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1
Introduction

This is the report of the following email discussion:
· [Post116bis-e][082][QoE] Open Issues (China Unicom)

Scope: Determine if Company input by Pre117-e discussions shall be used, and how many / which Pre-discussions shall be done. Capture Open Issues not captured in the CR email discussions and suggest how to treat. [After finalization, Merge open issues from other discussions into a WI OI list (OI for which company input is invited in some way shall be listed in the WI-list). 


Intended outcome: Open Issues list, and organization of Pre117-e Company input discussions for the WI. 


Deadline: Short. 


Deadline for comments (from companies): 2022-01-27 23:59 UTC Friday January 28th 08:00 UTC.

Table 0: Contact information
	Company
	Name
	Email address

	China Unicom
	Shuai Gao
	gaos30@chinaunicom.cn

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Jun Chen
	jun.chen@huawei.com

	Ericsson
	Cecilia Eklöf
	cecilia.eklof@ericsson.com

	Qualcomm
	Jianhua Liu
	jianhua@qti.qualcommc.com

	Samsung
	Seungbeom Jeong
	s90.jeong@samsung.com

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Malgorzata Tomala
	malgorzata.tomala@nokia.com


2
Discussion
2.1
Configurations and reporting
After checking the RAN2 work, there seems no open issue left on this sub-topic.
Table 1: open issue list for Configuration and reporting
	Topic
	Open issues
	Related to the completion of the WI (Yes/No)
	Remark

	
	
	
	


Companies are invited to provide your views on the open issues in the above table.

	Company name
	Comments (if any)

	
	

	
	

	
	


2.2
Mobility
Table 2: open issue list for mobility
	Topic
	Open issues
	Related to the completion of the WI (Yes/No)
	Remark

	(1) Fulfil SA4 requirements
	RAN2 has discussed the requirement specified in TS 26.247 clause 10.1, but FFS on whether the gNB needs to know the QoE configurations for which there are ongoing QoE sessions, e.g. to enable QoE configuration handling upon mobility
Discuss further details around session start/stop, e.g. implementation in RRC, handling at pause, if it should be configurable etc.
	Yes
	An LS are sent to SA4 [3] at R2-116-e meeting for decision and suggestions.

	(2) resume
	How the indication that gNB indicate which QoE measurement configurations should be kept by the UE during RRC resume procedure looks like, e.g. granularity per QoE configuration or common for all QoE configurations.
	Yes
	The FFS is not resolved yet based on the SR for WI on NR QoE [4].


	(3) Management-based mobility
	How to pass the following information about an m-based measurement configuration explicitly to the target during handover:


•The Measurement Configuration Application Layer ID corresponding to the QoE Reference.


•MDT Alignment info.


•MCE IP address.


•WA: Measurement status.
	Yes
	The agreement is based on RAN3#114bis LS sent to RAN2 in [6].
RAN2 can wait for RAN3 progresses on management-based mobility.

	(4) Retransmitting 
	Whether and how the data should be retransmitted during HO
	Yes
	In RAN2#116-e meeting, whether and how the data should be retransmitted during HO was discussed but not consensus.


Companies are invited to provide your views on the open issues in the above table.

	Company name
	Comments (if any)

	Ericsson
	Issue number 1: RAN3 agreed the session start/stop indication, see LS R3-221243. RAN2 could perhaps discuss further details around it, e.g. implementation in RRC, handling at pause, if it should be configurable etc.
Issue number 2 has been resolved now that we agreed that only possible differences are sent at resume with delta configuration. That means that the gNB doesn’t have to explicitly indicate the configurations to be resumed. 

We think issue 3 is more for RAN3 to discuss. The QoE Reference needs to be added to the list though.

	Qualcomm
	For mobility e.g. HO, in this RAN2 meeting, whether and how the data should be retransmitted during HO was discussed but not consensus. We would like to add this as one open issue.

	Samsung
	Agree with Ericsson. For issue 2, granularity is also per configuration, based on RAN2 agreement: At Resume with delta configuration the network indicates possible differences to the QoE configurations.

	Nokia
	(3) requires companies inputs, as this is new topic for RAN2

As it is new requirement on m-based configuration, we believe this may be an optimization (not sure if passing this information is essential for WI closure). The LS was not discussed in RAN2, thus, it can not be assumed the information will be passed: •The Measurement Configuration Application Layer ID corresponding to the QoE Reference. •MDT Alignment info (does not exist in RAN2)  •MCE IP address. (not clear if could be passed as AS-Context)  •WA: Measurement status (does not exist in RAN2). Hence, the open issue could be reformulated to “Whether to pass the following information”
Since the request is not following legacy principles,  it is not clear why the new requirement for m-based configuration require UE-context propagation. Thus, we think the open issue could be even more generic and reformulated to:

 “Clarify whether QoE should for m-based configuration require UE-context propagation” Alternatively,  this may be an open issue that will be covered by generic “open issue list triggered by LSs” for which placeholder is in section 2.6. 


Summary from rapporteur: 

For issue 1, according to RAN3 agreement in the LS R3-221243, session start/stop indication is agreed. So it’s not an open issue. But as suggested by Ericsson, RAN2 can discuss further details around it by stage-3 CR rapporteur, e.g. implementation in RRC, handling at pause, if it should be configurable etc.
For issue 2, Ericsson and Samsung indicated that it has been resolved at RAN2#116-b meeting, so it’s not an open issue.
For issue 3, Ericsson clarify this more for RAN3 to discuss, and Nokia indicate that this is new topic for RAN2, which requires companies inputs. From rapporteur’s perspective, RAN3 has not send the clear RAN2 action points, so it can wait for more RAN3’s progress on Management-based mobility.

Issue 4 is added on whether and how the data should be retransmitted during HO. According to QC’s comments, this issue is discussed at RAN2#116-e meeting, but no consensus is made. From rapporteur’s perspective, RAN2 can continue to discuss this in the Pre117-e-offline.
Proposal 1: RAN2 to discuss further details around session start/stop, e.g. implementation in RRC, handling at pause, if it should be configurable etc.
Proposal 2: RAN2 can wait for RAN3 progresses on management-based mobility.

Proposal 3: RAN2 to discuss and decide whether and how the data should be retransmitted during HO.
2.3
Pause and resume
Table 3: open issue list for pause and resume
	Topic
	Open issues
	Related to the completion of the WI (Yes/No)
	Remark

	(1) mobility issue
	How to support pause status information in an appropriate inter-node RRC message
	Yes
	In RAN2#116-e meeting, RAN2 received an LS [8] from RAN3 with the following requirements:

2) RAN3 considered a mobility scenario where the QoE reporting is paused at UE by the source gNB and agreed that the pause status information should be transferred to target gNB during handover preparation. RAN3 thereby requests RAN2 to consider including pause status information in an appropriate inter-node RRC message.
Potential solutions has been discussed in the contributions at R2#116b-e meeting [5]


Companies are invited to provide your views on the open issues in the above table.

	Company name
	Comments (if any)

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We think that topic (1) is related to the question in [8], and details are shown as below:
2) RAN3 considered a mobility scenario where the QoE reporting is paused at UE by the source gNB and agreed that the pause status information should be transferred to target gNB during handover preparation. RAN3 thereby requests RAN2 to consider including pause status information in an appropriate inter-node RRC message. 
So this LS information could be added into the Remark in order to be more clear.

	Ericsson
	We think the pause information is part of the UE configuration that is already included in the inter-node message, i.e. nothing needs to be added.
We could also discuss whether RVQoE should also be paused or if it is only regular QoE reports. 

	Qualcomm
	The following issue has been discussed but not concluded and can be added to the open issue list.
- Whether and how the gNB resumes or pauses QoE reporting during HO and RRC resume.

	Samsung
	RAN2 first needs to confirm pause status information is part of the UE configuration and UE INACTIVE CONTEXT.

	CATT
	Share with SS, if it is part of part of the UE configuration and UE INACTIVE CONTEXT, the information will be in the inter-node message automatically

	Nokia
	According to [8], the pause information is agreed as part of inter-node RRC message. Hence, it is not an open issue but should be considered in Stage-3 CR.


Summary from rapporteur: 

For issue 1, Ericsson, Samsung, CATT, and Nokia give suggestions if pause status information is part of part of the UE configuration and UE INACTIVE CONTEXT, then there is no impacts on RAN2. From Rapporteur’s view, it can be handled by the Stage-3 CR rapporteur and an LS replied to RAN3 is also needed. 

Ericsson also suggest to discuss whether RVQoE should also be paused or if it is only regular QoE reports, RAN2 has not discussed it, so it should be depend on RAN3 progresses.
Qualcomm also indicated that RAN2 need to discuss on whether and how the gNB resumes or pauses QoE reporting during HO and RRC resume. From Rapporteur perspective, RAN2 has not discussed it and the impacts on RAN2 are not clear, so companies’ tdoc are invited on this issue.

Proposal 4: RAN2 to discuss how to support pause status information in an appropriate inter-node RRC message and reply the LS to RAN3.
Proposal 5: RAN2 can wait for RAN3 progresses on whether RAN visible QoE should also be paused or if it is only regular QoE reports.
Proposal 6: Whether and how the gNB resumes or pauses QoE reporting during HO and RRC resume.
2.4
RAN visible QoE
Table 4-1: open issue list for RAN Visible QoE Configuration
	Topic
	Open issues
	Related to the completion of the WI (Yes/No)
	Remark

	(1) RAN visible specific periodicity
	How to define the periodicity from RAN2 perspective?
	Yes
	RAN3 has discussed RAN visible specific periodicity. The following is agreed at RAN3#114b-e meeting:
•
RAN visible QoE reports and legacy QoE reports can use different periodicity, the reporting periodicity can be ms120, ms240, ms480, ms640, ms1024,


Companies are invited to provide your views on the open issues in the above table.

	Company name
	Comments (if any)

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We think the above Topic (1) is related to RAN3 progress. We can further check RAN3 progress and action points to RAN2.

	Ericsson
	RAN3 has made agreements related to periodicity and have some further FFS. We also think this is more up to RAN3.

	Samsung
	Up to RAN3. According to their result, RAN2 can design signalling.

	CATT
	Follow RAN3 design

	Nokia
	Based on the Chair suggestion that RAN2 is not the primary group to work on the metrics, we believe the open point is not about “How” but “Define RVQoE … after SA4/RAN3 feedback”


Summary from rapporteur: 

For issue 1, 5 companies suggest that it’s related to RAN3 progress, and RAN2 can design signalling. In Rapporteur view, it can be handled by the Stage-3 CR rapporteur.
Proposal 7: RAN2 to discuss the signalling design for RAN visible specific periodicity.
Table 4-2: open issue list for RAN Visible QoE reporting
	Topic
	Open issues
	Related to the completion of the WI (Yes/No)
	Remark

	(1) RVQoE metrics values definition
	How to define the RVQoE metrics reporting in RRC?
	Yes
	In the R2-116b Chair Notes [1], RAN2 has agreed some possible assumptions as starting points, and send the LS to RAN3 and SA4 for decisions.

	(2) SRB
	How to decide on the two options SRB2 or SRB4 to transmit RAN visible QoE measurements
	Yes
	In R2-116-e meeting, An LS is sent to RAN3 for decision on RAN visible [7].


Companies are invited to provide your views on the open issues in the above table.

	Company name
	Comments (if any)

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	See some suggestions as above.

	Ericsson
	We could try to agree on the SRB. We could also discuss the metrics.

	Samsung
	SRB issue is being discussed in RAN3.

	CATT
	RAN3 has no any consensus on the SRB used. They would RAN2 decide. 


Summary from rapporteur: 

For issue 1, In Rapporteur view, RVQoE metrics values definition is based on the reply from SA4 and RAN3.

For issue 2, CATT indicated that RAN3 has no any consensus on the SRB used. This issue would RAN2 decide. In Rapporteur view, we have checked that RAN3 has agreed RAN2 can decide which SRB (SRB2 or SRB4) to transmit RAN visible QoE measurements.
Proposal 8: RAN2 can wait for RAN3 and SA4 progresses on how to define the RVQoE metrics reporting in RRC.
Proposal 9: RAN2 to decide which SRB (SRB2 or SRB4) to transmit RAN visible QoE measurements.
Table 4-3: open issue list for RAN Visible QoE mobility
	Topic
	Open issues
	Related to the completion of the WI (Yes/No)
	Remark

	(1) Mobility
	Whether solutions of legacy QoE mobilitiy could be applied to RAN visible QoE (or needs some adjustments)
	Yes
	Solutions of legacy QoE mobility have been discussed and lots of agreements have been made.

	
	
	
	


Companies are invited to provide your views on the open issues in the above table.

	Company name
	Comments (if any)

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We think that the above Topic (1) is to say: whether solutions of legacy QoE mobilitiy could be applied to RAN visible QoE (or needs some adjustments). If so, we are ok to put the issue here.

	Ericsson
	Would be good to discuss. 

	Samsung
	This issue seems too broad to discuss. We need to sub-divide this issue by narrowing down each scope of discussion.

	CATT
	RVQOE should be different from legacy QoE in some apects


Summary from rapporteur: 

For issue 1, Samsung indicated this issue is too broad to discuss, and all the 4 companies suggest to discuss it. In Rapporteur view, companies’ tdocs are invited on this topic to make this issue more clear.

Proposal 10: RAN2 to discuss whether solutions of legacy QoE mobility could be applied to RAN visible QoE and the specific aspects applied only for RAN visible QoE mobility.
Table 4-4: open issue list for others on RAN Visible QoE
	Topic
	Open issues
	Related to the completion of the WI (Yes/No)
	Remark

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


Companies are invited to provide your views on the open issues in the above table.

	Company name
	Comments (if any)

	
	

	
	

	
	


2.5
UE capabilities
Table 5: open issue list for UE capability
	Topic
	Open issues
	Related to the completion of the WI (Yes/No)
	Remark

	(1) RRC segmentation capability 
	Which of the following options to choose for RRC segmentation capability:

Option 1: Conditional mandatory without UE capability parameter (no extra bit)

Option 2: Optional without UE capability parameter (no extra bit)

Option 3: Optional with UE capability parameter (one extra bit)
	Yes
	Potential solution is discussed in the R2-116b [031] offline email discussion [2], but no agreement is made.

	(2) RRC segmentation capability indication
	Whether the application can/would take the RRC segmentation capability into account and whether this need explicit indication
	Yes
	In the R2-116b Chair Notes [1], it’s agreed to send the LS to SA4 for suggestions.
Issue 2 we need to wait for LS reply

	(3) Pause and resume capability
	Whether the Pause and resume capability is one of basic sub-features
	Yes
	Potential solution is discussed in the R2-116b [031] offline email discussion [2], but no agreement is made.

	(4) RAN visible QoE capability
	Which of the following options to choose for RVQoE capability,

Option 1: One parameter indicating whether UE supports RAN visible QoE.

Option 2: Separate parameters indicating whether UE supports RAN visible QoE for each service type.
	Yes
	Potential solution is discussed in the R2-116b [031] offline email discussion [2], but no agreement is made.

	
	
	
	


Companies are invited to provide your views on the open issues in the above table.

	Company name
	Comments (if any)

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	For the wording RVQoE, we think it is not an official terminology and we should follow RAN3 agreements as the feature is led by RAN3.
We are ok to use the wording RVQoE temporarily, but we should use RAN visible QoE in formal documents, e.g. feature CRs.

	Ericsson
	Agree these issues need to be resolved. Issue 2 we need to wait for LS reply, so no need to discuss it in this e-mail discussion.

	Qualcomm
	We would like to add 

1) How AS layer obtains application capability, since companies prefer to postpone this issue to the next meeting.
2) Whether to need separate UE capability for slice-based QoE. We discussed this issue in this meeting but waiting to RAN3 progress.

	Samsung
	Agree with Ericsson

	CATT
	Agree with Ericsson


Summary from rapporteur: 

For issue 1, 3 and 4, there is no comments received. So rapporteur suggest to handle it in 38.306 CR.

For issue 2, Ericsson, Samsung, CATT suggest that it can rely on LS reply from SA4. So rapporteur suggest RRC segmentation capability indication issue is based on the reply from SA4.
Qualcomm suggests that how AS layer obtains application capability need to be added as an open issue. From rapporteur’s perspective, it's not clear what capability should be sent to the AS. Thus it can be handled by the contributions input in at the next meeting instead of the pre-117-e meeting discussion.
Qualcomm also suggests that whether to need separate UE capability for slice-based QoE can be discussed in this meeting. From rapporteur’s perspective, RAN2 can wait for RAN3 progresses.

Proposal 11: RAN2 to discuss which of the following options to choose for RRC segmentation capability:

Option 1: Conditional mandatory without UE capability parameter (no extra bit)

Option 2: Optional without UE capability parameter (no extra bit)

Option 3: Optional with UE capability parameter (one extra bit)

Proposal 12: RAN2 can discuss whether the Pause and resume capability is one of basic sub-features.

Proposal 13: RAN2 can discuss which of the following options to choose for RVQoE capability,

Option 1: One parameter indicating whether UE supports RAN visible QoE.

Option 2: Separate parameters indicating whether UE supports RAN visible QoE for each service type.
Proposal 13: RAN2 can wait for SA4 progresses on whether the application can/would take the RRC segmentation capability into account and whether this need explicit indication.
Proposal 14: RAN2 can discuss how AS layer obtains application capability.
Proposal 15: RAN2 can wait for RAN3 progresses on whether to need separate UE capability for slice-based QoE.

2.6
Open issues related to RAN3-lead topics
This section is about potential RAN2 impacts on RAN3-lead topics (only included per-slice, radio-related QoE). After check with RAN3 agreements, it seems that no RAN2 open issues left in this section.
Table 6-1: open issue list related to per-slice QoE
	Topic
	Open issues
	Related to the completion of the WI (Yes/No)
	Remark

	(1) PDU session ID
	How to do the signalling design for PDU session ID for RVQoE?
	Yes
	This issue is based on RAN3#114bis-e agreements, which can be updated if the draftLS [10] is approved by RAN3.

	
	
	
	


Companies are invited to provide your views on the open issues in the above table.

	Company name
	Comments (if any)

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We are not sure whether RAN3 will send more Lses to RAN2, including more action points. If so, RAN2 need to check these action points and solve them timely.

	Ericsson
	RAN3 are asking RAN2 to add the PDU Session ID in LS R3-221320->R3-221465. They have also agreed the session start/stop indication as mentioned in the first question.

	CATT
	Looks RAN2 just follow SA4 and RAN3 design. The information is no different from other IE


Summary from rapporteur: 

For issue 1, Ericsson indicated that PDU session ID is agreed by RAN3. And CATT suggests RAN2 just follow SA4 and RAN3 design, So Rapporteur suggest this PDU session ID can be handled directly by the Stage-3 CR rapporteur.

Proposal 16: RAN2 to discuss the signalling design for PDU session ID.
Table 6-2: open issue list related to radio related QoE
	Topic
	Open issues
	Related to the completion of the WI (Yes/No)
	Remark

	(1) Time alignment with immediate MDT
	To enable time alignment between an already ongoing Immediate MDT and a QoE measurement started later, how to specify in RRC the QoE measurement session start/end indication from the UE to the NG-RAN node?
	Yes
	This issue based on RAN3#114bis LS sent to RAN2 in [9] as below:
To enable time alignment between an already ongoing Immediate MDT and a QoE measurement started later, the start time and end time of the QoE measurement, in addition to the Trace Reference and Trace Recording Session ID, needs to be added to the QoE measurement report at the NG-RAN node

UE assisted solution can be used for MDT-QoE alignment. UE can indicate to NG-RAN via a flag whether a QoE measurement session started/ended. If the NG-RAN knows there is an MDT configuration associated with a QoE configuration (e.g., upon receiving NG-RAN Trace ID in the QoE configuration from OAM), 

•
NG-RAN can configure the UE with that associated MDT configuration upon receiving the QoE measurement session start indication from the UE

•
NG-RAN can deactivate the associated MDT configuration upon receiving the QoE measurement session end indication from the UE


	
	
	
	


Companies are invited to provide your views on the open issues in the above table.

	Company name
	Comments (if any)

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	So far we have not observed any RAN2 impacts. We could check the latest RAN3 progress (e.g. Lses) to see if RAN2 will be impacted or not.

	CATT
	Session start/end need to be defined

	Nokia
	We share Huawei’s view: no RAN2 impacts identified, it was supposed to be handled by the NW. Therefore (3) in 2.2. require 


Summary from rapporteur: 

For issue 1, all the 3 companies agreed that no RAN2 impacts on this issue, and it has been resolved in the section 2.2, so rapporteur will remove this.

2.7
LS send to SA and CT1 with agreements
Since RAN2#113 meeting, RAN2 made some agreements that need to send to SA4 and CT1.
Table 7-1: open issue list for the LS need to send to SA4
	Topic
	Open issues
	Related to the completion of the WI (Yes/No)
	Remark

	(1) QoE configuration
	Which RAN2 agreements need to be informed to SA4 with potential impacts


	Yes
	In the R2-116b Chair Notes [1], it’s agreed:
Send LS to SA4 to explain that with RRC segmentation the max container size (for the report container) can be different and can change by AS reconfigurations. 

Send a reply LS to SA4 with the RAN2 agreements related to RRC segmentations and container size limitations.
In the R2-116 Chair Notes, it’s agreed:

- Forward the measConfigAppLayerId from the AS layer to the application layer together with the QoE configuration.

- Forward the measConfigAppLayerId from the application layer to the AS layer together with the QoE report.

- Support RRC segmentation for the Reporting

- Reply to SA4 that the size limitation of the QoE report has chanegd. RAN2 has agreed to optionally support RRC segmentation for transmission of QoE reports, and we indicate the new limits

- Size limit of QoE configuration = size of one PDCP SDU.

Inform CT1 and SA4 of these agreements and ask them to specify the measConfigAppLayerId (e.g. in AT command).

	(2) UE capability
	Which RAN2 agreements need to be informed to SA4 with potential impacts
	
	In the R2-116b Chair Notes [1], it’s agreed:
For QoE capable UE, Mandatory to support 16 QoE configs (signalling limitation), include this info in LS out to SA4.

	
	
	
	


Companies are invited to provide your views on the open issues in the above table.

	Company name
	Comments (if any)

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We are ok to put the above issues.
If the target WGs are just to work on their own parts without more co-ordinations, the above issues will be solved correspondingly.
If the target WGs need to further discuss the issues with RAN2, the above issues will be still valid and wait for resolutions.

	Ericsson
	We think the above listed agreements are included in the LSes to SA4 and CT1 that we will send from RAN2#116bis (e-mail discussion [070]).

	Samsung
	Fine with currently drafting LSes in offline discussions.


Summary from rapporteur: 

For issue 1 and 2, Ericsson and Samsung has indicated this issue is already captured in the e-mail discussion [070], so rapporteur will remove this.

Table 7-2: open issue list for the LS need to send to CT1
	Topic
	Open issues
	Related to the completion of the WI (Yes/No)
	Remark

	(1) QoE configuration
	Which RAN2 agreements need to be informed to CT1 with impact on AT-commands
	Yes
	In the R2-116b Chair Notes [1], it’s agreed:
Inform CT1 that the service type does not need to be forwarded to the application layer at release.

Inform CT1 that the QoE configurations can be configured as a list in NR and ask them to take this into account when specifying the AT-command.

Inform CT1 that all QoE configurations may need to be released without any measConfigAppLayerId being indicated from the AS-layer and ask them to take this into account when specifying the AT-command.

In the R2-116 Chair Notes, it’s agreed:

- Forward the measConfigAppLayerId from the AS layer to the application layer together with the QoE configuration.

- Forward the measConfigAppLayerId from the application layer to the AS layer together with the QoE report.

- Support RRC segmentation for the Reporting

- Reply to SA4 that the size limitation of the QoE report has chanegd. RAN2 has agreed to optionally support RRC segmentation for transmission of QoE reports, and we indicate the new limits

- Size limit of QoE configuration = size of one PDCP SDU.

Inform CT1 and SA4 of these agreements and ask them to specify the measConfigAppLayerId (e.g. in AT command).

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


Companies are invited to provide your views on the open issues in the above table.

	Company name
	Comments (if any)

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We are ok to put the above issues, because we think other WGs may check the Lses and more co-ordinations may be needed. If the target WGs are just to work on their own parts without more co-ordinations, the above issues will be solved correspondingly.

	Ericsson
	We think the above listed agreements are included in the LSes to SA4 and CT1 that we will send from RAN2#116bis (e-mail discussion [070]).

	Samsung
	Fine with currently drafting LSes in offline discussions.

	Nokia
	1) – RAN2 may be not in the position to identify what agreements impact AT commands, as this is beyond RAN realm. Overall this seems more CT1 open issue


Summary from rapporteur: 

For issue 1 and 2, Ericsson and Samsung has indicated this issue is already captured in the e-mail discussion [070], so rapporteur will remove this.

2.8
Others
This section includes topics that is only mentioned by one company (if any). No summary will be made on this session unless it is flagged by companies indicating it is essential for the completion of this release.
Issue 1: xxx
	TDoc
	Company name
	Proposals

	
	
	


3
Conclusions
As suggested by chairman, each open issue should be associated with suggested treatment/handling. Thus the conclusions on this issues are listed as follows:
1.       Company input into Pre117-e-offline (i.e. no company tdocs)
Proposal 3: RAN2 to discuss and decide whether and how the data should be retransmitted during HO.
Proposal 9: RAN2 to decide which SRB (SRB2 or SRB4) to transmit RAN visible QoE measurements.
2.       Company tdocs invited.
Proposal 6: Whether and how the gNB resumes or pauses QoE reporting during HO and RRC resume.
Proposal 10: RAN2 to discuss whether solutions of legacy QoE mobility could be applied to RAN visible QoE and the specific aspects applied only for RAN visible QoE mobility.
Proposal 14: RAN2 can discuss how AS layer obtains application capability.

3.       CR rapporteur handled issue (CR rapporteur will propose resolution as input to next meeting).
For 38.331 rapporteur handing:
Proposal 1: RAN2 to discuss further details around session start/stop, e.g. implementation in RRC, handling at pause, if it should be configurable etc.
Proposal 4: RAN2 to discuss how to support pause status information in an appropriate inter-node RRC message and reply the LS to RAN3.
Proposal 7: RAN2 to discuss the signalling design for RAN visible specific periodicity.
Proposal 16: RAN2 to discuss the signalling design for PDU session ID.
For 38.306 rapporteur handing:
Proposal 11: RAN2 to discuss which of the following options to choose for RRC segmentation capability:

Option 1: Conditional mandatory without UE capability parameter (no extra bit)

Option 2: Optional without UE capability parameter (no extra bit)

Option 3: Optional with UE capability parameter (one extra bit)

Proposal 12: RAN2 can discuss whether the Pause and resume capability is one of basic sub-features.

Proposal 13: RAN2 can discuss which of the following options to choose for RVQoE capability,

Option 1: One parameter indicating whether UE supports RAN visible QoE.

Option 2: Separate parameters indicating whether UE supports RAN visible QoE for each service type.
4.       Other, e.g. immature area, reference to dependency, unclear status etc.

Proposal 2: RAN2 can wait for RAN3 progresses on management-based mobility.

Proposal 5: RAN2 can wait for RAN3 progresses on whether RAN visible QoE should also be paused or if it is only regular QoE reports.
Proposal 8: RAN2 can wait for RAN3 and SA4 progresses on how to define the RVQoE metrics reporting in RRC.
Proposal 13: RAN2 can wait for SA4 progresses on whether the application can/would take the RRC segmentation capability into account and whether this need explicit indication.
Proposal 15: RAN2 can wait for RAN3 progresses on whether to need separate UE capability for slice-based QoE.
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