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Introduction
The contribution intends to discuss remaining issues on QoE support in NR-DC with consideration on RAN2 progress made last meeting and the LS received from RAN3 in [1].
Discussion 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK2]On RAN3 LS in R3-234750
	1	Overall description
RAN3 has discussed the support for QoE in NR-DC during the RAN3#121 meeting. The following agreements and WAs are achieved:
· For s-based QoE configuration received by MN
· MN sends the QoE configuration via SRB1
· QoE reports can be sent via SRB4 or SRB5
· WA: The transparent reporting for RVQoE over RRC is not supported.
· Define two different reporting leg indications for QoE and RVQoE.
· For a UE in NR-DC, each legacy QoE configuration can have only one corresponding RVQoE configuration when needed.
2	Actions
To RAN2:
ACTION: 	
RAN3 respectfully asks RAN2 to consider the above RAN3 agreements in their work and provide the necessary specification support.


Above LS has been receive from RAN3 to inform RAN2 about their latest progress in QoE in NR-DC, and asking RAN2 to take their decision into account when design corresponding signalling support .
Regarding the first  and forth bullet on NW configuration and QoE reports, it is understood that such behavior has already been agreed by RAN2 and can be supported via RRC signalling. No further discussion is needed. Regarding to the third bullet to define two different reporting leg indication for QoE and RVQoE separately, though it has been captured in RAN2 RRC Running CR, RAN2 do have an open issues on this topic and marked as wait for RAN3. To avoid ambiguity in the agreements and the specs, it is preferred to make it as an explicit agreement.
Proposal 1: An explicit indication is introduced to indicate which bearer should be used for RVQoE reporting per QoE configuration.
Then the only remaining issues relevant to RAN3’s LS is on handling of RVQoE reporting to a node different from the node generating the configuration, on which below working assumption has been reached in RAN2:
	RAN2#123  Agreements
1: As working assumption, for encapsulated QoE report associated with the non-receiving RAN node, use option 1 (i.e.MeasurementReportAppLayer message)  to send to the receiving RAN node. This can be revisited if RAN3 decisions warrant something different for RVQoE.
2: Send LS to ask RAN3 to ask if the above RAN2 working assumption has some problem from RAN3 perspective (e.g. since the RVQoE measurement associated with the non-receiving RAN node can be visible to the receiving RAN node). The question is included in the LS for offline 204 (Huawei).



The working assumption intends to apply the same solution for RVQoE, i.e., using MeasurementReportAppLayer for RVQoE report of non-receiving node to the receiving node. However there are some concerns on exposing RVQoE reports to a different node.  Due to such concern, RAN2 has sent an LS last meeting to RAN3 asking if there are any concerns to include report through MeasurementReportAppLayer to non-receiving node instead of using RRC container.
Observation 1: RAN2 reached an WA that  MeasurementReportAppLayer is used for encapsulated QoE report of non-receiving node to the receiving node, with the intention to reuse the solution for RVQoE, with feasibility to be confirmed by RAN3.
Although RAN3’s reply LS will not received until after this meeting, RAN3did reached WA that the transparent reporting for RVQoE over RRC is no supported. 
Observation 2:  RAN3 has reached working assumption that RVQoE report transparently over RRC is not support. 
Based on above RAN3 WA it can be known that at least RAN3 doesn’t see major concerns to use MeasurementReportAppLayer message. Therefore it is suggested RAN2 to confirm the working assumption for encapsulated QoE report, and extend it for RVQoE.  
Proposal 2:  QoE report (e.g., either encapsulated QoE or RVQoE) associated with the non-receiving RAN node, can be send to the receiving RAN node via MeasurementReportAppLayer message if configured by NW.
Moreover, it is  also suggested to confirm RAN3’s working assumption that no need to use RRC container (i.e., )for RVQoE report to avoid re-open the discussion.
Proposal 3:  QoE report over ULInformationTransferMRDC is not supported. 
QoE report in case SCG (de)activation
	RAN2#123 Agreements
1. Follow Rel-17 principles: UE indicates data availability for DRBs when requesting SCG activation. It is up to NW implementation to map SRB5 to MN or pause QoE reporting when SCG is deactivated. FFS whether this requires any specification impacts.
2. UE should not request to activate SCG only for the purpose of QoE reporting via SRB5. FFS for RVQoE reporting.


Another pending issues is QoE report handling in case of SCG (de) activation, where above agreements have been made, with two ffs issues. 
According to current specs, when the SCG is in deactivated state and the UE has uplink data arriving, with the corresponding RLC bearer established, the UE can report the data volume on the corresponding DRB via UAI information. Noticed such behavior is only applied for DRB while QoE report is over SRB, so for this case there are no specs change needed.
Observation 3: Current UAI only allows UE to report availability of DRB when SCG is deactivated, while QoE report is via SRB, therefore no specs change is needed to disallow UE to report availability of QoE report in UAI.
But the remaining issues is on whether any enhancements are needed for QoE report in such case, including the case when there are available RVQoE report. In our understanding RVQoE associated to SCG is for optimizing radio resource efficiency in SCG.  If NW has decides to deactivate the SCG, then for most the cases the RVQoE associated to SCG is useless and can be released by the NW when NW decides to deactivate SCG. Even for the case NW still know RVQoE maybe useful it is possible for NW to reconfigure UE to report RVQoE over SRB4, it seems no further enhancements are needed for RVQoE as well.
Observation 4: RVQoE associated to SCG is mainly for optimizing radio configuration over SCG which is less  useful when SCG is deactivated.
Observation 5: It is possible for NW to decide whether to release or reconfigure reporting leg for RVQoE based on implementation when deactivating SCG, no enhancements are needed.
Therefore, based on above analysis, it is unnecessary to allow UE to request deactivate SCG for the purpose of RVQoE reporting via SRB5. 
Proposal 4: UE should not request to activate SCG only for the purpose of RVQoE reporting via SRB5. 
Proposal 5: For RVQoE, it is up to NW implementation to release the configuration or reconfigure the reporting bearers to SRB4 when  deactivating SCG. 
Another use case that may need some clarification is to indicate SCG deactivation preference via UAI. In current specs, it is allowed for UE to ask to deactivate SCG via UAI when SCG is activated.  During which is there are other reasons (e.g., arrival of data)  that lead to change of UE preference on SCG deactivation UE can initiate UAI again to indicate cancelling the request to SCG deactivation by no preference. Furthermore an prohibit timer T346i has been introduce to avoid frequent SCG deactivation preference report via UAI.
Observation 6: Current specs allows UE to inform NW it’s preference to  deactivate SCG or cancel the request for SCG deactivation via UAI, which is controlled by T346i timer to avoid too frequent UAI report for this purpose.
In case a UE has already initiated a deactivation SCG request to NW and subsequently it needs to report QoE measurements,  whether it is allowed for UE to change the deactivtaion preference is not discussed. Considering that QoE reporting is of lower priority, i.e., lower than the UE’s power-saving requirements, it is seems unnecessary for the UE to modify SCG deactivation requests based on UAI for purpose of UE QoE reporting.
Observation 7: SCG deactivation is for UE power saving which has higher priority than QoE report, therefore it is unncessary for UE to change SCG deactivation preference via UAI only for QoE reporting purpose.
Then the next issue is on whether it needs some restriction in specs to disallowed the UE to modify its preference through UAI, and how? In order to avoid unnecessary UAI report, it is preferred to have some restriction in the specs. Considering that the UE’s preference for deactivating the SCG via UAI is based on UE implementation, then a note on the specs should be sufficient to meet the requirements. Therefore it is propose:
Proposal 6: Capture in subclause 5.7.4.2 a note indicating that UE is not expected to initiate UAI to indicate change of SCG deactivation preference only for the purpose of QoE reporting via SRB5.
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Conclusion
[bookmark: _Hlk83889481]In previous sections, the following observations and proposals were made: 
RAN3 LS relevant
Proposal 1: An explicit indication is introduced to indicate which bearer should be used for RVQoE reporting per QoE configuration.
Observation 1: RAN2 reached an WA that  MeasurementReportAppLayer is used for encapsulated QoE report of non-receiving node to the receiving node, with the intention to reuse the solution for RVQoE, with feasibility to be confirmed by RAN3.
Observation 2:  RAN3 has reached working assumption that RVQoE report transparently over RRC is not support. 
Proposal 2:  QoE report (e.g., either encapsulated QoE or RVQoE) associated with the non-receiving RAN node, can be send to the receiving RAN node via MeasurementReportAppLayer message if configured by NW.
Proposal 3:  QoE report over ULInformationTransferMRDC is not supported.

QoE report in case SCG (de)activation
Observation 3: Current UAI only allows UE to report availability of DRB when SCG is deactivated, while QoE report is via SRB, therefore no specs change is needed to disallow UE to report availability of QoE report in UAI.
Observation 4: RVQoE associated to SCG is mainly for optimizing radio configuration over SCG which is less useful when SCG is deactivated.
Observation 5: It is possible for NW to decide whether to release or reconfigure reporting leg for RVQoE based on implementation when deactivating SCG, no enhancements are needed.
Proposal 4: UE should not request to activate SCG only for the purpose of RVQoE reporting via SRB5. 
Proposal 5: For RVQoE, it is up to NW implementation to release the configuration or reconfigure the reporting bearers to SRB4 when  deactivating SCG. 
Observation 6: Current specs allows UE to inform NW it’s preference to  deactivate SCG or cancel the request for SCG deactivation via UAI, which is controlled by T346i timer to avoid too frequent UAI report for this purpose.
Observation 7: SCG deactivation is for UE power saving which has higher priority than QoE report, therefore it is unncessary for UE to change SCG deactivation preference via UAI only for QoE reporting purpose.
Proposal 6: Capture in subclause 5.7.4.2 a note indicating that UE is not expected to initiate UAI to indicate change of SCG deactivation preference only for the purpose of QoE reporting via SRB5.
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