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1	Introduction
In RAN2#119, RAN2 sent some questions to SA4 and RAN3 on RAN visible QoE. Now RAN2 has received reply LSes in [2] and [3]. In this contribution the replies are discussed. 
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]2	Discussion
2.1	Buffer level reporting
The first question RAN2 asked in the LSs was related to buffer level reporting:
Question 1: Is a periodicity specific for buffer level measurement necessary for RVQoE? If yes, what is the motivation and what should be the configurable values? If not, what are the assumptions on how often the application layer performs the measurements of buffer level and how the buffer level list is filled?

SA4 replied that the periodicity for buffer level measurements needs to be clearly specified and that there are at least two options for how it can be done:
There are several possible options for how to handle this, and the application layer needs to know what to do. For instance, the buffer level measurement interval could relate to the reporting interval. In such a case the application layer could do eight equally-divided buffer level measurements to fill the eight entries in one RVQoE report. So if the RVQoE reporting interval is configured as 640 ms, there will be 80 ms between each buffer level measurement.

Alternatively, RAN2/3 could also add a new configuration parameter (similar to "n") which specifies a fixed measurement interval. In such a case the application layer will fill the buffer level list accordingly (and disregard the oldest values in case more than eight measurements are done during one reporting interval).


RAN3 replied that they concluded on the first option, that the measurement interval is calculated. However, there is some issue related to this. In rel-18 event/threshold-based report triggering may be supported and with event/threshold-based triggering, the option to calculate the sampling interval to get exactly eight samples becomes flawed, or at least circumvented. If only event/threshold-based reporting is configured in a RVQoE configuration, then there is not even any reporting periodicity to divide by eight. And if periodic reporting and event/threshold-based reporting complement each other in the same RVQoE configuration, then dividing the reporting periodicity by eight will work as intended only if no event/threshold-based trigger is fulfilled. This shows that with event/threshold-based triggering, an explicit sampling interval has to be configured. Therefore, it is proposed that RAN2 discusses the issue and instead concludes on the second alternative from SA4, that the measurement interval is configured in RRC. 

[bookmark: _Toc107323033][bookmark: _Toc118412297]Add a configuration parameter for buffer level measurement interval in RRC.



2.2	RAN visible QoE enhancements for QoE value, RAN visible QoE trigger event, RAN visible QoE Report over F1
The second question in the LS was related to PDU session ID:
Should the PDU session ID(s) be provided for each RAN visible QoE report and should it be mandatory or optional in the signaling? 
Answer to Question 2: PDU session ID(s) can be kept as optional in the Uu signalling, but the PDU session IDs (if received from upper layers) must be included when the RAN visible QoE metrics are reported.

It is proposed to follow the reply from RAN3 and update the field description for PDU session ID to state that the UE shall always include the PDU session ID in the RRC message when received from upper layers. 
A TP for this can be found in [4]. 

[bookmark: _Toc118412298]Update the field description for PDU session ID and state that the UE shall always include the PDU session ID when received from upper layers. 
Conclusion
[bookmark: _In-sequence_SDU_delivery]RAN2 is kindly asked to discuss the following proposal: 

Proposal 1	Add a configuration parameter for buffer level measurement interval in RRC.
Proposal 2	Update the field description for PDU session ID and state that the UE shall always include the PDU session ID when received from upper layers.
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