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1. Overall Description:

RAN2 discussed RAN2 impact and work on RAN visible QoE and have made the following initial agreements.
RAN2 will further discuss RAN visible QoE configuration and reporting procedure, and leave definition of QoE metrics and what should be included in RVQOE

 configuration and reporting to other WGs.

For RAN3 agreements, RAN2 confirms the following is feasible from RAN2 point of view.

· It is feasible to configure RVQOE using explicit RRC IEs
· Multiple simultaneous QoE measurements can be supported for RVQOE.  Each RVQOE measurement configuration is identified by the MeasConfigAppLayerId (or change to another generic term) corresponding to the regular QoE configuration
· UE RRC layer forwards the received RVQOE configuration to the upper (application) layer, indicating the service type
· RAN configures the required RVQOE metrics in the RVQOE configuration for UE to report
In addition, RAN2 discussed the following two issues but didn’t achieve conclusion. RAN2 kindly asks RAN3 to reply the following issue.

Issue 1: RAN2 discussed which SRB should be used to transmit RAN visible QoE measurements. 

RAN2 discussed two 
options- SRB2 or SRB4 (which is agreed for reporting regular QoE measurements), and many companies were not clear about why to put higher priority on RAN visible QoE measurements. RAN2 would like RAN3 to provide more explanations about RAN visible QoE measurements usage to assist RAN2 in determination
.




2. Actions:
To: RAN3
ACTION:   RAN2 kindly asks RAN3 to consider RAN2 feedback.
3. Date of Next RAN2 Meetings:

RAN2#116-bis-e
17 January– 25 January 2022
Online
RAN2#117-e
21 February- 3 March 2022
Online

�Should we set SA4, SA5 in cc: since they were included in the RAN3 LS?


�Agree.


�For the acronym RVQOE, we do not think it is a formal  naming and we do not think it has been agreed in RAN3 or RAN2.





So we suggest to use “RAN visible QoE” instead. Otherwise, it will cause confusions that RAN3 has not agreed on the acronym but RAN2 has.


�Agree with Huawei observation


�Disagree with removing the text to SRB1. It should be kept.


�Agree.


�Keep additional, SRB1 was discussed also.


�During email discussion, companies’ main question is whether RV QoE requires real-time optimization or need higher priority than QoE report container. 





We think it would be more straightforward to ask RAN3 about their consideration on real-time/priority requirement of RV QoE compared with application layer measurement report. (i.e. statement related to SRB1, SRB2, SRB4 is not needed in the LS)


�In stage-2 CR in RAN2, the wording “The application layer measurement configuration” is used, so it is suggested to replace “the regular QoE configuration” with “the application layer measurement configuration”.


�Does the word “regular” mean the legacy QoE?  If yes, use “legacy” instead of it is better and clear to RAN3


�Legacy in our understanding is LTE approach– which is QOE container, in NR we have already agreed differences compared to legacy LTE


�We don’t see a need to treat RAN visible QoE and regular  (container-based QoE) differently, and we believe there was no conclusion to ask such question  to RAN3. Modification is possible by RRCReconfiguration


�Agree, RRC parameters should be possible to modify as usual for RRC parameters.
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