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1.
Issues for ETSUN 
1.1
ETSUN and ATSSS interworking
1.1.1
Issue Description
Only solution 1 is now on the table as per the minutes of the Conf Call held on Friday March 27th, 2020;
BUT During this Conf Call, the question has been raised on whether the extent of specification change [to define ETSUN and ATSSS interworking at this point of time]  is suitable considering that these would be late  changes to R16; NO firm conclusion has been taken BUT, not supporting these changes would prevent ATSSS from being offered (even in  non-roaming case) by a PLMN that deploys ETSUN. It has been requested by the rapporteur that any company willing to object to this feature should indicate it as soon as possible.
1.1.2
Companies View
Question 1: Should ETSUN and ATSSS interworking be defined in R16?
	Company Name 
	Company View
(Yes/No) 
	Notes

	Samsung
	No
	Samsung thinks that the specification changes for the ETSUN and ATSSS interworking are too late.

	Ericsson
	No clear need 
	Not a very strong view, but Ericsson has previously indicated that there does not seem to be an immediate need for defining a solution late in rel-16, at least if there is not a clear operator demand for it. There is also a relation to other aspects on Service Areas for non-3GPP access, which are not addressed in rel-16, so it could be better to handle the different topics together. 

	Deutsche Telekom
	No 
	As these a two complex feature which need to be brought together, the first discussion about it happened already after stage-2 freeze and not much progress was made since then and there is not enough time to do it properly at this stage we propose to postpone this interworking to release 18. 

	Huawei
	Yes
	It should be considered how to support ATSSS in ETSUN scenario.


Question 2: if yes, is answered to Question 1 should this interworking be defined according to overall solution described in the documents submitted to the Conf Call held on Friday March 27th, 2020 (possibly improved for some second order aspects)
	Company Name 
	Company View
(Yes/No)
	Notes

	Samsung
	No
	See answer to Question 1 

	Ericsson
	
	See answer to Question 1 

	Deutsche Telekom
	
	See answer to Question 1 

	Huawei
	Yes
	We agree to move forward with solution 1 (i.e. separated CP connections and UP connections for different access types). 

However, the proposed documents need to be further revised to support the switching between “same I-SMF” case and “different I-SMFs” case.

Also it is possible in the non-3GPP access, there are no I-SMF/I-UPF, but the I-SMF/I-UPF is required in the 3GPP access. 


1.1.3
Summary

Editor’s Note: This clause should contain the brief summary of companies view e.g. n# of companies prefer to go with option A vs. m# of companies prefer to go with option B.
The majority of companies that have expressed their views have indicated that interworking between ATSSS and ETSUN would require too much change at this stage of R16. Furthermore, no operator has indicated any urgency to get this interworking specified as a late R16 functionality.
1.1.4
Proposed Way Forward 
Editor’s Note: This clause should contain propose a way forward. For e.g. Given that majority of companies prefer to go with option A, it is proposed that Option A is agreed as way forward.
It is thus proposed as a way forward to add following statements in 23.501 (Nokia to provide the corresponding CR)
· § 5.34.1: “In this release of the specification, deployments topologies with specific SMF Service Areas applies only for 3GPP access”
· § 5.32.1: “In this release of the specification, ATSSS assumes SMFs Service Areas covering the whole PLMN”
