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This contribution discusses the relation between QCI and label.
1. Introduction

The current version of TS 23.401 (v1.2.1) contains a mixture between label and QCI when the QoS signalling is described. This contribution proposes to continue with both terms but with a clear separation for their usage.
2. Discussion

2.1 General

There are two usages of QoS signalling in the current architecture. First, the PCRF provides the QoS information for a specific service data flow to the PGW and SGW when the PMIP based S5/S8 is used. Secondly, the QoS of the bearer is generated and signalled with the radio across S1 for E-UTRAN. Non-3GPP access systems are assumed to provide a similar functionality to establish QoS across the air interface.
From an architectural perspective it would be beneficial to have a common signalling concept for the first usage, i.e. the PCRF should provide the QoS information in an identical format regardless of what access system is currently used by the UE. This is already achieved by using the generic QCI parameter. It is however somewhat open what type of information the QCI parameter transfers.
The QoS signalling related to the EPS bearer is not necessarily requiring a common approach. Here it is rather the case that every access system has its own capabilities and restrictions and thus access system specific QoS information is in general required. This is already specified for the S1 interface where we use the term label. It is however somewhat open whether the label should be used for the whole EPS bearer signalling as well.

2.2 QCI selection
The have been two basic approaches for the QCI selection discussed during the last meetings: A) a service specific and b) an access specific QCI selection. 

The service specific QCI selection would only take the service requirements (and other policies which are not relevant for this discussion) into account to derive the appropriate QCI. Furthermore, the QCI would somehow reflect a specific QoS behaviour. In all access systems the entities would have to be configured to understand the QCI and to select an appropriate access system specific QoS behaviour for it. This also means that there needs to be some configuration to handle QCIs for which there is no obvious match.

The access specific QCI selection on the other hand would in addition take the capabilities of the access system into account. That means, one of the available QoS behaviours of the current access system would be selected. For example, a I-WLAN may only support priorities and therefore it might be an operator policy to give the highest priority only to the VoIMS traffic while streaming services are given second highest priority.

We see a number of advantages for the access specific QCI selection:

· The central configuration in the PCRF compared to relying on a de-central configuration in the various access systems which would require more efforts regarding O&M, testing and roaming agreements.
· The possibility for getting a direct feedback about the admission control decision at the access network. For the service specific QCI selection this would at least require to signal another parameter whether a downgrading would be allowed (in case there is no direct match configured).

· The extendibility for new service requirements or access capabilities should be much simpler if only the PCRF would have to be updated. So whenever a new access system needs to be controlled the PCRF just needs to get a basic understanding about the available QoS behaviours and their main characteristics. 

· The explicit control about the network capabilities by directly referring to the QoS behaviour (e.g. label) for a service enables the use of the available access network QoS somewhat independently from the service requirements. That means, services could be run on higher or lower QoS to facilitate specific charging concepts or to provide specific user contracts. Furthermore, the impacts of traffic with different QCI on each other can be controlled much better compared to relying on a somewhat unknown configuration that might combine different QCIs into the same access QoS behaviour.  
3. Proposal

Based on the discussion above we propose to use the term label for the QoS signalling related to the EPS bearer and the term QCI only for the signalling on the various S7 reference points. Furthermore, it is proposed that the QCI contains only a reference to one of the available QoS behaviours of the current access system but does not directly represent a specific QoS characteristics. If this is agreeable we are willing to provide the relevant contribution to update 23.401 and 23.402 accordingly. 
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