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	Reason for change:
	In current 23.700-10, no conclusion for scenario 3 of key issue 1 has been made yet. A LS (C1-216839) has been sent to SA2 for feedback and there is an editor’s note in clause 8 of 23.700-10 as follows :

Editor's note:
CT1 has sent an LS to SA2 for feedback. Based on feedback from SA2, CT1 will make a progress with normative work.
In CT1 #133e meeting it was concluded that for scenario 1 of key issue 1, both providing "IMS home network domain name" in the traffic descriptor and solution 4 are selected for normative work, which means sharing the same DNN between multiple IMS networks are already considered as a valid scenario. Another LS (C1-220734) was sent to SA2. Therefore SA2 did not reply the LS for scenario 3 since SA2 believe the LS was outdated. Some delegates also think SA2 is not the place to give recommendation on DNN usage.

Our understanding is that scenario 1 and 3 shall follow the same precondition, i.e. whether it is possible different IMS networks share same DNN. If for scenario 1, solutions for scenario different IMS nework sharing same DNN is concluded and specified, it also applies to scenario 3.
It is suggested to follow the same principle of concluding scenario 1 for scenario 3. Therefore it is proposed to update the conclusion of scenario 3 of key issue 1 in 23.700-10.

	
	

	Summary of change:
	The conclusion of scenario 3 of key issue 1 in 23.700-10 is updated.

	
	

	Consequences if not approved:
	The normative work for scenario 3 of key issue 1 can not be supported.
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8
Conclusions

For Key Issue #1 / Scenario 1, providing "IMS home network domain name" in the traffic descriptor and Solution 4 will be the basis for work in the normative phase. Other existing methods (e.g., URSP with reused traffic descriptors, UE local configuration) can be used, but they do not require normative work.

For Key Issue #1 / Scenario 2, no work in the normative phase will happen.

For Key Issue #1 / Scenario 3, solution 2 and solution 4 are both selected as the basis for normative work.


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.
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