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Abstract of the contribution: Proposes a new solution for differentiated QoS for devices behind 5G-RG.
1
Discussion
Proposes new solution for differenticated QoS for devices behind 5G-RG for inclusion in TR23.700-17-111.
* * * * First Change * * * *
7
Evaluation
7.X
Key Issue #1: Providing differentiated service for UE and Non-3GPP devices connected behind a 5G RG

	Solution#
	Evaluation

	Solution#2
	CableLabs consider the solution as feasible and beneficial.

CableLabs feedback on 3GPP questions:

Yes, 5G-RG as TNAP is considered relevant scenario.

1. Currently, CableLabs does not have a specification for Ta interface across different operators. CableLabs sees both scenarios (single operator or inter-operator or inter-operator) are relevant. Based on 3GPP progress, cablelabs could discuss neccary work on Ta interface.”

2. Technically feasible





BBF have provided the following feedback:

Solution is seen as technically feasible, however, the complexity of deploying the solution considering the TNAP/TNGF scenario would be of concern:

BBF questions:

1.  How to authenticate 5G-RG and TNGF to eah other?

2. How does the Ta protocol work between different operators?

3. How to trust a third-party 5G-RG?”

Justification to CableLabs and BBF questions: Normative work will define the Requirements of Ta and defining protocol of Ta is out of scope of this specification. Authentication of 5G-RG and TNGF, and trusting third-party 5G-RG would be part of defining Ta protocol, which is out of scope of this document.

	Solution#9
	CableLabs consider this solution as complicated due to deployment considerations

BBF sees this Solution as NOT technically feasible. One of the technical concerns would be the need for     alignment of UE and 5G-RG interfaces

Summary: Both Cablelabs and BBF have ruled out the feasibility of solution#9.



	Solution#20.2
	CableLabs consider this solution as complicated due to deployment consideration.

 CableLabs Questions:

1. In Fig. 6.20.2.2-1, what is the relationship between 5G-RG 5GC and UE 5GC? Are they different PLMNs/operators or same?

2. How does 5G-RG differentiate non-3GPP devices and 5G UE (between 6.20.2.1 and 6.20.2.2)?”

BBF sees this solution as NOT technically feasible.
Some of the concerns are listed below:

1. Will a 5G-RG have enough capacity for all described storage and processing tasks in a scalable way?

2. How can a 5G-RG distinguish the Non-3GPP device from the 5G-RG handles the communication legs?

3. Default can be that devices behind 5G-RG are assumed as non-3GPP capable. The capable devices that are identified in 5GC are reported back to the 5G-RG and 5G-RG updates the QoS policy. Assumed is that the 5G capable devices have their own tunnel which is tunneled in a separate tunnel of 5G-RG. During policy negotiation of the 5G capable UE the QoS might be lower, i.e., default bearer and after the negotiation the correct policy applies.”
Summary: Both Cablelabs and BBF have ruled out the technically feasibility of solution#20.2, and both have also raised concerns as well.




* * * * Next Change * * * *
8
Conclusion
Solution#2 is the basis for the UE device category based Noramtive work as supported by CableLabs and BBF since Solution#9 and Solution#20.2 have been ruled out as not feasible by CableLabs and BBF. 

* * * * End of Change * * * *
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