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Abstract of the contribution: This paper proposes a conclusion update for KI#4.
Discussion
At the last meeting, the conclusion for KI#4 has been approved, but there’s still several ENs left to be resolved:
Editor’s note:
5G QoS parameters sent to PEGC are based on “Additional QoS Information” specified in clause 9.3.1.1 of TS 24.502, any other parameters are FFS.
As the additional QoS information can already support QoS differentiation for the PINEs in the non-3GPP network behind the PEGC, there’s no explicit requirement to provide any other QoS parameters to PEGC. It is proposed to reuse the existing additional QoS information to support the QoS differentiation for the PINEs in the non-3GPP network behind the PEGC.
Proposal 1: The existing additional QoS information can be reused to support the QoS differentiation for the PINEs in the non-3GPP network behind the PEGC.

________________________________________________________________________________________________
Editor’s note:
Whether the 5GC manages delay budget on the non-3GPP access is FFS. 
From a 5GC perspective, the PIN topology between PINEs and PEGC is agnostic, the delay budget between PINE and PEGC is uncontrolled. For instance, 5GC can’t decide whether WIFI or Bluetooth is applied for the PINE-PEGC communication nor how to allocate the non-3GPP resource to PINEs. 
Besides, if AF knows there are some PINEs behind the PEGC, the AF can request QoS requirements to 5GC while taking this into account, e.g., if the AF knows the overall delay budget and non-3GPP access delay budget, it can figure out the delay budget on the 5GS part and directly provide 5GS part delay budget to PCF for QoS decision. In addition, the PEGC can also update the PDB via the existing PDU session modification based on the current PIN topology behind it and resource usage.
Proposal 2: There’s no need for 5GC to manage the delay budget on the non-3GPP access. AF or PEGC can figure out the delay budget on the 5GS part on its own and provide the QoS requirement to the PCF via the existing mechanisms.
* * * Start of change * * * 

8
Conclusions

Editor's note:
This clause will list conclusions that have been agreed during the course of the study item activities.
8.4
Conclusion on Key Issue #4

The normative work is based on the following principles

1)
Additional QoS information (including QoS characteristics, GFBR/MFBR) may be sent to PEGC to assist the deriving of N3GPP QoS parameters. 


a)
Whether and how PEGC performs the deriving of N3GPP QoS parameters and mapping procedure is not specified by 3GPP.

b)
Whether and how to enforce QoS based on the Non-3GPP QoS assistance information in the non-3GPP network is not specified by 3GPP.
2)
PDU session management can be reused by the PEGC or by the SMF.
a)
When the PEGC detects new traffic from a device in the PIN, it may map the traffic to an existing PDU session or establish a new PDU session. The criteria for taking the decision can be based on existing mechanism or implementation. 
NOTE 1:
The procedure is the same used when application generating the traffic resides directly on the UE.
b)
If AF for PIN is used, the AF may request PCF, directly or via NEF, for a modification of the QoS. The mechanism and criteria used by the AF to determine the need for a QoS modification are outside 3GPP scope,
NOTE 2: 
The AF relies on PIN signalling between the PINE/PEGC/PEMC and the PIN AF, which is transferred via UP transparently to the 5G system, to determine the need for a QoS modification.
3)
The procedure for supporting one PINE connected to multiple PEGCs in the same PIN and PINE to move between PEGCs is outside the 3GPP scope.
NOTE 3: 
If AF for PIN is used, since the association between the PINE and PEGC is managed over UP by interaction with AF, whether one or more PEGCs are associated with a PINE and PINE moving between PEGCs are not specified by SA2.

4)
PIN direct communication is not specified since outside 3GPP scope.
5)
PIN indirect communication via PEGC is managed within the PIN, which may be supported by 5GS.
6)
A PEGC may establish a Single or multiple PDU Sessions used for PIN communication. One PEGC may serve more than one PIN and in this case, there is at least one PDU session per PIN.
7)
IPv6 Prefix Delegation may be applied for IP address allocation of PINEs connected to PEGC.
8)
If AF for PIN is used, the AF may provide necessary information to 5GC for PIN communication.

9)
If AF for PIN is used, the AF may provide necessary PIN specific parameters to 5GC which may be considered by PCF to generate the URSP policy for PDU Session selection by the PEGC.
NOTE 4: The specific information for PIN communication needs to be determined in conclusion of KI#6. 
10)
UDR is enhanced to support the storage and retrieval of PIN related policy and QoS parameters.

11)
 AF or PEGC can figure out the delay budget on the 5GS part on its own and provide the QoS requirement to the PCF via the existing mechanisms.

12)
The 5G system support for anchoring PDU Sessions of PEGCs and PEMCs at same SMF based on a combination of DNN, S-NSSAI as well as based on the procedure described in clause 4.3.6.2, 4.3.6.3, and 4.3.6.4 of TS 23.502 [3] and clause 5.6.7 of TS 23,501 [2].

Editor’s note:
Whether needs AF or 5GC NF for PIN communication needs based on the final conclusion of KI#1.
* * * End of change * * * 
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