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1		Introduction
In RAN3#107e, contributions [3][4][5][6] were proposed for agreement according to the offline discussion summary in [8].
However, RAN3 didn’t achieve consensus due to concerns raised in relation to handover procedures. In this contribution, we address those concerns and provide a way forward.
[bookmark: _Toc449541143]2		Discussion
We like to address the two concerns raised in [1] that didn’t get resolved in the last meeting:
1. Handover to congested cells
2. Signalling the QoS situation from RAN to SMF
Handover to congested cells
[bookmark: _Hlk37171848]The CRs [3][4][5] proposed for agreement are in line with the long-standing principle in RAN3 that the target cell should only accept UEs and bearers if it has the resources to handle them. However, according to the new proposal in [1], if the target cell is congested and can’t handle even the lowest priority alternative QoS profile, instead of releasing the GBR flow, the target cell should “queue” them until radio resources become available. While we agree with the observation from [1] that in a V2X environment, if radio congestion causes the RAN to release a vehicle related GBR connection will result in high signalling loads, we should point out that this is currently the expected behaviour in a network. Furthermore, a LS reply from SA2 [2] already confirmed that the GBR flows in a congested cell situation should be released. See text below:
	2) handover aspects may need further consideration. The current concept of the CN being in control of all QoS changes may not currently work well for handover as it is likely to lead to the GBR flow being released by a congested cell. The flow’s RAN-priority would then be dropped from “flow maintenance” to “new flow” (which is likely to lead to a long interruption time in the congested cell).
SA2 answer: SA2 has developed a solution that utilises the Alternative QoS Profiles as well as the target QoS profile for admission control during handover, however, the GBR Flow is still released if the lowest Alternative QoS Profile cannot be fulfilled. Some companies believe that this will result in high signalling loads and poor service levels.



The functionality mentioned above (i.e. release of flows for which no alternative QoS profile can be fulfilled) is reflected in [7] section 5.7.2.4.2:
If there is no match to any Alternative QoS Profile, the Target NG-RAN rejects QoS Flows for which the Target NG-RAN is not able to guarantee the GFBR, the PDB and the PER included in the QoS profile
Having said that, we appreciate the issue raised in [1] and do see the value in studying it and coming up with a proper solution. However, due to time constraints in the current release and the fact that all 3GPP working groups are under extreme pressure to finish the release in time, while operating in suboptimal working environment, we believe that the issue can be properly addressed in the future work.  
Hence, we make the following observation and proposal:
Observation 1: Due to time and operational constraints, it seems unlikely that RAN3 can properly address the issue of handover to a congested cell.
Proposal 1: It is proposed to agree that in the current release, if the target cell cannot fulfil even the lowest alternative QoS profile, the GBR flow shall be release; however, this issue can be discussed in the future (e.g. as part of TEI).
 
Signalling the QoS situation from RAN to SMF
According to [1], it is proposed to use the Fulfilled Alternative QoS Profile reference to indicate:
· the fulfilled AQP reference, by taking value from 1 to X
· whether the requested QoS Profile can be fulfilled, by taking the value of 0
· whether the lowest priority QoS profile can’t be fulfilled, by omitting the value
In general, overloading the meaning of an IE add implementation, testing, and logging complexity. Hence, we suggest not to overload the Fulfilled Alternative QoS Profile. Furthermore, if the proposal 1 above is agreed, this seems to be unnecessary. 
Proposal 2: Do not overload the meaning of the Fulfilled QoS Profile reference IE.

3		Conclusion
It is requested that RAN 3 discuss and adopt the following observation and proposals:
Observation 1: Due to time and operational constraints, it seems unlikely that RAN3 can properly address the issue of handover to a congested cell.
Proposal 1: It is proposed to agree that in the current release, if the target cell cannot fulfil even the lowest alternative QoS profile, the GBR flow shall be release; however, this issue can be discussed in the future (e.g. as part of TEI).

Proposal 2: Do not overload the meaning of the Fulfilled QoS Profile reference IE.
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