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1. 
Introduction
The “Study on Access Traffic Steering, Switching and Splitting support in the 5G system architecture - Phase 2” (FS_ATSSS_Ph2) is approved in SP-190558 [1]. The corresponding SA2 approved Work Task Sheet is available in S2-1910841 [2] contains the following Work Tasks: 
	Work Task ID
	Work Task Title
	Work Task Description
	RAN Dependency
	TU Estimate 

(Study + Normative)

Total TU = 12.5 + 6 (18.5)
	Inter Work Tasks Dependency

	WT#1
	ATSSS support for non MA PDU session
	Whether and how to support ATSSS without a multi-access PDU session. 

(For example, one possible use case is to enable ATSSS using one PDU session over 3GPP access and Non-seamless WLAN Offload.)    
	No
	2.5 + 1.75


	No

	WT#2
	Traffic splitting support for GBR
	Whether and how to support traffic splitting for GBR traffic. 
	No
	0.5 + 0.25

	No

	WT#3
	Additional steering mode(s) and potential PMF impact
	Whether and how to support additional steering mode(s)?  

Whether additional measurements of the performance of both paths of a multi-access PDU session are needed to better support existing and newly defined steering modes and how such measurements may be performed, e.g. by extensions of the performance monitoring function.
	No
	0.75 + 0.75


	No

	WT#4
	Additional steering functionalities
	Whether and how to support additional steering functionalities.  


	No
	3 + 1
	No 



	WT#5
	PMF improvement
	Whether and how to improve the performance measurement mechanisms (e.g. other than Echo Request / Echo Response), that can minimize the UE battery consumption and can reduce the overhead traffic between the UE and UPF. 
	No
	1.5 + 0.5


	WT#5 depends on completion of WT#3

	WT#6
	Additional roaming support
	Whether and how to support ATSSS for the roaming scenarios which are not supported in Rel-16 (if any). 
	No
	0.25+ 0.25


	No

	WT#7
	Unstructured data support
	Whether and how to support ATSSS for unstructured type PDU Session under the condition that no traffic filter applies within the PDU Session i.e. the traffic of the whole PDU Session is either sent over 3GPP access or sent over non-3GPP accesses 
	No
	0.2 + 0.2

	No

	WT#8
	ATSSS rules, policy and Traffic switching enhancement
	Whether and how to support further differentiation of 3GPP accesses within the ATSSS rules and to improve ATSSS rules with conditions related with access quality. 

Whether and how a UE, under both 3GPP and non-3GPP coverage, can switch traffic from one access to another access based on various conditions, e.g. access quality conditions.
	No
	2 +  0.5


	WT#8 depends on completion of WT#3

	WT#9
	Inter packet core support
	Whether and how to support multi-access PDU session with one access leg over EPC and the other access leg over non-3GPP access 5GS. 
	No
	0.8 + 0.3
	No

	WT#10
	ATSSS for secondary PDU Session Anchor
	Whether and how to support routing traffic to a secondary PDU Session anchor (using a UPF acting as a UL-CL/Branching point) for multi-access PDU Sessions.  
	No
	1 + 0.5


	No


This document is the summary of the corresponding moderated email discussion in SA Drafts reflector according to the principles agreed in SP-190950 [3].

2.
Companies’ views for the Work Tasks

Editor’s Note: In this clause companies’ can provide their views on the work tasks in terms of importance of studying the particular work task in rel.17 

2.1
ATSSS support for non MA PDU session (WT#1)
	Company
	View on importance of the particular Work Task and whether this task (if applicable sub-work tasks) is required to be included in this release. Provide the rationale and justification for the proposal e.g. deployment scenarios, design choices etc
	If you think this WT is required to be included in Rel-17 write ‘YES’, otherwise leave blank

	Qualcomm
	We believe this task is unnecessary and is a wishful extension with no urgency. It can wait R18 since it is just an extension of ATSSS. Focus should be on missing functionality of the core feature
	

	CableLabs
	ATSSS for one session over 3GPP access and WLAN is potentially a high priority scenario 
	YES

	TIM
	Wishful extension but with low priority
	

	BT
	We believe that this should not be a priority for Rel 17 but may be desirable for Rel 18.
	

	MediaTek
	This is unnecessary in Rel-17.
	

	Huawei
	Low priority
	

	Motorola Mobility / Lenovo
	Using MPTCP via a PDU Session over 3GPP access and via NSWO over non-3GPP access is the natural way of deploying MPTCP. If this is not supported, then OTP solutions could be applied using their own rules for traffic distribution and prohibiting the 3GPP operator to control the traffic distribution over 3GPP and non-3GPP accesses.
	YES

	Vodafone
	Desirable for rel17
	YES

	Charter
	Highly desirable for R17
	YES

	Rogers Communications
	Important use case
	YES

	Broadcom
	This represents one of the important deployment use cases which may need to be deployed even before the Rel. 16 ATSSS work. However, we are also concerned with the complexity of this task (eg. security related issues due to the NSWO leg). We would like to see it included in Rel.17 with a very well defined and reduced scope.
	YES

	Apple
	We agree this is the natural way of deploying MPTCP, however we are concerned with the additional complexity to standardize this in Rel-17.
	

	InterDigital
	The feature is not critical, and the amount of work is relatively great.
	

	Nokia
	It is an interesting scenario. The expected effort is pretty high thus we feel we don’t have enough bandwidth to complete this functionality in Rel-17.


	

	Intel
	Low priority for Rel-17
	

	TELEFONICA
	
	YES

	LGE
	Practical usecase which can help to deploy ATSSS feature.
	YES

	Cisco
	This is an important scenario to consider
	YES

	Orange
	Not sure of the use case and complexity of the solution
	

	Ericsson
	This WT is about investigating additional usage scenarios for ATSSS. Requirements on security etc would need to be investigated and likely require significant work, and solutions may in the end not be much different compared to using MA PDU Sessions. Not necessary to spend the required amount of time on this in rel-17   
	

	China Mobile
	Not essential for ATSSS deployment
	

	Telstra
	We believe that results of WT#9 will make this superfluous, so low priority
	

	Spirent
	Important to hanlde
	YES


2.2
Traffic splitting support for GBR (WT#2)

	Company
	View on importance of the particular Work Task and whether this task (if applicable sub-work tasks) is required to be included in this release. Provide the rationale and justification for the proposal e.g. deployment scenarios, design choices etc
	If you think this WT is required to be included in Rel-17 write ‘YES’, otherwise leave blank

	Qualcomm
	This is also a desirable extension but not necessary for R17
	

	CableLabs
	This is useful, but medium priority
	

	TIM 
	Wishful extension but with low priority
	

	BT
	We believe that this should not be a priority for Rel 17 but may be desirable for Rel 18.
	

	MediaTek
	While potentially useful, it is not necessary for Rel-17
	

	Huawei
	This is useful, medium priority
	

	Motorola Mobility / Lenovo
	Low priority for Rel-17
	

	Deutsche Telekom
	DT believes that this should not be a priority for Rel17
	

	Vodafone
	Not necessary for Rel-17
	

	Rogers Communications
	Lower priority
	

	Apple
	Low priority for Rel-17.
	

	Nokia
	Nice to have, lower priority
	

	Intel
	Low priority for Rel-17.
	

	LGE
	Low priority for Rel-17
	

	Cisco
	Low priority
	

	Orange
	low priority
	

	Ericsson
	A basic solution for GBR based on “switching” is available in rel-16. Evolving the rel-16 solution is not crucial.  
	

	China Mobile
	Not essential for ATSSS deployment
	

	Telstra
	This is not essential for ATSSS, we believe that steering GBR flows to one of the access networks is sufficient.
	

	Spirent
	Lower in priority
	


2.3
Additional steering mode(s) and potential PMF impact (WT#3)

	Company
	View on importance of the particular Work Task and whether this task (if applicable sub-work tasks) is required to be included in this release. Provide the rationale and justification for the proposal e.g. deployment scenarios, design choices etc
	If you think this WT is required to be included in Rel-17 write ‘YES’, otherwise leave blank

	Qualcomm
	We believe this task is an unnecessary wishful extension with no urgency. It can wait R18 since it is just an extension of ATSSS. Focus should be on missing functionality of the core feature
	

	CableLabs
	This is useful, but medium priority
	

	TIM
	Additional measurements including at least packet loss should be supported to better assist UE and UPF in estimating the overall quality of the paths. This would enable additional steering modes like e.g. the “Best-Access steering mode” where traffic is steered to the best performing access based on the realtime measurements (e.g. lowest packet loss).


	YES

	BT
	We believe that this should not be a priority for Rel 17
	

	MediaTek
	Extension that is not necessary for ATSSS – basic steering mode are supported in Rel-16
	

	Huawei
	This is useful, medium priority
	

	Motorola Mobility / Lenovo
	The consideration of additional steering modes is important but not as important as other ATSSS optimizations. We believe it should be low priority for Rel-17.
	

	Deutsche Telekom
	Additional steering modes in particular for additional steering functionality for non-TCP traffic is considered very important and high priority.
	YES

	Vodafone
	Additional measurements to based steering on should be supported
	YES

	Sandvine
	There is missing in ATSSS the steering decision based on application awareness mode. A subscriber may prefer to offload the NR sending the bulk traffic across the wifi leg or sending the financial transaction with more confidence across the NR avoiding the WiFi access in this case, and several other scenarios and combinations. This use case is quite essential to be supported in Rel17. There is an approved contribution S2-1912301 in FS_eNA Ph2 that incorporate application awareness in the NWDAF, which is very synergic with this use case & WT#3.


	YES

	Rogers Communications
	Important enrichment of the capability, enables flexible QoS/QoE control
	YES

	Broadcom
	Same as TIM
	YES

	Apple
	The addition of new steering modes is an important Work Task with high priority for Rel-17. 
	YES

	InterDigital
	R16 only supports very limited access link measurement (RTT) and it would be beneficial to introduce more link measurement metrics. New metrics may be used to enhance existing steering modes or enable new steering modes.
	YES

	Nokia
	Usefull feature for example to better support Hybrid access RG scenarios with not yet supported steering modes
	YES

	Intel
	Low priority for Rel-17.
	

	TELEFONICA
	
	YES

	LGE
	Low priority for Rel-17
	

	Cisco
	Low priority
	

	Orange
	Sees interests to improve selection of best access for steering traffic
	YES

	Ericsson
	Rel-16 includes four steering modes that seem to cover the relevant use cases. Requirements for additional steering modes are not so clear and thus not criticial to include in rel-17.
	

	China Mobile
	Enhanced measurements for new steering mode may be valuable
	YES

	Telstra
	Low priority for Rel-17
	

	Spirent
	
	YES


2.4
Additional steering functionalities (WT#4)

	Company
	View on importance of the particular Work Task and whether this task (if applicable sub-work tasks) is required to be included in this release. Provide the rationale and justification for the proposal e.g. deployment scenarios, design choices etc
	If you think this WT is required to be included in Rel-17 write ‘YES’, otherwise leave blank

	Qualcomm
	No clear motivation has been provided for why WT#4 is essential for R17. Again, it falls in the list of wishful extensions, but it does not address any missing building blocks
	

	CableLabs
	This should be considered to ensure complete ATSSS capabilities
	YES

	TIM
	Additional steering functionalities should be considered, to overcome Rel16 limitations. E.g. Current Rel16 ATSSS-LL aggregation functionality at the receiving side does not allow for packet reordering (i.e. reordering is assumed to be performed at some protocol layer above): this represents a limitation to support high-throughput non-TCP based applications requiring a reliable transport. 

Also, as new IETF protocols such as the QUIC framework become widespread over Internet, even more than TCP, it would be beneficial to define steering functionalities natively provided by such protocol.
	YES

	BT
	We believe that traffic splitting support for non-TCP protocols, such as QUIC, will be increasingly needed in the market. BT recognises that due to IETF timescales for providing a suitable alternative to MP-TCP that can support unreliable and latency sensitive traffic, it may make sense to delay this to Release 18.
	

	MediaTek
	Not necessary in Rel-17.
	

	Huawei
	Additional steering functionalities should be considered, to overcome Rel16 limitations, especially to support high-throughput UDP or/and Ethernet service.
	YES

	Motorola Mobility / Lenovo
	Considering additional steering functionalities such as MP-QUIC -- on top of the specified MPTCP and ATSSS-LL -- is an important objective for Rel-17. Although the applicable work in IETF is yet not completed, it is stable enough for enabling SA2 to consider them in the context of ATSSS.
	YES

	Deutsche Telekom
	Additional steering functionalities for non-TCP traffic are considered very important.
	YES

	Vodafone
	Additional steering functionalities needed
	YES

	Charter 
	Similar to TIM, we need to investigate how to overcome the R16 limitation on the ATSSS-LL for non TCP traffic.
	YES

	Rogers 

Communications
	Important enrichment of the capability
	YES

	Broadcom
	Same as TIM. Contary to BT’s comment, we believe that it is important that 3GPP builds in Rel. 17 the framework that may allow multi-path extensions of QUIC to be integrated into ATSSS solution. This can drive the IETF work in a timely manner. There is definitely not a positive IETF impact if this WT is eliminated from this Release.
	YES

	Apple
	From our perspective, this is the essential Work Task in Rel-17. The lack of packet reordering functionality in Rel-16 ATSSS-LL is a major limitation to support high-throughput non-TCP based applications. The work task should be limited to investigate IETF-based solutions. MP-QUIC in IETF should be considered to be adopted for Rel-17 ATSSS to overcome the limitations of ATSSS-LL. 
	YES

	InterDigital
	Not clear what additional steering functionalities may be.
	

	Nokia
	Allows to support splitting of high throughput non TCP based IP flows; should be limited to support of IETF based solutions (which would further reduce the effort required)
	YES

	Intel
	We believe traffic splitting support for non-TCP protocols will be needed. However due to IETF timelines in providing alternate to MP-TCP, we see this WT fit Rel-18 timeframe, but we are willing to give it a try in Rel-17.
	YES

	LGE
	Low priority for Rel-17
	

	Cisco
	Should be good to consider MP-QUIC
	YES

	Orange
	would be interesting to be able to handle QUIC in ATSSS
	YES

	Ericsson
	Support for additional steering modes to support traffic splitting for non-TCP and non-IP traffic is desired. However, as discussed during rel-16 work this should be based on IETF defined protocls and such work in IETF will take some time. Considering the timeline it is unrealistic to assume that this work can be mature or completed in rel-17 timeframe. Therefore, it is more suitable to handle this WT in a release after rel-17.
	

	China Mobile
	Functionalities for new steering mode may be valuable
	YES

	Telstra
	We believe this is high priority, primarily for supporting traffic splitting for UDP and QUIC, as others called it out
	YES

	Spirent
	
	


2.5
PMF improvement (WT#5)

	Company
	View on importance of the particular Work Task and whether this task (if applicable sub-work tasks) is required to be included in this release. Provide the rationale and justification for the proposal e.g. deployment scenarios, design choices etc
	If you think this WT is required to be included in Rel-17 write ‘YES’, otherwise leave blank

	Qualcomm
	We believe this task is an unjustified set of extensions to PMF. It can wait R18 since it is just an extension of ATSSS. 
	

	CableLabs
	While PMF improvements may increase the effectiveness of ATSSS, we place this at medium priority
	

	TIM
	Current performance measurements imply active probing, e.g. for each access, the RTT is measured exchanging additional packets between UE and UPF. This framework does not scale well and might consume unnecessary system resources, including power. 

New PM framework should be studied that allows for path characteristics to be passively-measured without any need for additional traffic to be exchanged (e.g. reusing the built-in capabilities of protocols such as IETF QUIC).
	YES

	BT
	We believe that this should not be a priority for Rel 17.
	

	MediaTek
	Not necessary in Rel-17 (Linked to WT#3)
	

	Huawei
	Only RTT detection per PDU is not enough to support efficiency traffic steering. 
	YES

	Motorola Mobility / Lenovo
	The PMF measurement mechanism specified in Rel-16 creates a lot of performance concerns and UE battery consumption concerns. Thus, it is important to improve this mechanism.
	YES

	Deutsche Telekom
	It is assumed that performance measurement for additional steering functionalities would to be part of the steering protocol and therefore this work task is considered not needed.
	

	Vodafone
	Enhancing performance measurements is needed.
	YES

	Rogers Communications
	Lower priority
	

	Apple
	Performance measurement can be considered as the task of the new steering functionality defined in WT#4.
	

	InterDigital
	Non-critical optimization.
	

	Nokia
	Lower order improvement
	

	Intel 
	Low priority for Rel-17
	

	LGE
	Low priority for Rel-17
	

	Cisco
	Important for ATSS-LL functionality
	YES

	Orange
	Not high priority for Rel17
	

	Ericsson
	This WT is an optimization of the rel-16 solution and thus not seem criticial. Furthermore stage 3 PMF work not yet stable.  
	

	China Mobile
	Enhanced measurements for new steering mode may be valuable
	YES

	Telstra
	Low priority for Rel-17
	

	Spirent
	ATSS-LL functionality 
	YES


2.6
Additional roaming support (WT#6)

	Company
	View on importance of the particular Work Task and whether this task (if applicable sub-work tasks) is required to be included in this release. Provide the rationale and justification for the proposal e.g. deployment scenarios, design choices etc
	If you think this WT is required to be included in Rel-17 write ‘YES’, otherwise leave blank

	Qualcomm
	We believe this task is an unnecessary wishful extension with no urgency. It can wait R18 since it is just an extension of ATSSS. Focus should be on missing functionality of the core feature
	

	CableLabs
	Considered lower priority
	

	TIM
	Wishful extension but with low priority
	

	BT
	We believe that this should not be a priority for Rel 17.
	

	MediaTek
	Basic roaming functionality supported in Rel-16.

Not necessary for Rel-17
	

	Huawei
	Considered low priority
	

	Motorola Mobility / Lenovo
	Low priority for Rel-17.
	

	Deutsche Telekom
	DT believes that this should not be a priority for Rel17
	

	Vodafone
	Not necessary/low priority for release 17
	

	Rogers Communications
	Lower priority
	

	Apple
	Low priority for Rel-17.
	

	Nokia
	Should be supported already by R16
	

	Intel
	Low priority for Rel-17.
	

	LGE
	Low priority for Rel-17
	

	Cisco
	Low priority
	

	Orange
	Not high priority for Rel17
	

	Ericsson
	This WT does not seem needed as the relevant roaming scenarios are supported in rel-16.
	

	China Mobile
	Not essential for ATSSS deployment
	

	Telstra
	Low priority for Rel-17
	

	Spirent
	
	


2.7
Unstructured data support (WT#7)

	Company
	View on importance of the particular Work Task and whether this task (if applicable sub-work tasks) is required to be included in this release. Provide the rationale and justification for the proposal e.g. deployment scenarios, design choices etc
	If you think this WT is required to be included in Rel-17 write ‘YES’, otherwise leave blank

	Qualcomm
	This is desirable to complete the ATSSS functionality
	

	CableLabs
	Considered lower priority
	

	TIM
	Wishful extension but with low priority
	

	BT
	We believe that this should not be a priority for Rel 17 but may be desirable for Rel 18.
	

	MediaTek
	Basic addition to complete ATSSS
	YES

	Huawei
	Considered low priority
	

	Deutsche Telekom
	DT believes that this should not be a priority for Rel17
	

	Vodafone
	Not necessary/low priority for release 17
	

	Rogers Communications
	Lower priority
	

	Apple
	Low priority for Rel-17.
	

	Nokia
	Lower order improvement
	

	Intel
	Low priority for Rel-17
	

	LGE
	No study is required. This can be considered during the normative phase.
	

	Cisco
	Low priority
	

	Orange
	Not high priority for Rel17
	

	Ericsson
	Low priority enhancement.
	

	China Mobile
	Not essential for ATSSS deployment
	

	Telstra
	Low priority for Rel-17
	

	Spirent
	
	


2.8
ATSSS rules, policy and Traffic switching enhancement (WT#8)

	Company
	View on importance of the particular Work Task and whether this task (if applicable sub-work tasks) is required to be included in this release. Provide the rationale and justification for the proposal e.g. deployment scenarios, design choices etc
	If you think this WT is required to be included in Rel-17 write ‘YES’, otherwise leave blank

	Qualcomm
	We believe this task is an unnecessary wishful extension with no urgency. It can wait R18 since it is just an extension of ATSSS. Focus should be on missing functionality of the core feature
	

	CableLabs
	We view this to be of potentially high value for deployment scenarios
	YES

	TIM 
	Wishful extension but with low priority
	

	BT
	We believe that this should not be a priority for Rel 17 but may be desirable for Rel 18.
	

	MediaTek
	Not necessary in Rel-17 (linked to WT#3)
	

	Huawei
	This is useful, medium priority
	

	Motorola Mobility / Lenovo
	Low priority for Rel-17.
	

	Deutsche Telekom
	DT believes that this should not be a priority for Rel17
	

	Vodafone
	Enhancing rules with quality conditions or additional qualifiers is needed
	YES

	Charter
	Similar to VF, additional conditions or rules should be allowed to be investigated/studied in R17 to enhance the overall user experiences of ATSSS.
	YES

	Sandvine
	Same, as stated in Section 2.3 but also the application awareness and application KPIs measurements would be a very worthy component to create policies to decide how to steer every application’s traffic.  

This use case (WT) is quite essential to be supported in Rel17.

	YES

	Rogers Communications
	Important capability 
	YES

	Apple
	Low priority for Rel-17.
	

	InterDigtial 
	Radio qualities are important conditions for selecting the access link. Existing measurements (e.g. RTT) can’t fully reflect the fast-changing radio conditions. It was used in the past 3GPP/WLAN interworking/integration schemes but somehow was missing in R16 ATSSS rules.
	YES

	Nokia
	Defining steering rules with standard defined conditions related with access quality is a kind of topic that has proven in the past to require huge amount of contentious discussions without much operational benefit
	

	Intel
	Low priority for Rel-17
	

	TELEFONICA
	
	YES

	LGE
	Low priority for Rel-17
	

	Cisco
	Low priority
	

	Orange
	interests in this extension
	YES

	Ericsson
	Solution candidates were discussed in rel-16 but not included. It is not clear that these two problem areas would lead to significant improvements for ATSSS.
	

	China Mobile
	Not essential for ATSSS deployment
	

	Telstra
	Low priority for Rel-17
	

	Spirent 
	
	YES


2.9
Inter packet core support (WT#9)

	Company
	View on importance of the particular Work Task and whether this task (if applicable sub-work tasks) is required to be included in this release. Provide the rationale and justification for the proposal e.g. deployment scenarios, design choices etc
	If you think this WT is required to be included in Rel-17 write ‘YES’, otherwise leave blank

	Qualcomm
	This may be a desirable extension if it is restricted to apply to a 3GPP access and a non-3GPP access
	

	CableLabs
	This potentially may support high priority scenarios
	YES

	TIM
	Wishful extension but with low priority
	

	BT
	We see this as an essential feature required to complete the ATSSS functionality. A key perceived benefit of ATSSS for BT is the use of the traffic splitting mode to boost throughput in all areas including areas of poor or no 3GPP NR coverage. Restricting this capability to just areas that have 3GPP NR coverage seriously limits its usefulness.
	YES

	MediaTek
	Not necessary in Rel-17. 
	

	Huawei
	This is useful, medium priority.
	

	Motorola Mobility / Lenovo
	Low priority for Rel-17.
	

	Deutsche Telekom
	Same as BT, this would extend overall applicability of ATSSS and is therefore considered as a high prior
	YES

	Vodafone
	This is a useful feature for ATSSS
	YES

	Rogers Communications
	Important for hybrid/transitional network configurations.
	YES

	Broadcom
	Same as BT
	YES

	Apple
	This would allow extended applicability of ATSSS.
	YES

	InterDigital
	It is useful for initial 5G roll-out where indoor 5G coverage is probably limited. And we should limit the scenario to (5GC non-3GPP access + EPC 3GPP access)
	YES

	Nokia
	This is already supported for RG (Hybrid access) in R16 and should be extended to regular UE
	YES

	Intel
	Low priority for Rel-17
	

	TELEFONICA
	
	YES

	LGE
	Practical usecase which can help to deploy ATSSS feature.
	YES

	Cisco
	Low priority
	

	Orange
	Not high priority for Rel17
	

	Ericsson
	Support for EPC interworking imortant to enable ATSSS. A solution for 5G RG / 5WWC scenarios has been agreed in 23.316 and it would be beneficial to investigate how to improve the EPC IWK support for ATSSS also for UEs 
	YES

	China Mobile
	Not essential for ATSSS deployment
	

	Telstra
	We believe this is important extension, which will make ATSSS function more valuable during the NR rollout period
	YES

	Spirent
	
	


2.10
ATSSS for secondary PDU Session Anchor (WT#10)

	Company
	View on importance of the particular Work Task and whether this task (if applicable sub-work tasks) is required to be included in this release. Provide the rationale and justification for the proposal e.g. deployment scenarios, design choices etc
	If you think this WT is required to be included in Rel-17 write ‘YES’, otherwise leave blank

	Qualcomm
	We believe this task is unnecessary and is a wishful extension with no urgency. It can wait R18 since it is just an extension of ATSSS. Focus should be on missing functionality of the core feature
	

	CableLabs
	Considered low priority
	

	TIM
	Wishful extension but with low priority
	

	BT
	We believe that this should not be a priority for Rel 17 but may be desirable for Rel 18.
	

	MediaTek
	Not necessary in Rel-17
	

	Huawei
	Considered low priority
	

	Motorola Mobility / Lenovo
	This is very important for supporting ATSSS for edge computing applications and we believe it should be part of Rel-17.
	YES

	Deutsche Telekom
	Considered low priority
	NO

	Vodafone
	Not necessary/low priority for release 17
	

	Rogers Communications
	Lower priority
	

	Apple
	Low priority for Rel-17.
	

	InterDigital
	Non-critical extension.
	

	Nokia 
	Nice to have but we have limited budget in Rel-17
	

	Intel
	Low priority for Rel-17.
	

	LGE
	Low priority for Rel-17
	

	Cisco
	Important to consider especially for MEC type deployment scenarios
	YES

	Orange
	Not high priority for Rel17
	

	Ericsson
	Support for ATSSS in combination with multiple PSAs and edge breakout may be interesting for rel-17. However, it may be preferable to let the EC work in rel-17 complete first, and then investigate afterwards how ATSSS would fit in.
	

	China Mobile
	Not essential for ATSSS deployment
	

	Telstra
	The topology for traffic aggregation/backhaul for fixed and mobile access is typically not aligned, therefore the opportunities for deploying UPFs for the 2 access types are different as well.

The R16 ATSSS functionality mandates that for local breakout, the same UPF is used for the 2 access legs and this presents a strong compromise, disabling LBO unless both access types allow it.

We believe this would be an important WT, to overcome this limitation in R17 time frame
	YES

	Spirent 
	
	YES


3.
Summary and way forward proposal
Editor’s Note: In this clause the summary of the email discussion will be outlined by the convenor and possible way forward proposal in terms of the scope of FS_ATSSS_Ph2 SID in Rel-17 may be proposed by the convenor.

3.1
Summary of the moderated discussion
25 companies provided their views on the importance of specific FS_ATSSS_Ph2 Work Tasks and whether they are required to be included in Rel-17.

The tables below illustrate for each Work Task the number of participating companies that indicated whether:

1. 
The specific FS_ATSSS_Ph2 Work Task should be included in Rel-17 (a “YES” in the last column);

2.
The specific FS_ATSSS_Ph2 Work Task should not be included in Rel-17 (a “NO” or a blank in the last column with justification provided); or 
3.
the company has no strong opinion on the Work Task (only company name provided with blank justification, or no input provided at all).

	ATSSS support for non MA PDU session (WT#1)

	Should be in Rel-17
	Should not be in Rel-17
	No opinion

	10
	13
	2


	Traffic splitting support for GBR (WT#2)

	Should be in Rel-17
	Should not be in Rel-17
	No opinion

	0
	20
	5


	Additional steering mode(s) and potential PMF impact (WT#3)

	Should be in Rel-17
	Should not be in Rel-17
	No opinion

	13
	11
	1


	Additional steering functionalities (WT#4)

	Should be in Rel-17
	Should not be in Rel-17
	No opinion

	16
	6
	3


	PMF improvement (WT#5)

	Should be in Rel-17
	Should not be in Rel-17
	No opinion

	7
	14
	4


	Additional roaming support (WT#6)

	Should be in Rel-17
	Should not be in Rel-17
	No opinion

	0
	19
	6


	Unstructured data support (WT#7)

	Should be in Rel-17
	Should not be in Rel-17
	No opinion

	1
	17
	7


	ATSSS rules, policy and Traffic switching enhancement (WT#8)

	Should be in Rel-17
	Should not be in Rel-17
	No opinion

	9
	15
	1


	Inter packet core support (WT#9)

	Should be in Rel-17
	Should not be in Rel-17
	No opinion

	13
	9
	3


	ATSSS for secondary PDU Session Anchor (WT#10)

	Should be in Rel-17
	Should not be in Rel-17
	No opinion

	4
	17
	4


3.2
Way forward proposal
Proposal 1: Based on the summary in clause 3.1 it is proposed to downscope FS_ATSSS_Ph2 by focusing the Rel-17 work on WT#3, WT#4 and WT#9.

The overall TU saving from the proposed downscoping of FS_ATSSS_Ph2 is 14 TUs.

If Proposal 1 is agreed, the updated Work Task list for FS_ATSSS_Ph2 would look as follows:

	Work Task ID
	Work Task Title
	Work Task Description
	RAN Dependency
	TU Estimate 

(Study + Normative)

Total TU = 2.75 + 1.75 (4.5)
	Inter Work Tasks Dependency

	WT#3
	Additional steering mode(s) and potential PMF impact
	Whether and how to support additional steering mode(s)?  

Whether additional measurements of the performance of both paths of a multi-access PDU session are needed to better support existing and newly defined steering modes and how such measurements may be performed, e.g. by extensions of the performance monitoring function.
	No
	0.5 + 0.5

	No

	WT#4
	Additional steering functionalities
	Whether and how to support additional steering functionalities.  


	No
	1.5 + 1
	No 



	WT#9
	Inter packet core support
	Whether and how to support multi-access PDU session with one access leg over EPC and the other access leg over non-3GPP access 5GS. 
	No
	0.75 + 0.25
	No


References
[1]

SP-190558, Study on Access Traffic Steering, Switching and Splitting support in the 5G system architecture - Phase 2
[2]

S2-1910841, FS_ATSSS_Ph2 Work Tasks
[3]

SP-190950, Moderated Item Discussions Proposal, TSG SA Chairman
