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1. Introduction/Discussion
The conclusions agreed for Key Issue #1 at SA2#153-e included several Editor’s Notes with topics marked for further study. This paper proposes the resolution for those ENs. The rationale for each resolution is provided below:
Editor's note: Additional impacts are FFS.
Editor's note: The details on how the PCF enforces the flow admission, QoS fulfilment and alternative QoS profiles are FFS.
These ENs refer to the following requirements and policies affecting the whole group of related traffic flows:
· Common admission control: It has been proposed that 5GS should be able to enforce admission control across the group of related flows according to AF request. This capability is useful for multi-modal applications and also more generally for distributed applications setting up multiple traffic flows. In many cases only specific traffic flows are critical for the application usability. The proposal here is to allow the AF to request common admission control either for the whole group of flows or based on the successful admission of the flows that AF indicates as critical, and PCF to enforce that policy according to AF request.
· Common QoS fulfilment and retention: The proposal is to allow AF to request this in the similar way as for admission control and the PCF to enforce it.
· Alignment of Alternative QoS profiles across traffic flows: This mechanism may be useful for alignment of Packet Delay Budgets (PDBs) across flows belonging to the same synchronization group (flows that are represented to the user in a synchronous manner) so that some flows are not unnecessarily delivered to the UE much ahead of other flows. However, the exact definition of that mechanism may require normative impacts to the RAN and may not be sufficiently mature in the solution description. Thus, it is proposed not to include it in the conclusions. 
Editor's note: Whether the AF can provide maximum 5GS delay difference threshold to 5GS to guarantee the flows delay difference is FFS.
Each flow can be given its individual 5GS maximum delay requirements that are mapped to RAN (and CN) PDBs. Requesting similar or aligned PDBs for the traffic flows belonging to the same synchronization group should in general ensure their delivery with similar enough delay. However, in some cases it may be useful for 5GS to know explicitly about the synchronization groups, which the AF may recognize, e.g., based on SDP grouping attributes. It is proposed that it should be possible for AF to provide that information and optionally the maximum delay difference across the flows to the 5GS. PCF may use that additional information to choose stricter PDBs for the flows than based purely on their individual delay requirements. 
Editor's note:	Whether the PCF sends the policy information to SMF/NG-RAN, and Whether the NG-RAN should support the additional policies and how NG-RAN uses them is FFS.
The Study Item Description requires that if RAN is provided with new information about common preferences or requirements across QoS flows, it should be described how the RAN can benefit of that information. 
It is argued here that if RAN is given information about common admission control or QoS fulfilment and retention policies across QoS flow (correlated by a common ID), and if those QoS flows are served within the same RAN Node, the RAN Node is able to internally use that information for optimizing decisions about admission control, QoS fulfilment and handovers in such a way that the AF provided requirements can be better met than without having that information. Some examples for how the RAN can use this information: 1) RAN Node uses the common admission control of all flows or the flows critical to the application usability by admitting/rejecting each successive flow in the group of flows based on the admission result of prior flow(s). This is especially beneficial for handover events, where the target RAN Node can use this information to admit the QoS flows and setup DRBs for the group of flows accordingly in a proactive manner. 2) RAN Node can notify QoS-nonfulfillment at a group level, if at least one or any number of critical flows in the group are facing QoS non-fulfilment. 3) If the delay difference tolerance between flows within the multi-modality group is known to RAN, then RAN can adjust the AQP of related flows based on delay difference threshold, if any of the related flow within the group is facing QoS non-fulfilment and falling back to any pre-assigned AQP. It is proposed here to limit the RAN impact by just providing the multi-modality assistance information for RAN by reusing existing mechanism e.g., admission control, QoS fulfilment and AQP fallback mechanisms in RAN.
2. Text Proposal
It is proposed to capture the following changes vs. TR 23.700-60.
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[bookmark: _Toc112948873]8.X	Conclusions for Key issue#1 
The following aspects are concluded as principles for the normative work:
For Key issue#1, single UE case.
The following aspects are concluded as principles for the normative work:
-	Those data streams that are closely related and require strong application coordination are transmitted in a single PDU session by a single UE. However, those data streams that contribute to the immersive experience, but may still be valid stand-alone, may be transmitted over separate PDU sessions from multiple UEs. In order to ensure that the UE selects the correct DNN/S-NSSAI combination for the XRM traffic, the existing URSP Rule evaluation framework can be reused. A traffic descriptor (e.g. an FQDN) for the XRM session will be used during URSP rule.
-	The procedure for AF session setup with required QoS, is reused for XRM applications (untrusted AFs) interacting with NEF. However, current Nnef_AFsessionWithQoS service shall be extended to allow the AF to provide information for multiple medias.
-	Normative impact to AF and NEF/PCF: extend the existing Nnef_AFsessionWithQoS service to allow the AF to provide, at the same time, service requirements, alternative service requirements, a common ID and any additional common requirements for multiple IP data flows associated to a multi-modal (XRM) application.
-	The common requirements include the following:
-	Admission control requirements:
-	Admit the flows only if all of the flows can be admitted or admit the flows only if at least all the flows labelled as critical can be admitted
-	QoS fulfilment and retention requirements:
-	QoS is considered fulfilled only if the service requirements of all the flows can be fulfilled or QoS is considered fulfilled only if the service requirements of at least all the flows labelled as critical can be fulfilled.
-	Synchronization requirements:
-	An indication that the flows are part of a common synchronization group and optionally the maximum tolerated 5GS delay difference across the flows.

Editor's note:	Additional impacts are FFS.
Editor's note:	Whether the AF can provide maximum 5GS delay difference threshold to 5GS to guarantee the flows delay difference is FFS.
-	Normative impact to PCF/SMF:
-	PCF is responsible for the generates policies to support the following tasks:
-	PCF performs the flow authorization.
-	PCF provisions QoS information considering the requirements provided by the AF for all data flows associated to a multi-modal (XRM) application. For this the PCF takes into account both the service requirements of the individual flows and the additional common requirements related to:
-	Admission control
-	QoS fulfilment and retention
-	Synchronization
-	PCF enforces the policy for the use of Alternative QoS parameters.
-	These policies above are enforced only according to the AF provided explicit requirements provided by AF.
Editor's note:	The details on how the PCF enforces the flow admission, QoS fulfilment and alternative QoS profiles are FFS.
Editor's note:	Whether the PCF sends the policy information to SMF/NG-RAN, and Whether the NG-RAN should support the additional policies and how NG-RAN uses them is FFS.
-	PCF provides the policy rules, common ID and additional common requirements to SMF. SMF provides the common ID and additional common requirements to NG-RAN as part of the QoS flow establishment or modification procedure.
-	Normative impact to NG-RAN:
-	NG-RAN is able to take the additional common requirements it receives into account for its admission control, QoS fulfilment and retention decisions (e.g., related to handovers) within the boundaries of the existing procedures. 
-	Optionally, maximum tolerance for delay difference can be sent to RAN. If RAN needs to failover to different AQP for one of the sync group, it can choose AQP for another flow in the same group to make sure, delay difference is below tolerance level. If none of the AQP in AQP set is able to meet the delay tolerance level, RAN shall notify the 5GS.
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