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Abstract of the contribution: this contribution proposes overall evaluation for KI#4. 
Discussion
There is a single solution in clause 6.8 agreed in TR 23.725 with respect to the key issue #4 on QoS monitoring. The target of the QoS monitoring is to reliably measure the Uplink (UL) and/or Downlink (DL) packet delay transmission between the UE and PDU Session Anchor (PSA) UPF. 

The solution in clause 6.8 proposes two different options how to enforce packet delay measurement between UE and PSA UPF.  Both options rely on user plane packet transmission to measure the packet delay transmission between UE and PSA UPF. The main difference between Option 1 (clause 6.8.1.2.1) and Option 2 (clause 6.8.1.2.2) is whether the packet used for tranmission delay is a new specific packet inserted in the service data flow, or actual service data packet is used. 

After evalaution of Option 1 and Option 2, it is proposed to conclude on Option 2 as the way forward.
Proposal 

It is proposed to agree the following changes to TR23.725 v1.1.0.
***** Start of Changes *****

7.X
Evaluation for key issue 4
There is a single solution proposed for KI#4 in clause 6.8. This solution fulfils the requirements described in the key issue. 
There are two options described in solution 6.8 for the enforcement of the QoS monitoring: 

· Option 1 in clause 6.8.1.2.1 describes new defined data packet which is inserted in the service data flow to measure the delay characteristics between UE and PDU Session anchor (PSA) UPF; and 
· Option 2 in clause 6.8.1.2.2 describes marking actual service data packet which are used to measure the delay characteristics between UE and PSA UPF. The marking in the UL service data packet is applied in the UE and the marking in the DL service data packet is applied in the UPF according to QoS monitoring policy configured by the SMF/PCF.
The evaluation of Option 1 (new defined data packet) and Option 2 (marking service data packet) is provided as follows:

-
Advantage of Option 1 upon Option 2:

-
The packet delay between UE and PSA UPF can be measured if there is no actual service data ongoing, which may be requested by the 3rd party.
-
Advantage of Option 2 upon Option 1:

-
No extra load is introduced in the DL and UL user plane and radio interface (which may be critical for GBR traffic having fixed scheduling);

-
Using the service data G-PDU as monitoring packet would deliver more precise measurement result for packet delay between UE and PSA UPF. 
Based on the above evalaution of Option 1 and Option 2, it is proposed to conclude on Option 2 as the way forward.
***** End of Changes *****
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