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1. Overall Description:

SA2 would like to thank CT3 for their liaison on Transfer of traffic steering policy control information for TSSF. SA2 provide the following responses to the questions raised by the Liaison:
Q1: Which information element in the service data flow filter will be used for carrying packet marking identifier within the St reference point, a new information element or an existing information element?
A1 from SA2: SA2 agreed the attached CR that describes the information elements that are sent over St reference point. In the scenario refered by CT3. From SA2 perspective,  the Type of Service (TOS) (IPv4) / Traffic class (IPv6) can be used for packet marking, alternatevly the application  the application identifier sent over St refers to a packet marking defined in the TSSF.
Q2: TS 23.203 indicates that the value used for packet marking at the PCEF/TDF is the same as the one used in the service data flow filter at the TSSF. It has been discussed in CT3 that the packet marking information may be a reference to configured information in the receiving nodes in order to allow different types of marking and that this reference could be different in different interfaces as long as it refers to the proper marking information. Is this understanding correct?
A2 from SA2: The understanding is correct. For this traffic steering case, it is only required that the value used for packet marking at the PCEF/TDF (according to the Traffic steering policy identifier received from the PCRF) shall be the same as the one within the Service data flow filter parameters or configured in the TSSF for the Application Identifier.
Q3: Whether separate packet marking identifiers for downlink and uplink are both needed within the flow description, considering that the flow description can also indicate uplink or downlink directionality?
A3 from SA2: It depends on the configuration in PCRF, PCEF/TDF and TSSF. Separate packet marking may be used for downlink and uplink and its values can be the same if the same packet marking is used at the TSSF and the PCEF/TDF. 
2. Actions: 
To CT3.
ACTION: 
SA2 kindly asks CT3 to take the above responses into account in their specification work on FMSS.
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