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Abstract of the contribution: This paper proposes that UE needs to receive L4S supported indicator from the network.
1.	 Discussion
There was a discussion in the past in S2 where the following question(s) were mentioned:
· How to determine the NG-RAN or PSA UPF to perform ECN marking for L4S, and during UE mobility, e.g., NG-RAN handover or local PSA UPF relocation, whether there are other impacts for ECN marking for L4S…
This seems to be a deployment phase issue as similarly to the initial VoLTE era where the network capability to support IMS voice over PS is not uniformly across the serving areas; hence, the use of “IMS over PS session supported” indicator to UE over the registration area was created.
So the proposal here is to leave most of these network capabilities for supporting L4S as deployment issues but allow the use of registration area to indicate supporting boundary so this deployment can be done in phases, and also minimize the device complexity in the UE to determine if L4S is still supported or not after mobility (connected and idle).
How does this help with minimizing device complexity?  RFC 9331 expects that the end-point implements some sort of “magic” using live traffic to determine if the path has appeared to not to support L4S and that might be in a shared queue.
In a controlled environment with 5GS, the UE should not be required to monitor the L4S path, in a reactive way, because of the mobility scenario native to 5GS. UE would have to spend unnecessary power to do L4S path validation because of mobility (e.g, pumping or using live traffic for L4S path validation, etc). At as result, more unnecessary power consumption at the device level because of this. 
The overall principles are as followed:
1. Either L4S is supported or not supported by the 5GS within the registration area. Assumption is that the network is properly configured such that L4S is supported in the network (e.g, bottle neck of the L4S path will support CE marking). 
2. How network aware which node UPF or NG-RAN is performing L4S marking can be done based on operator configuration as part of the deployment exercise or based on non-UE signaling exchange between RAN and SMF (over N2) – this step is not proposed but hinted as a possible solution. Overall, it is a network engineering / deployment issue from UE’s point of view.
3. UE aware of L4S supported (or not supported) from NAS can be used as an additional attribute for congestion control selection– e.g, use legacy congestion control if L4S is not supported by the access network. E.g., no need for the device to probe the network path for L4S is supported or not. This helps to minimize the device logic complexity when clear indication can be received from the network instead of using any type of probing.
2.	Proposal
See CR xx.yy to adopt L4S supported indication over Registration area.

