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Introduction
RAN3 and SA2 have discussed at length the alternative QoS profiles (AQP) topic in the course of release 16 for more than a year.

Finally, the final solution proposed by RAN3 was adopted and a complete set of CRs was agreed in both SA2 and RAN3 groups. 
These CRs foresee the sending of AQP in the format of alternative QoS parameters sets limited to GBR, PDB, PER compared to the requested QoS profile. The RAN3 CRs were submitted to RAN#88-e for approval and were agreed.
While approving the SA2 CRs for release 16, SA sent an LS to RAN3 for release 17 with a question which RAN3 is asked to respond to SA2 directly.
This paper provides analysis of the question and reply LS.

Discussion

The question asked by SA to RAN3 is in tdoc [1].

During the conclusion of Alternative QoS Profile feature, some companies raised concerns that handover to a congested site potentially causing the GBR flows to be released could be a potential issue. 

It was concluded that such potential issue can be further investigated and may be resolved, if not mitigated via existing mechanism.

We understand the scope of this question to be release 17 with no associated work item. See extract from LS in [2] below:

Title:
LS on HO to congested cells
Release:
Rel-17

Work Item:


The potential issue of handover to a congested cell and avoiding the potential release of the GBR flow is not new and has been discussed at length as part of release 16 solution.

It has already been decided in release 16 that the admission control will not only be performed on the requested QoS profile at incoming handover but also on the AQP list. Especially, the admission control will succeed a soon as at least the lowest AQP can be fulfilled. Proper setting of this lowest AQP can therefore mitigate the issue using the existing release 16 solution. Notification Control – with or without AQP is still specified and functioning within the possibility of a possible recovery from the congestion situation, not a function that has to cope with e.g a longer shortage.
Besides, vendors have already commented on this point that admission control is and should remain implementation dependent. The target NG-RAN node is made aware of the use of the AQP feature in the HO Request message and therefore appropriate implementation means can ensure no undesirable release happens as much as the situation allows (which implementation knows at best).
We conclude that there is no need of any additional release 17 mechanism to be standardized on this aspect.

Conclusion and proposal

This paper has investigated the question raised by SA and concluded that the existing mechanism designed in release 16 mitigates the potential issue and that proper admission control handling should remain implementation dependent.

As a consequence, standardization of any additional release 17 mechanism is deemed not needed on this aspect.

Proposal: agree the reply LS to SA2 in [2].  
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