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1) Alignment with stage 2 specification
The CRs in R3-202183 and R3-202202 do not seem to be aligned with TS 23.501 clause 5.7.1.2a which states:
An Alternative QoS Profile represents a combination of QoS parameters to which the application traffic is able to adapt and has the same format as the QoS profile for that QoS Flow.
These RAN 3 CRs seem to be very similar to ones that were submitted to the February RAN 3 emeeting which were submitted at the same time as S2-2001886 (Ericsson) and S2-2002290 (Nokia) were submitted to the SA2 February emeeting. Those SA2 documents attempted to change the above text to align with R3-202183 and R3-202202, but those SA2 documents were not agreed.

In the email discussion of those SA2 documents, uses cases for why QFI and ARP were included in the Alternative QoS Profiles were explained, and these use cases were not contested by Ericsson and Nokia.
The uses cases included:
…. allowing different Alternative QoS  profiles to:
a) have different ARP values (the QoS profile has a medium priority ARP for the Qos S for 130 km/h but higher priority ARP for 60 km/h); 
b) use different video codecs with different sets of parameters;
c) support roaming with standardised QFI and standardised parameters. Different QFIs can be linked to different delay budgets and other parameters.
 
Hence as the request in February to change the stage 2 was not accepted (and there are no similar CRs to the April SA2 emeeting), the stage 3 CRs should now align with the stage 2 specification and include the complete QoS profile (i.e. include QFI and ARP).
Proposal 1: the stage 3 CRs should include QFI and ARP in the NG and Xn Alternative QoS Profile signaling.

2) Alternative QoS Profile handling is new R16 functionality

In R’99 UMTS, R’8 LTE and R’15 NR, there is a broadly common concept for handling GBR bearers in the RAN, namely that the RAN strives to deliver the Guarantee (which for R’8 and R’15 is a guarantee that the triplet of bit rate, packet error rate and packet delay budget is met) but if the Guarantee cannot be met, the RAN reports this fact to the core network (typically after a hysteresis time, e.g. a QCI specific radio link timeout). In R’99 and R’8 this report involves the release of the GBR bearer. In R15 NR, “notification control” was added as an alternative to the RAN-led release of the GFBR flow.
With R15, once the Notification that the GFBR/PDP/PER cannot be delivered has been sent, the RAN anticipates that the Core Network will modify (or release) that QoS Profile (and in parallel the RAN tries to locally restore the QoS, e.g. when other users release their GBR resources or the UE’s radio link improves). If the core network modifies the QoS flow, all the parameters in the QoS profile can be updated (e.g. to drop an audio+video link (QFI=2) down to just a voice link (QFI=1)).

With R16 Alternative QoS Profiles, the SA2 specification allows the core network to pre-provision the RAN with the ‘fallback’ QoS profiles that could have been signaled in the QoS Modification following R15 Notification Control. 
As with R15 QoS Modification, all the parameters in the (Alternative) QoS Profile should be taken into account by the RAN when handling it.

The text in TS 23.501 about “currently fulfilled GFBR, PDB or PER” is just the criteria for determining whether a guarantee can be delivered, not an indication of the parameters that are within the Alternative QoS Profile.
Proposal 2: the text in R3-202172 that says:

It is also RAN3 understanding that the NG-RAN tries to fulfil the requested QoS profile and not any Alternative QoS Profile.
Is NOT acceptable as it does not align with the new R16 stage 2 functionality.
3) Core Network needs to know whether RAN supports Alt QoS or not
When the R16 NG-RAN cannot support the least preferred Alternative QoS profile, the R16 NG-RAN sends a notification to the core network. The Application Function needs to know whether this notification comes from an R16 NG-RAN or a R15 NG-RAN node because, with R15, the AF may need to cause NG signaling to be sent to modify the QoS immediately (e.g. change the QFI to reduce the PDB requirement to enable safe remote driving but at a lower speed) while with an R16 NG-RAN, the AF can trust the NG-RAN to move to an Alternative QoS profile. 
Proposal 3: the stage 3 signalling shall ensure that the AF in the HPLMN can distinguish between an NG-RAN that cannot deliver the least preferred Alternative QoS profile, and, an NG-RAN that does not support Alternative QoS functionality. 
4) Summary
Proposal 1: the stage 3 CRs should include QFI and ARP in the NG and Xn Alternative QoS Profile signaling.

Proposal 2: the text in R3-202172 that says:

It is also RAN3 understanding that the NG-RAN tries to fulfil the requested QoS profile and not any Alternative QoS Profile.
Is NOT acceptable as it does not align with the new R16 stage 2 functionality.

Proposal 3: the stage 3 signalling shall ensure that the AF in the HPLMN can distinguish between an NG-RAN that cannot deliver the least preferred Alternative QoS profile, and, an NG-RAN that does not support Alternative QoS functionality.
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