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In SA4#121, RTC working group agrees to work on supporting PDU set paratmeter defined in SA2 XRM study under the umbrella of 5G_RTP WI. In previous telco discussion, S4aR230015 [1] made a detailed discussion on how an RTP/SRTP header extension may be developped to be efficiently mapping with PDU set related information for UPF.  One parameter was missed from previous discussion is regarding the PDU set importance.  
This contribution summaried the observation on PDU Set importance from SA2’s study [3] and on-going discussion for the addition feature in 23.501[2]
1.1 Observations recap:
A. identify PDU set importance from RTP/SRTP 
Currently no discussion how to identify PDU set importane purely from the RTP/SRTP header itself. 
B. identfiy PDU set importance from RTP header extension
Framemakring[4] was discussed for the purpose of identifying PDU set importance for some codecs. For example, the ‘I’ and ‘D’ bit was proposed to identify a “Key” frame. 
Issues in this approach:
a. [4] only covers mapping for VP8/9, AVC, AVC-SVC, HEVC
b. [4] is not yet a official RFC
     Adavantge: works with SRTP

C. identfiy PDU set importance from RTP Payload

Issues in this approach: Simply not working with SRTP. With increasing usage of SRTP (e.g. WebRTC), this approach might be limtted to specific streaming applications.  

Potential solution discussion
Based on Framemarking[4], there are three long extensions format, with optional layer ID and temoroal ID:
0                   1                   2                   3
 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1
+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+
|  ID=? |  L=2  |S|E|I|D|B| TID |   LID         |    TL0PICIDX  |
+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+
           or
+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+
|  ID=? |  L=1  |S|E|I|D|B| TID |   LID         | (TL0PICIDX omitted)
+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+
           or
+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+
|  ID=? |  L=0  |S|E|I|D|B| TID | (LID and TL0PICIDX omitted)
+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+-+
		Figure 1.2-1 Clasue 3.1 of framemarking [4] 
We suggest to use only a two-byte header extension with possibility of extend Framemarking[4]. One justification is the increasing temporal and spatial support from modern video codecs. One-byte extension may not have enough space. However, with that being said, it is up to SA4 to consider how “deep” we are trying to support for PDU set importance, such as:
1) which codecs are we trying to support 
2) scalable vs non-scalable video codec

Conclusion
We propose to the following design approach with:
· security in mind
· support for scalable video coding in terms of temopal and spatial layer. 
· less bytes overheader 
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