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Abstract of the contribution: This contribution revisits the motivation for access agnostic QCI selection.
Introduction
No agreement could be reached during the email approval of the Helsinki meeting on proposed text to clarify the role of the RAT type in QCI selection. Since it is important for interoperability to know which QCI values may be passed over roaming interfaces and between PCRF and GW nodes in general we propose new text to cover this aspect.
Discussion
During the Helsinki meeting there proved to be a common understanding that TS 23.203 specifies the QCI as an access agnostic parameter. This means at least that there is common, access independent, set of QCIs and associated characteristics that the PCRF can select from when making a policy decision. The inputs for this policy decision that are mentioned in TS 23.203 are the service information in the service request and the user subscription. 
The question that could not be resolved is what role, if any, the RAT type plays in the QCI selection. The question is not if the PCRF may take the RAT type into account in a policy decision. This is clearly a matter of operator policy that is outside the scope of standardization. The question is if the PCRF shall take the RAT type into account based on a priori knowledge of the QCI values that the RAT can support, in order to ensure that those and only those QCI values are provided to a RAT that the RAT can support. This would imply for example that the PCRF shall not select and send a GBR QCI in a PCC rule if the RAT does not perform admission control.
For several reasons we find the latter requirement untenable: 

· The RAT type is optional for GPRS access,

· RAT type information from non-3GPP accesses should also be optional,

· RAT type does not provide comprehensive information on the QoS capabilities of a RAT, e.g. WLAN may or may not apply admission control
· RAT type does not indicate if the (E)-UTRAN of a roaming partner supports all standardized QCI values or only a subset

· it should not be mandated that the (h)PCRF has to be asked for a new PCC rule in case of inter-RAT handover; this would also defeat the purpose of visited network anchoring.

We therefore conclude that the PCRF should be allowed to select any standardized QCI value. It is up to the RAT to decide how to deal with a QCI value that it does not support. 

The RAT behavior is a matter of operator policy and roaming agreements. A possible behavior could be that the RAT selects the next better QCI, if it does not support the precise QoS characteristics of the QCI that it receives; if it can only provide worse QoS than authorized by the PCRF it may decline the PCRF rule. 
Conclusion
On the basis of the above we propose to make it clear in section 4.6.4 that the PCRF may select any standardized QCI based on the service request from AF or UE and subscription information. The PCRF may take the RAT type into account, but is not mandated to do so. 
This also makes it clear that the PCRF does not have to be involved in inter-RAT handover and the editor’ note on this aspect can therefore be deleted.

The proposed text change is as follows: 

Begin change: Modify 23.401, Section 4.6.4
4.6.4
Interworking with PCC

-
The EPS applies the PCC framework as defined in 3GPP TS 23.203 [6] for QoS policy control. The service level (per SDF) QoS parameters are conveyed in PCC rules (one PCC rule per SDF) over the S7 reference point. The service level QoS parameters consist of a QoS Class Identifier (QCI) Allocation and Retention Priority (ARP) and authorised Guaranteed and Maximum Bit Rate values for uplink and downlink. The QCI is a scalar that represents the QoS characteristics that the EPS is expected to provide for the SDF. ARP is an indicator of the priority of allocation and retention for the SDF. The service level ARP assigned by PCRF in a PCC rule may be different from the bearer level ARP stored in subscription data.

-
The PCRF may select any standardized QCI value based on the information in the service request from AF or UE and on subscription information. It is a matter of operator policy whether the PCRF takes the RAT type into account for QCI selection, or not; it is not mandatory for the PCRF to do so.
-
For E-UTRAN the value of the ARP of an EPS bearer is identical to the value of the ARP of the SDF(s) mapped to that EPS bearer.
-
The set of standardized QCIs and their characteristics that the PCRF in an EPS can select from is provided in Annex B table B-1. It is expected that the PCRF selects a QCI in such a way that the IP-CAN receiving it can support it.
-
For local breakout, the visited network has the capability to reject the QoS authorized by the home network based on operator policies.

-
For E-UTRAN and for the same UE/PDN connection: SDFs associated with different QCIs or with the same QCI but different ARP shall not be mapped to the same EPS bearer.

-
For E-UTRAN the value of the Label of an EPS bearer is identical to the value of the QCI of the SDF(s) mapped to that EPS bearer.


Editor's note: It is FFS if the QCI table B.1 will be moved to the Rel-8 version of TS 23.203.

Editor's note: In case of UMTS access to the EPC, the standardized QCIs in table B.1 will be mapped to UMTS QoS characteristics. It is FFS how to update TS 23.203 Table A.3 for Rel-8 to align it with the standardized QCIs. 
Editor's note: The inclusion in 3GPP TS 23.203 of ARP and the associated description of the information that the PCRF takes into account to take a policy decision on ARP is FFS.
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