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1. Introduction
Solution #2 and solution y are proposed in this TR to address scenario 3 of Key Issue #1 Network Slicing and IMS to support P-CSCF discovery for one slice connecting to different IMS network of TR 23.700-10. 

This contribution proposes to evaluate between these solutions and concludes the selected solution for this scenario.

Evaluation of solutions:

Table 1: evaluation of solutions

	
	Pros
	Cons

	Solution #2 in TR 23.700-10
	1. The solution supports all the scenarios for the key issues.


	1. The solution has the impact on UE to support URSP extention and handling.

2. The PDU session establishment procedure is enhanced to transfer IMS domain information from UE to SMF.

	Solution #y in C1-215990
	1. The solution uses existing mechanism of P-CSCF discovery by allocating different DNNs to different IMS networks. No further normative work is required.

	1. The solution mandates every IMS network to be allocated of a unique DNN.

2. Global well known IMS DNN cannot be used by IMS network, therefore local breakout roaming is not supported.



The solution#2 in TR 23.700-10 is a UE based solution, i.e. UE including IMS domain information in PDU session establishment procedure. 


How the SMF uses the IMS domain information to select P-CSCF is the scope of CT4. 
2. Proposal

It is proposed to agree the following changes to 3GPP TR 23.700-10 v0.4.0.
* * * First Change * * * *

8
Conclusions

To support scenario 3 of Key Issue #1 Network Slicing and IMS to support P-CSCF discovery for one slice connecting to different IMS network, solution #2 is selected as the way forward for how the SMF get the IMS network domain information. 
NOTE:
The solution for how the SMF uses the IMS domain information to discover P-CSCF address is in CT4 scope.
Solution #y can be used for scenario 3 when IMS networks sharing the same slice use different DNNs.
For Key Issue #2, no solutions within CT1 responsibility was provided, i.e. no work in the normative phase will happen.

For Key Issue #3, no solutions within CT1 responsibility was provided, i.e. no work in the normative phase will happen.

For Key Issue #4, no solutions within CT1 responsibility was provided, i.e. no work in the normative phase will happen.
* * * End of Change * * * *

