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1. Introduction
There is neither evaluation nor conclusion on Scenario 1 in Key Issue 1.

2. Reason for Change
Evaluation and conclusion are necessary.
3. Conclusions

<Conclusion part (optional)>

4. Proposal

It is proposed to agree the following changes to 3GPP TR 23.700-10 v1.1.0.
* * * First Change * * * *
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Overall Evaluation

For Key Issue #1:

Scenario 1

a)
Solution 3 and Solution 4 address how a UE which is allowed to access multiple IMS networks can decide PDU session attributes (including S-NSSAI) of a PDU session providing access to each of the IMS networks.

Solution 3 Case#3 addresses an additional issue: It provides a means for a PLMN to provide the IMS clients in the UE with IMS home network domain names.
b)
Among those solutions, Solution 3 Case#1 and Solution 4 can be applied to legacy UEs or Rel-17 and beyond UEs not supporting the enhancement proposed in Solution 3 Case#2 or Case#3.
c)
Solution 4 requires that a different DNN is assigned for each of the IMS networks which can be accessed by a single 5GC network slice of a PLMN.
d)
The only benefit provided by Solution 3 Case#2 is that it supports the case where the IMS clients in a UE do not provide any different information (i.e., the same application identity, the same DNN, and the same P-CSCF address from the IMS clients) except for the IMS home network domain name. However, it is unclear why the IMS clients which can provide different IMS home network domain names cannot provide, e.g., different application identities. Thus, the benefit of Solution 3 Case#2 is unclear whereas the solution impacts both UE and PCF.
e)
The only benefit provide by Solution 3 Case#3 is that it deals with the additional issue mentioned in Item a) above. It is not clear why this additional issue has to be addressed within the study because it is not related to network slicing, i.e., even if these IMS networks can be accessed via a single 5GC network slice, the issue still remains. Thus, Solution 3 Case#3 deals with an issue that is not in the scope of the study.

In addition, the route selection descriptor in a URSP rule contains PDU session attributes (e.g., S-NSSAI) to be used in the 5GSM sublayer and restrictions (e.g., time window) on the validity of the URSP rule itself. Solution 3 Case#3 uses a URSP rule to provide information to the IMS clients in the UE, which is beyond the scope of the URSP.

Scenario 2

-
Only Solution 1 was proposed in this scenario and the solution does not qualify as a basis for the normative work. See clause 6.1.3.
Scenario 3

Editor's note:
The evaluation for Scenario 3 is FFS.

For Key Issue #2, there is no solution to evaluate.

For Key Issue #3, there is no solution to evaluate.

For Key Issue #4, there is no solution to evaluate.

* * * Next Change * * * *
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Conclusions

For Key Issue #1 / Scenario 1, Solution 3 Case#1 and Solution 4 will be the basis for work in the normative phase.
For Key Issue #1 / Scenario 2, no work in the normative phase will happen.

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.
