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1 Introduction
CB: # QoE2_ Stage2
- How to support activation/deactivation of NR QoE? Reuse Trace or define new procedures/IEs? Wait for SA5 reply before we make any agreement on whether to reuse Trace.
- Signalling design for the activation/deactivation of NR QoE, no matter which solution is approved
- Whether QoE configuration modification procedure is needed? 
- Any detail infor discussion on QoE configuration should belong to CB QoE3_Configuration_Report
- Stage2 TP on introduction of NR QoE if agreeable
- Capture agreements and open issues
(ZTE - moderator)
Summary of offline disc in R3-214195

Please Note: 
Two rounds of discussion.
The first round email discussion plan to be end by Thursday end of the day (24:00 UTC, 2021-8-19).
The second round email discussion plan to be end before the email deadline at second week (12:00 UTC, 2021-08-24).

2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose to capture the following:

· 
4 Phase 2
Agreements 
It is proposed to agree the following:
Proposal 1: Wait the reply LS from SA5, before we make decision on whether to reuse Trace or not.
Proposal 2: In NGAP, at least INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST, along with HANDOVER REQUEST which has been agreed at RAN3#112-e, should be enhanced for NR QoE.
Proposal 3: Agree on the stage2 TP (R3-214247 revised in R3-21xxxx) on TS38.300 for the introduction of NR QoE.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 4: Send an LS (R3-214417) to SA4 to check the support for MBS and XR.
Proposal 5:  Agree on supported service types for NR QoE management in Rel-17: Streaming services, MTSI service, VR. FFS on MBS and XR.

To be continued:
FFS on whether NGAP HANDOVER REQUIRED in NGAP should be enhanced for NR QoE.
FFS on other messages, e.g. UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST, to be enhanced for activation/deactivation of NR QoE.
 
If you have other opinion or update for the proposal, please provide your comments:
	Company
	Please provide you views.

	Qualcomm
	Regarding Proposal 2bis, only 2 companies agreed to enhance NGAP HANDOVER REQUIRED message. Also, this is being discussed in CB: # QoE4_Mobility where in fact the moderator has proposed to not enhance the NGAP HANDOVER REQUIRED message.
We therefore propose to remove Proposal2bis and discuss NGAP HANDOVER REQUIRED in CB: # QoE4_Mobility

	Nokia
	Agree with QC to remove Proposal2bis from this CB and discuss NGAP HANDOVER REQUIRED in CB: # QoE4_Mobility

	Ericsson
	We prefer to keep the WA or an FFS for P2bis as we did not have a detailed discussion yet on the proposal. We had mere voting in both CBs

	
	

	
	

	
	




Open issues
Signaling design
Open issue: Any other messages in NGAP/XnAP should be enhanced for QoE?
	Company
	Please provide you views.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



Stage 2 TP
About the service types supported in Rel-17, some companies suggest to remove MBS and leave it for Rel-18, and some company thinks XR is an umbrella term, which is a superset of AR and VR, so it should be removed. Please companies provide your opinions on the suggestions.
Issue 1: Should MBS be removed out the supported service types in this release?
	Company
	Yes/No
	comments

	Qualcomm
	Need clarification
	In TR 38.890, the support of MBS service type was referred to TS 26.346 which is SA4 specs for MBMS (defined in LTE). Is there a new SA4 spec defining QoE metrics for MBS or will TS 26.346 will be reused? If the latter, we could perhaps support MBS in Rel-17 (as the QoE metrics are already defined?)

	Nokia
	Yes
	Because MBS is under definition in Rel-17, it is better to remove this feature from Rel-17 QMC.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	SA4 spec defines QoE metrics for LTE MBMS. We can ask SA4 for clarifications on whether NR MBS can be supported.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Same view as Nokia

	
	
	



Issue 2: Should XR be removed out the supported service types in this release?
	Company
	Yes/No
	comments

	Qualcomm
	Need clarification
	There is a SA4 spec TR 26.928 dedicated to XR, which mentions about defining QoE metrics for XR. Needs check whether the QoE metrics for XR will be defined by SA4 in Rel-17. If not, OK to remove this.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	
	We are not sure XR can be covered in Rel-17. I would be better to clarify with SA4.

	Ericsson
	OK to keep it
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Issue 3: Any other comments on the supported service types?
	Company
	Yes/No
	comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



The other detailed issues about the stage2 TP are in the new version of draft TP in the folder. Please check the annotations on the right side of the pages and upload your new versions to the folder if you have any further comments.

3 Discussion 
This CB is to discuss the stage2 issues about NR QoE. According to chairman’s note, companies should focus on general QoE procedures over interfaces, overall signaling design and stage 2 description in this CB, rather than the detail information in QoE configuration and report (belongs to CB#QoE3).
3.1 Reuse Trace or not
At RAN3#112-e meeting, an LS[1] has been sent to SA5 to check their views on whether current Trace Function could support QoE mechanism and some other issues concerned by companies. Moderator have also consulted with some SA5 colleagues and got the response that the mechanisms of QMC control and configuration are defined in TS 28.405. However, the next SA5 meeting (SA5#138-e) would be 23-31 August, which is later than our RAN3 meeting this time. Probably we would not get the reply from SA5 at this meeting. So moderator’s suggestion is that we wait the reply from SA5 before we make any agreement on whether to reuse Trace or not.
Q1: Wait the reply LS from SA5, before we make decision on whether to reuse Trace or not?
Please provide your view here. Pls note, companies’ views on the solutions can be discussed at Q2.
	Company
	Yes/No
	comments

	Huawei
	Could be parallel
	We think we could try to make some working assumptions to move forward, our understanding, the questions to SA5 are also related with signaling design.

	Samsung 
	Depends 
	Depends on the agreements what we will achieve in this meeting.

	Qualcomm
	Wait for SA5 reply LS
	Also, OK to make WA on certain procedures based on majority opinion.

	LGE
	Yes
	Share view with Qualcomm.

	CMCC
	Better to wait
	Agree with QC.

	ZTE
	Yes
	We are OK to make some WAs  on some specific QOE Configuration IE . But we don’t agree to take reusing trace as a WA. Our suggestion is to wait SA5’s response for further progress. 

	China Unicom
	Could be parallel
	It should be discussed based on some working assumptions.

	CATT
	Better to wait
	We may wait the SA5 response for the decision on reuse trace procedure or not. But for the QoE configuration IE and construction, we may discuss now. 

	Ericsson
	
	We can design at least parts of QoE measurement configuration IE, and possibly some additional IEs.

	Nokia
	Better to wait
	But as mentioned by e.g. CATT and E///, maybe it is possible to progress on some IEs.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	
	We can start with the IEs design. 




Moderator’s Summary:
6 companies agree to wait for SA5’s reply before we make decision on whether to reuse Trace or not.
2 companies thinks it can be parallel, some working assumptions can be made to move forward.
1 company thinks it depends on the agreements what we will achieve in this meeting.
Among all the companies above, 4 companies mentioned that we can design some QoE measurement configuration IEs, and maybe some additional IEs. WAs can be made based on there QoE configuration IEs.

Proposal 1: Wait the reply LS from SA5, before we make decision on whether to reuse Trace or not.

Regarding to companies’ preference for the solution,
in [2][3][4], companies state their support for reusing Trace, e.g. reuse Trace Activation IE for the activation of QoE.
in [5][6], new IEs for the (de)activation of QoE are designed, e.g. QoE Activation IE, QoE Deactivation IE, QoE measurement Configuration IE, etc.
Although we might not get the reply from SA5 at this meeting, companies are still welcome to provide their current view on how to support the (de)activation of NR QoE here.
Q2: How to support the (de)activation of NRQoE? Reuse Trace or define a new IE like QoE Activation IE? Or any other options?
Option 1: Reuse Trace
Option 2: decouple with Trace and define new IE(s)
Please provide your view here.  Pls note, this question is only for opinion expression and will not affect the final conclusion. (The final conclusion of this topic is up to the discussion in Q1.)
	Company
	Option 1/2 or other
	Comments

	Huawei
	Option 1
	It is simple, and anyway we assume we will introduce reference info for QoE measurement.

	Samsung
	Option 1
	Prefer to reuse Trace Activation IE. 
Regarding the issues raised by some companies, adding some description would be helpful to solve the issue e.g. “No matter the Trace Reference is changed or not, if there is an Application layer configuration IE, NG-RAN node should perform QoE measurement activation/deactivation according to TS 38.300.” thus QoE configuration will not affect the MDT and trace procedure.
For the case that MDT is configured to assist QoE analysis, MDT and QoE can be configured in the same Trace Activation, indication may be used to let the measurement node/UE know MDT is used for QoE analysis. Of course this should be discussed in CB # QoE6_MDTAlignment, here we just try to support option 1, which seems beneficial for MDT alignment.

	Qualcomm
	Option 1
	As far as we know, there is no requirement that states, “Existing MDT/Trace shall not be deactivated to add a QoE configuration”. 
Agree that such deactivation might not desirable, but if OAM can reduce such occurrences by configuring MDT and QoE together and all the QMC sessions of different service types together, we can reuse simply reuse Trace framework. 
Reusing trace is simpler as we won’t have to introduce new signaling dedicated to QoE (de)activation in RAN3 specs and we can reuse Trace Activation IE.
Regarding QoE deactivation, there were some solutions proposed in last meeting to be able to release certain QoE reference IDs independent of trace deactivation.

	LGE
	Option 1
	It is simple and can reduce RAN3 spec. impact.

	CMCC
	Option 1
	Both options can be designed to be workable, and it only depends on different flavours.

	ZTE
	Option 2
	The activation of QoE should be decoupled with Trace.
In our understanding, The QMC function defined by SA5 is actually nothing related with Trace. The mechanisms of QMC control and configuration are defined in TS 28.405, the trace mechanisms defined in TS 32.422 are not reused for QMC, The content in the latest version of 28.405 is for UMTS and LTE, it will be enhanced to support NR in release 17. We don’t see any necessity to reuse Trace for QoE (de)activation.
In addition, considering that legacy trace may not support multiple QoE configurations, if we agree to reuse trace, there may be a risk that SA5 will not discuss how to enhance trace function to support NR QoE.


	China Unicom
	Option 1 or Option 2
	Option 1 and option 2 are OK for us, The final conclusion should be up to SA5 LS.

	CATT
	Option1 
	Both options are feasible. The Option 1 looks less impaction on RAN3 specification. 
SA5 defines the QMC spec out of Trace spec from LTE age, but RAN still use the trace for QMC in LTE. In NR we should analysis the complication and RAN spec impaction for both RAN3 and RAN2 when we decide which option is used.  

	Ericsson
	
	If the SA5 LS reply finds showstoppers for reusing Trace, we go for new procedures, but, currently, we can assume that Trace is reused, except for NGAP HANDOVER REQUIRED, where we think that QoE configuration IE should be included as well.

	Nokia
	Option 1
	

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	
	We can starts with the contents design whatever they are included in a new IE or in the Trace related IE.



3.2 Overall signaling design
At last meeting, the signaling design was left to be further discussed. Even though we might not make decision on 
which solution should be adopted for the (de)activation of NR QoE, the signaling needed to be enhanced can also be discussed and determined, no matter which solution we select.
Among the contributions of this meeting, the preference for the signaling used for the (de)activation are listed in the table below:
	
	Contribution
	Activation
	Deactivation

	NGAP
	[2]
	 INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST
 HANDOVER REQUEST
 HANDOVER REQUIRED
	 DEACTIVATE TRACE

	
	[5]
	 INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST
 HANDOVER REQUEST
 HANDOVER REQUIRED
 UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST
	 UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST

	
	[6]
	 HANDOVER REQUEST 
 HANDOVER REQUIRED
	

	
	[7]
	 INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST
 HANDOVER REQUEST
 TRACE START
	 DEACTIVATE TRACE

	
	[8]
	 INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST
 HANDOVER REQUEST
 TRACE START
	DEACTIVATE TRACE

	XnAP
	[5]
	HANDOVER REQUEST, RETRIEVE UE CONTEXT RESPONSE

	
	[9]
	 HANDOVER REQUEST, RETRIEVE UE CONTEXT RESPONSE

	
	[10]
	 HANDOVER REQUEST, RETRIEVE UE CONTEXT RESPONSE



Based on the majority’s view in the contributions, it is suggested to first agree on INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST, HANDOVER REQUEST in NGAP, HANDOVER REQUEST and RETRIEVE UE CONTEXT RESPONSE in XnAP as the signaling to be enhanced for the activation of QoE. And then other possible messages can be further discussed.
Q3:  Enhance INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST and HANDOVER REQUEST for the activation of QoE in NGAP, no  matter which solution is adopted?
Please provide a yes or no for the question above. Any other comments such as other messages to enhance, can also be provided down below.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	Samsung 
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	HANDOVER REQUEST was already agreed last meeting

	LGE
	Yes
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	We propose that HANDOVER REQUIRED and UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST in NGAP can also be enhanced for the (de)activation of QoE. 

	China Unicom
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes, but…
	…also NGAP HANDOVER REQUIRED

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	




Summary:
All the companies agreed that INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST and HANDOVER REQUEST in NGAP should be enhanced for NR QoE.
2 companies proposes NGAP HANDOVER REQUIRED should also be enhanced.
1 companies proposed UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST should be enhanced.

Proposal 2: In NGAP, INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST, along with HANDOVER REQUEST which has been agreed at RAN3#112-e, should be enhanced for NR QoE.
Proposal 2bis: WA: NGAP HANDOVER REQUIRED in NGAP should be enhanced for NR QoE.

Q4:  Enhance HANDOVER REQUEST and RETRIEVE UE CONTEXT RESPONSE for QoE in XnAP, no matter which solution is adopted? 
Please provide a yes or no for the question above. Any other comments such as other messages to enhance, can also be provided down below.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	Samsung 
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	This was already agreed last meeting.

	LGE
	Yes
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	China Unicom
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Certainly
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	




Summary:
All the companies agreed that HANDOVER REQUEST and RETRIEVE UE CONTEXT RESPONSE in XnAP should be enhanced for NR QoE. (Already agreed at last meeting in mobility CB)


3.3 Stage 2 TP for 38300
According to the chairman notes, a stage 2 TP for the introduction of NR QoE is supposed to be drafted at this meeting. Some companies have provided their daft TPs for 38.300 [11][12][13]. 
Based on the contents in the three contributions mentioned above, the moderator merged them into a new version[14]. The merged document R3-214247 has been uploaded. Companies are welcomed to check the draft TP and and upload their new versions with comments/changes.
Q5:  Companies work on the stage2 TP for the introduction of NR QoE on 38300 and get it approved if agreeable?
Please provide your view here.
	Company
	Comments

	Huawei
	Anyway stage 2 TPs are needed, but we may need to coordinate with RAN2? Not sure if there is any overlap.

	Samsung
	If this TP is needed, see the comments in the draft TP.

	Qualcomm
	I think we can start working on a stage 2 TP with only the agreements so far. Added comments in the draft TP.

	LGE
	Share view with Huawei.

	CMCC
	As far as we know, RAN2 is also working on the running CR for 38.300, and some texts have been captured. In order to avoid collision, maybe some form of coordination is needed. Note that 38.300 is maintained by RAN2 so our endorsed TP/BLCR will always send to RAN2 for approval.
One suggestion might be: we may prioritize the work on those stg2 sections that are led by RAN3.

	ZTE
	RAN3 can work on the stage2 TP based on RAN3 related . For those might be overlapped, we can add a note like “ Pending to RAN2”.

	CATT
	RAN2 also work on this stage 2 TP, we would suggest rapporteur  set the clear responsibility of scope (sections) to avoid the duplicate and conflict work in RAN2 and RAN3. 

	Ericsson
	Let us:
· Coordinate with our RAN2 QoE delegates to avoid overlap.
· Capture only what has been agreed in RAN3 so far.

	Nokia
	RAN3 should work on it, agree that coordination with RAN2 is needed.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	We can start the work on stage 2 according to the agreement in RAN3.



Summary:
Most of companies agree that we can work on the stage 2 TP based on RAN3’s agreements so far.
5 companies mentioned that we need to coordinate with RAN2 to prevent overlap/conflict.

Moderator has contacted RAN2 colleague about the running CR in RAN2 and found that RAN2 has just worked on general descriptions of configuration, pause/resume and QoE measurement handling in RRC_IDLE and RRC_INACTIVE. So the moderator assume that there would not be much overlap generated in this meeting, so we can continue our work on the stage 2 TP in RAN3 based on RAN3-related progress. To prevent possible overlaps in the future, maybe the rapporteur can set the responsibility for  work scope of RAN2 and RAN3, as suggested by some company.


3.4 Others
With respect to the issue of QoE configuration modification listed in the LS[15] from RAN2, it is proposed in [3] that there is no need to introduce the modification procedure for the QMC. 
Moderator noticed that this issue has already been covered in CB#2_QoEConfigandReport in AI8. But let’s also discuss about the necessity of QoE measurement modification here if you would like to share some opinions. 
Q6:  Should the modification of QoE measurement configuration be supported?
Please provide your view here.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei 
	No
	Please see comments to CB#3 on QoE

	Samsung
	Tend to No
	The question is what will be changed after QoE measurement activation, we may check one by one:
· QoE reference, No
· Service type with corresponding container, No
· Slice scope (FFS on how it’s transmitted over Uu), maybe. But if slice scope is changed, would it be possible that the OAM initiates a new QoE measurement collection job with new slice scope? We think it is possible, for this case, gNB release the old configuration and setup the new configuration.
· Qualified UE, maybe, e.g. the UE cannot meet the slice scope/area scope anymore, for this case, we think gNB just release the QoE configuration for the unqualified UE.
So we don’t see the need for modification for the above.
Another question we would like to confirm that the modification discussed here excludes pause/resume the QoE measurement reporting, should we have this note in the Reply LS to avoid misunderstanding?

	Qualcomm
	No
	If a QoE configuration is received by NG-RAN from OAM/AMF with the same QoE Reference ID as one already configured, NG-RAN has to release the existing configuration and setup the new configuration (delta configuration should NOT be allowed similar to MDT configuration). Same applies to Slice Scope as well.
Pause/resume is added in the QoE configuration autonomously by NG-RAN and not indicated by OAM/AMF. So, NG-RAN can pause/resume as desired. We think this is not QoE “modification”.

	CMCC
	
	We prefer to discuss in only one CB such as CB#2_QoEConfigandReport in AI8 to avoid unnecessary duplication.

	ZTE
	
	Thanks to companies above for sharing opinions.
And to CMCC, we are fine to discuss this in CB#2_QoEConfigandReport.
Since it captures the issue of modification: 
Issue 1: Modify the QoE measurement configuration to UE

	CATT
	
	Agree with CMCC, it should be discussed in CB#2_QoEConfigandReport

	Ericsson
	
	Let us discuss this in the CB#2.

	Nokia
	No
	Agree with QC, and OK to go for same conclusion in CB 2.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	
	Leave it to CB2



Summary:
Let’s discuss the modification issue in CB2.

Other issues:
If there are any other concerns not covered in the discussion above, please list in the table here.
	Company
	concerns

	
	

	
	

	
	




4 Conclusion, Recommendations
See section 2.
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