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1. Description of Key Issue#3
The followings are described in TR 23.700-70 v0.4.0.
	5.3
Key Issue #3: Leverage PDU Set QoS information for DSCP marking over N3/N9 in the transport network
5.3.1
Description

This key issue aims at addressing the following points:
-
Study whether, how, and what PDU Set QoS information can be used for DSCP marking on the outer header of downlink packets of the PDU Set over N3/N9 in the transport network (i.e. to enable differentiated handling of transport packets carrying PDU Sets within QoS Flow).




2. Solutions for KI#3
Currently the following solutions are mapped to KI#3: #13, #27.
3. Summary on KI#3 view
1. Companies provided feedback: 14
2. Companies planning to submit a new solution: 1 company
Based on the provided input:

-
There is some support (8 companies) with Sol#13 using the transport level marking list option.
-
Three companies are resisting the idea of going along with such proposal, citing a lack of perceived benefits.
-
Regarding the End of Burst (EoB) consideration, one company supports the use of dedicated DSCP code for the PDU carrying the EoB indication, while two companies that there is no need to deal with the EoB consideration.
-
Two companies commented on Sol#27.

4. Way forward proposal for KI#3
Proposal 1: Agree to specify an optional Transport-level Marking List taking into account PSI as one additional parameter for determining the transport-level marking.
Proposal 2: A solution update to be submitted to SA2#162 to resolve the Editor’s notes in Sol#13.
Annex. Companies’ view for KI#3
The following views were extracted from https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_162_Changsha_2024-04/INBOX/DRAFTS/R19%20FS_XRM_Ph2
Key Issue #3

	(3): Leverage PDU Set QoS information for DSCP marking over N3/N9 in the transport network (Sol #13, #27)
	[Nokia] DSCP marking is done per PDU Set based on the PDU Set Importance either as determined by UPF or based on SMF configuration. 

[Lenovo] It makes sense that PSA UPF marks DSCP values based on PSI value of the PDU set.

[MediaTek] #13: DSCP contains drop precedence or importance, but the benefits are not apparent.  

[MediaTek] #27: Maps to PSI or priority contained in the UDP options metadata (see comment in KI#2).

[InterDigital] It makes sense that PSA UPF marks DSCP values based on PSI value of the PDU and whether the PDU is carrying extra information such as an EoB indication. For example, if a PDU is carrying an EDB indication, then we would want to set the DSCP value so that it is less likely that the packet would be dropped in the transport network.

[Qualcomm] We can be ok to enable SMF to provide a Transport Level Marking List to UPF that contains a list of PDU Set Importance values, each of which is associated with a DSCP marking (solution 13).
Ericsson: The benefits of adding such functionality have not been shown, hence the ‘whether’ part is not addressed. It is emphasized that PSI is not a QoS parameter and thus there is no justification to consider it on the transport in the same way as QoS parameters are considered. The purpose and the need for any functionality based on that KI still remains unknown.

[Huawei]We don’t see big benefits on this PSI based DSCP marking due to two reasons:

1. DSCP have very few bits and have been well defined/used in current deployment. 5QI was used for DSCP mapping already. Introducing additional factor for DSCP marking requests re-configuration on the DSCP value usage in current deployment in both mobile and backhaul networks.

2. Need to understand how to avoid mis-ordering of packet in one QoS Flow due to different DSCP values are used.

[China Telecom]

It makes sense to use PSI value to extend DSCP marking to PDU Set granularity. We are OK to generate multiple DSCP value within one QoS flow based on the Assured Forwarding behavior group (Solution#13). However, we do not need to assign a dedicated DSCP value for PDUs carrying the EOB indication. 

[CATT]

We don’t see big benefits on this PSI based DSCP marking but it is acceptable to use it .

[Xiaomi]: DSCP marking value determined by SMF considering PSIs in addition to the 5QI, the Priority Level and the ARP priority level is preferred.
[Samsung] not sure benefit of these solutions.

	Do you plan to submit a new solution for this KI?
	[Nokia] No new solution 

[Tencent] No
[Lenovo] Yes. If active discard by RAN due to FEC is considered, PSA UPF may mark different DSCP values based on source/repair packet even for the same PSI value.

[MediaTek] No

[InterDigital] No

[Qualcomm] No

Ericsson: No

Huawei: No

[vivo]No
[China Telecom] No

CATT:No

[OPPO] No
[Xiaomi]: No.
[Samsung] No


	What is your preferred conclusion (e.g. solution#, agreeable principles) for this KI?
	[Nokia] Solution #13 Multiple DSCP markings per QoS Flow. DSCP marking is done per PDU Set based on the PDU Set Importance either as determined by UPF or based on SMF configuration.

 Do not prefer DSCP marking based on EoDB (drop of the packet with EoDB may also happen, so it is unnecessary to assign a dedicated DSCP value. Also assigning DSCP for a dedicated PDU brings complexity in UPF).

[LGE] - Solution#13, The legacy 5GS considers 5QI, Priority Level and optionally the ARP priority level for the transport level marking. The enhancement in addition to consider the PDU Set Importance based on the mapping information between PSI and DSCP value is sufficient.

[Tencent] Sol#13 and Sol#27 are not completely exclusive.  Solution#27 is more related to how encrypted XRM traffic can be mapped.  We suggest to resolve ENs for both two solutions in April meeting and make a decsion in May meeting.

[Lenovo] The basic principle is that PSA UPF marks DSCP value based on PSI, e.g., solution 13. New solution should also be considered in case of active discard by RAN due to FEC

[MediaTek] No strong view.

[InterDigital] Solution #13 Multiple DSCP markings per QoS Flow. DSCP marking is done per PDU based on the PDU Set Importance and based on whether the PDU carries an EoDB indication..

[Qualcomm] Ok with solution 13 (Transport Level Marking List option).

Ericsson: Given no benefits are shown, there is no justification for introduction of specification changes.

[Huawei] The benefits for DSCP enhancement needs further discussion.

[China Telecom] We support multiple DSCP values within one QoS flow for PDU Sets of different PSI values. 

No need to assign dedicated DSCP value for PDUs carrying an EOB indication, even if the PDU with EOB Indication is dropped, no further standardization is required.

Considering PSI value to extend DSCP marking is sufficient, FEC related scheme should be decoupled with this KI, otherwise, things will become too complex.

[China Mobile]No strong opinion, but in real network, generally the transport network configuration(i.e. how to identify the traffic and what kind of QoS should be applied) is controlled by its domain controller, not have close cooperation with 5GC.
[Xiaomi]: DSCP marking value determined by SMF considering PSIs in addition to the 5QI, the Priority Level and the ARP priority level is preferred.



Curt Wong’s pictorial and tabular summary:
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	Main area from input
	Company supporting this area

	The benefits of adding such functionality have not been shown
	Ericsson, Samsung, Huawei

	don’t see big benefits on this PSI based DSCP marking 
	Huawei, CATT, MTK

	Ok to have PSI value (as additional info) to extend DSCP marking w/ PDU set granularity, Transport Level Marking List option in Sol 13.
	CT, Nokia, Lenovo, IDCC, Xiaomi, QC, CATT

	set the DSCP value [for PDU set with EoB] so that it is less likely that the packet would be dropped in the transport network
	Interdigital

	do not need to assign a dedicated DSCP value for PDUs carrying the EOB indication
	CT, Nokia
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