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1.	Introduction
At the last meeting (Montreal) Ericsson proposed (in S2-181902) a number of alternative ways forward on the 6-bit QFI topic. Trying to summarise the four options a little:
· A: 7-bit QFI in CN, 6-bit in RAN. Allows direct relationship between 5QI and QFI but has impacts on RAN, SMF, UE
· B: 7-bit QFI in CN, 6-bit in RAN when needed (define a second SDAP header for non-reflective flows). Allows direct relationship between 5QI and QFI but has (greater) impacts on RAN, SMF, UE
· C: Limit QFI to 6 bits in CN for 3GPP access. Can’t use QFI = 5QI option for values above 65 for 3GPP access. Impact on SMF.
· D: Limit QFI to 6 bits in CN when needed (define a second SDAP header for non-reflective flows). Impacts on RAN, SMF and UE.

During the discussions in Montreal there were a number of companies supporting option C, but in addition two variants were proposed:
· C-bis: As for option C, but redefining/renumbering the standardised 5QIs so that QFI = 5QI can be supported
· A-bis: As for option A, but with fixed (non-signalled) mapping between 7-bit QFIs and 6-bit equivalents. The standard 5QIs {1, 2, 3, 4 ,5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 65, 66, 67, 69, 70, 75, 79, 80, 82, 83, 84, 85} would map to SDAP values {0-20}. Dynamic QFIs in CN would be defined in the range {92-123} and would map to SDAP values {32-63} with a fixed offset of 60)
It wasn’t possible to reach a conclusion during the Montreal meeting so off-line discussion was encouraged.
During subsequent email discussions Nokia proposed another option A variant: we don’t try to have a “full” solution as some 5QI’s can be used as QFI’s, but the following can’t: 69, 70, 79. And going forward we avoid increasing the number of 5QI’s that can’t be used by allocating a 5QI value <64 for future standardised non-GBR 5QI’s. Samsung asked if we should also indicate that future GBR 5QI’s should have a value > 64? This would avoid exhausting the values for non-GBR 5QI’s.
Much of the subsequent debate was related to whether there is a need to maintain the ability to have QFI = 5QI (as captured as an option in 23.501).
But, there does seem to be some convergence on (some variant of) option A or option C and it seems worht trying to find a consensus based on these.
Looking at the variant of A proposed by Nokia, and comparing it with option C we believe the two are quite similar: The Nokia option A variant seems to be the same as option C in that some 5QI’s can be used as QFI’s, but 69, 70 and 79 can’t. The additional proposal from Nokia also add that in future we should state that new standardised 5QI values should be <64 for non-GBR 5QI’s.
2.	Proposal
Given the similarity of the option A variant proposed by Nokia and option C, and because a number of companies (including Samsung) expressed a preference for option C in the last meeting, and via email discussion, we have the following proposals as a way forward:
Proposal 1: Take option C as the basis: Limit QFI to 6 bits in CN for 3GPP access. (Can’t use QFI = 5QI option for values above 65 for 3GPP access.)
Proposal 2: As suggested by Nokia, in future any new standardised 5QI values should be <64 for non-GBR 5QI’s.
There was some discussion about limiting the range of standardised 5QI values, or having separate ranges for GBR, resource-critical GBR and non-GBR flows. We are open to such refinements of the above but we think it is important to get consensus on at least the above two proposals.




