallback decision in the “HANDOVER REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE” message sent to AMF.



	Samsung
	Yes.

	China Telecom
	Yes. 

	Qualcomm
	Maybe: how does the AMF get the information on slice re-mapping list? Is the CN effectively changing its own definition of slice by having this list?

	LG
	Yes

	NEC
	Yes.

	CATT
	Yes, the above ZTE’s comments is reasonable.

	CMCC
	Yes

	Ericsson
	No. Why should the RAN decide in this case to which slice the remapping is? Shouldn’t this be a CN decision, given that only CN knows which CN functions are serving the network slice? 


Can we capture the call flow 6.2.2.2 of 5084 for NG handover and decision in 5GC?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes. This is a feasible solution. 

	Huawei
	Yes

	ZTE
	Yes. This is a feasible solution, but we prefer a uniform solution for both Xn based HO and NG based HO.

	Samsung
	Yes.

	China Telecom
	Yes. 

	Qualcomm
	Maybe: how does the AMF make the decision? Is the CN effectively changing its own definition of slice by making this decision?

	LG
	Yes

	NEC
	Yes.

	CATT
	Yes

	CMCC
	Yes

	Ericsson
	Yes, this is a feasible solution in line with previous remapping discussions 


Can we capture the call flow figure 2 of section 6.2.Y-1 of 5061 for Xn handover involving release and re-set up of PDU session triggered by 5GC?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No. The solution seems not feasible: 5GC cannot trigger PDU session setup request. We might want to check before the feasibility with SA2 before. 

	Huawei
	No. 

It seems to us that the proposed solution is not one of potential solutions to address the use cases, but a legacy R15-16 solution. 

	ZTE
	Agree to check by SA2.

	Samsung
	No. It seems not solve the service continuity issue, as there will be service interruption from step 3 to step 7.

	China Telecom
	No. The solution may not guarantee service continuity during handover.

	Qualcomm
	Maybe: how does the AMF make the slice decision? Is the AMF aware of RAN slice non-availability? What if it is temporary? Is the slice applicable to a PDU session or to the UE ?

	LG
	No, it does not solve the service interruption due to slice unavailability

	CATT
	No. agree with above comments

	CMCC
	No. This solution seems not solving service interruption issue.

	Ericsson
	Given that slice remapping is a decision that only the CN can take while having full knowledge of the network functions serving a slice, this is perhaps the only solution that allows the Xn HO to be used while keeping the CN in control of remapping. So this solution may be classified as Xn HO based with CN control. 


Can we capture the call flow figure 2 of section 6.2.Z-1 of 5061 for Registration Area change during RRC_INACTIVE mobility involving release and re-set up of PDU session triggered by 5GC?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No. The solution seems not feasible: 5GC cannot trigger PDU session setup request. We might want to check before the feasibility with SA2 before.

	Huawei
	No. see the answer above. 

	ZTE 
	Since the working scope of SI is related to service continuity. While in RRC_INACTIVE, the service is suspended. Therefore, it is not clear whether the scenario is need to be supported in R17.

Furthermore, it seems not necessary to perform slice remapping when UE resumes in the new NG-RAN node, the benefits and requirements need to be clarified.

	Samsung
	No. Agree with Nokia

	China Telecom
	The necessity for this solution is not clear.

	Qualcomm
	This proposal seems just as valid as the others in the sense that all assume CN involvement limited to AMF, but is SMF that handles the PDU Session, it’s QoS based on policies etc. Until this is clear, it is difficult to progress.

	LG
	Agree with Nokia

	CATT
	Agree with Nokia

	CMCC
	Share similar view with Nokia.

	Ericsson
	Yes. A PDU Session Resource Setup procedure is triggered by the 5GC, see 38.413. In this solution it is shown how slices can be remapped if they are not admitted at resume. What other solution would be foreseen in this case? 


Can we capture the call flow Step 1 of Generation of slice policy per PDU session from 5404?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No. We should first discuss further what is the advantage of a per PDU session re-mapping policy.

	Huawei
	This is related to the question how the NG-RAN node acquire the mapping policy. So far there are several options, via e.g., OAM configuration, interface related messages, PDU session related messages, or even the initial UE context setup message.

So maybe it is better to consider all possibilities first. 

	ZTE
	We share the concern that the core network provides slice mapping table for each normal PDU session setup will introduce additional complex. 

	Samsung
	Yes, it’s one of the possible ways to get re-mapping policy, which has a more comprehensive slice selection consideration as it follows the same principle of slice selection during PDU session setup.

We can also list all possible solutions to get the re-mapping policy. Moreover, advantages of each solution (e.g. PDU session related, OAM configured, interfaces configured or others ) should also be further discussed.

	China Telecom
	It needs further discussion.

	Qualcomm
	Comments made previously apply i.e. need to define re-mapping at system level, and then also define role of the different nodes including CN nodes, and then check what is feasible.

	LG
	Agree with Huawei

	CATT
	No. we should identify the solution  firstly 

	CMCC
	This solution is possible. OK to capture.

	Ericsson
	It is correct to state that remapping should happen at PDU Session level because each PDU Session is mapped to a slice and potentially to a dedicated set of NFs. This is why we believe tha the remapping should occur at CN level, because only CN can determine to which NFs each PDU Session is associated at the time of mobility and because only CN can determine, per PDU Session how to remap. The problem with a priori remapping rules sent by CN to RAN on a per PDU Session basis, is that they should be updated every time the set of NFs serving the slice changes.


Moderator’s summary:

Proposal 6: It is proposed to update 5084 to include the call flows  6.2.1.1 and 6.2.1.2 and 6.2.2.2 of R3-205084 taking into account the comments included in the table.
3.3 LS to SA2 related to “solution description”

Is it ok to send LS to SA2 at this meeting already for checking the solutions captured in the TR?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Pending progress at this meeting.

	Huawei
	Agree with Nokia. 

We can ask their comments when the RAN-part and CN-part solutions are clear. We have a proposal in [R3-205084]

· To send an LS to SA2 to ask the feasibility of slice re-mapping/fallback including observation and conclusions after full discussions in RAN3.



	ZTE
	Pending progress at this meeting.

	Samsung
	Pending progress at this meeting.

	China Telecom
	Pending progress at this meeting.

	Qualcomm
	One concern we have is that we may be studying solutions which are not anyway feasible. So ideally it would be better already to send an LS to check both scenarios and solutions at least at a high level. There is a risk that we list N solutions and then have to indicate that none of these are feasible, or have to put them on hold pending work in SA2. 

	LG
	Pending progress at this meeting.

	NEC
	Pending progress in this meeting. 

	CATT
	Pending progress in this meeting. 

	CMCC
	Pending progress at this meeting

	Deutsche Telekom
	Pending progress at this meeting

	Ericsson
	We can send an LS to SA2 on remapping, but we should also remember that we already sent an equivalent LS to SA2 in S2-172933 and that SA2 replied in S2-174019. RAN3 cannot ignore this discussion on exactly the same topic. RAN3 cannot avoid SA2’s response in S2-174019 either. 


Moderator’s summary:

Proposal 7: It is proposed to draft a tentative LS focused on scenarios to be reviewed during the online session and decided if we send it or not (Qualcomm).
4 Conclusion

The following is proposed:

Proposal 1: take the working assumption “eliminate option 3 by which the target gNB or source gNB queries the re-mapping policy from the CN during the handover”.

Proposal 2: update R3-204840 to reflect not only option 4 but all possible remaining options for re-mapping policy known at target gNB (Nokia).

Proposal 3: take the working assumption “For the case of “slice in overload in target cell” the remapping should take place in the target NG-RAN node”.

Proposal 4: take the working assumption “For the case of “slice not supported in target cell” and Xn handover the remapping should take place in the target NG-RAN node”.

Proposal 5: take the working assumption “The re-mapping in connected mode shall be decided by the network”.

Proposal 6: update 5084 to include the call flows 6.2.1.1 and 6.2.1.2 and 6.2.2.2 of R3-205084 taking into account the comments received in the table above (Huawei).
Proposal 7: draft a tentative LS focused on scenarios which will be reviewed during the online session to decide if we send it or not (Qualcomm). 

5 References

[1] R3-20xxxx

[2] R3-20xxxx

