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Abstract of the contribution: This paper compares two options for Packet Loss Rate Measurements per QoS flow and propose to allocate UDP port per QoS Flow per access type (for a PDU Session of IP type) or a MAC address per QoS flow per access type (for a PDU Session of Ethernet type)
Discussion
It was concluded that Packet Loss Rate Measurements can be performed per QoS flow. There are two options on how to perform measurement per QoS flow:
Option 1: Separated UDP port per access type (for a PDU Session of IP type) or a MAC address per access type (for a PDU Session of Ethernet type) are allocated per QoS flow subject to PMF measurement. The UE uses existing QoS rules to map the PMF message to the QoS flow.
Option 2: Same UDP port per access type (for a PDU Session of IP type) or same MAC address per access type (for a PDU Session of Ethernet type) are allocated for all QoS flows subject to PMF measurement. The PMF message includes QFI so the UE can map the PMF message to the QoS flow identified by the QFI.

The following aspects are considered for the comparison:
1) The impact on the QoS flow binding: 
a) Option 1 use separated packet filters for different QoS flow so the QoS flow binding mechanism can be reused. As the network needs to perform upnlik traffic verification, it is more reasonable that the network can provide the packets filter for QoS flow, other than the UE generates the packet filter by its internal logic. 
b) Option 2 uses QFI in PMF header as input parameter for QoS flow binding. The PMF header is within the IP payload which means the UE/UPF needs to look into the IP payload. This kind of QoS rule has not been supported by the stage 3. The UE/UPF may generate this new QoS rule according to ATSSS rules, or the network may provide this new QoS rule to the UE/UPF. The UPF may also need to perform uplink traffic verification. All these have impacts on the both UE and network. 
2) EPS applicable
a) Option 1 use existing packet filters to differentiate the QoS flow. Therefore it is easy to support it in the EPS side.
b) The QoS flow binding mechanism used in option2 doesn’t exist in EPS, therefore it has to be newly defined in EPS if this function need to be supported in EPS. 
3) message efficiency
a) Option 2 needs an additional QFI in the PMF header. However for uplink packet, the QFI has already been carried in both SDAP header in Uu interface and GTP-U header in N3/N9 interface. Carring this additional and redundant QFI in PMF message seems not to be efficiency

Conclusion : Based on the above comparison, it is proposed to go with option 1.
Conclusions
Conclusion : Based on the above comparison, it is proposed to go with option 1.
Option 1: Separated UDP port per access type (for a PDU Session of IP type) or a MAC address per access type (for a PDU Session of Ethernet type) are allocated per QoS flow subject to PMF measurement. The UE uses existing QoS rules to map the PMF message to the QoS flow.
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