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Introduction
CB: # QoE3_Configuration_Report
- Check progress from other groups
- Discuss the detail information included in QoE configuration and report
- How to support per slice QoE measurements?
- Prioritization mechanism?
- Further discussion on RAN overload handling
- TPs if agreeable
- Capture agreements and open issues
(HW - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-215867
For the Chairman’s Notes
For chairlady to copy:
For activation and deactivation
· Agree to include a list of QoE Reference in deactivation message
For configuration details
· WA: There is no need to introduce QoE measurement configuration modification procedure over NG
· MCE IP address is configured per QoE measurement/per QoE reference
· There is no need to introduce measurement configuration application layer ID as part of QoE configuration info over NG
· For legacy QoE measurement, RAN3 agree not to introduce criteria, e.g. time-based, threshold-based or, event-based, for RAN to trigger/stop the QoE measurement in R17. 
· RAN3 assumes that slice ID is included inside the transparent QoE reporting container, which is up to SA4’s decision. Send an LS to SA4 with the RAN3 assumption and asking SA4 to revert back once there is specification support for the same.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]There is no need to include slice ID as an explicit IE over Uu outside the QoE configuration and reporting container for legacy QoE. FFS whether and how to support per slice RVQoE configuration and reporting.
· WA: RAN3 will not pursue prioritization mechanism of different service types or slices for the UE to send pending QoE reports after RAN overload is solved.

R3-215658 was revised in R3-216106
To be continued:
· Whether slice ID should be configured as an explicit IE to UE over Uu, at least for RAN visible QoE metric configuration
· Whether there is a need for prioritization mechanism configured by OAM over NG to guide RAN behavior to release or pause in case of RAN overload situation
· Whether a temporary stop and restart of QoE reporting should be indicated to OAM if such indication was sent to UE
· Whether to extend some NG messages, e.g. NGAP INITIAL UE MESSAGE, with a new QoE Measurement Capabilities IE including a UE Application Layer Measurement Capability and a Max Number of UE Application Layer Measurements

Detailed discussions
For activation and deactivation
9 companies participated the discussion, all shared similar view that for deactivation, it is enough to just include a list of QoE Reference.
Proposal: Agee to include a list of QoE Reference in deactivation message
For configuration details
1. configuration modification procedure
9 companies participated the discussion, only two company commented that this could be considered, the rest 7 companies shared similar view that it is not needed. So the moderator suggested to make a WA that RAN3 will not introduce configuration modification procedure.
Proposal: WA: There is no need to introduce QoE measurement configuration modification procedure over NG
2. MCE IP address 
All the companies shared similar view that MCE IP address is configured per QoE measurement/per QoE reference, one company questioned that with this agreement, if there is a need to have an additional unique Trace ID provided that we’ve already got a unique QoE Reference, our understanding, Trace ID is mainly used for activation where Trace and QMC might be configured simultaneously.
Proposal: MCE IP address is configured per QoE measurement/per QoE reference
3. measurement configuration application layer ID over NG
All the companies shared similar view that there is no need to introduce measurement configuration application layer ID over NG
Proposal: There is no need to introduce measurement configuration application layer ID over NG
4. MBS and XR service types
All the companies shared similar view that MBS and XR should not be considered in R17 WI.
Proposal: MBS and XR will not be pursued in R17 WI.
5. Criteria, for RAN to trigger/stop the QoE measurement
8 companies shared similar view that there is no need to introduce criteria, e.g. time-based, threshold-based or, event-based, for RAN to trigger/stop the QoE measurement, one company think that event-triggered could be considered, since operator may want to perform QoE measurement under special radio conditions, but other companies think that there is event-triggered condition in QMC container which might cause conflicts.
Proposal: There is no need to introduce criteria, e.g. time-based, threshold-based or, event-based, for RAN to trigger/stop the QoE measurement.
For Slice configuration
1. Slice ID should be configured as an explicit IE to UE over Uu?
6 companies gave negative comments, the main reason is that UE application layer knows the mapping relation between service type and slice info, thus there is no need, one of them thought that It is necessary to send S-NSSAI as a part of RAN visible QoE metric configuration; 2 companies gave positive comments, the main concern is that UE AS layer has to the slice scope to decide whether to send the QoE configuration to the UE and the RAN may select to measure parts of slices within the slice scope based on the maximum number of QoE measurement supported by the UE or based on other factors; one company commented that either is fine, but slightly prefer to include in the container.
Proposal: to be continued
2. Slice ID is included in the transparent reporting container or not?
9 the companies shared similar view that slice ID should be included in the transparent reporting container, but two companies suggested to check and confirm with SA4.
Proposal: Agree to include slice ID in the transparent reporting container, and check with SA4
3. To include the slice ID as an explicit IE together with QoE reporting container?
6 companies gave negative comments, one of them think it could be included in RAN visible QoE metrics report; 3 companies think it pending since if slice ID is not included in the transparent reporting container, it should be included as an explicit IE together with QoE reporting container.
Proposal: WA: If slice ID is included in the transparent reporting container, there is no need to include it as an explicit IE together with QoE reporting container again; otherwise, FFS it is included as an explicit IE together with QoE reporting container.
4. PDU session(s) information should be included outside of QoE reporting container?
4 companies think it should be included, one of them pointed out that this info is needed only for RAN visible QoE metrics, other 5 companies think that we could leave this discussion in CB#5.
Proposal: we will see the outcome of CB#5.
For RAN overload handling
1. Prioritization mechanism configured by OAM over NG
5 companies are negative, the main argumentations tend to think that RAN could control or by implementation; while 3 companies are positive, the main motivation is that it is operator’s strategy to guide RAN’s behaviour, so it should come from OAM, another company is also positive but doubt if a solution could be reach within R17 timeline.
Proposal: To be continued
2. Prioritization mechanism of different service types or slices for the UE to send pending QoE reports after RAN overload is solved?
One company is  positive and  others companies shared negative view. 
Proposal: RAN3 will not pursue prioritization mechanism of different service types or slices for the UE to send pending QoE reports after RAN overload is solved.
3. A temporary stop and restart of QoE reporting should be indicated to MCE/OAM if such indication was sent to UE?
3 companies showed negative view since it is not clear how SA5 could benefit for this info, while 5 companies suggested to check with SA5 since SA5 specified this, 1 company was positive because it could avoid new QoE configuration from OAM. 
Proposal: To be continued
4. Whether a temporary stop and restart of QoE reporting is applicable to other scenarios in addition to RAN overload?
All the companies shared the similar view that it is not clear and no need for further discussion.
Proposal: Not to pursue this for the moment.
For Miscellaneous stage3 issues
1. Suggested LSes to RAN2
Five companies participated the discussion, on LS to RAN2 checking on whether HandoverPreparationInformation message defined in TS 38.331 can be used to indicate pause and/or resume of QoE reporting for a UE, a suitable number for Max Number of UE Application Layer Measurements, asking to specify UE capabilities.
3 companies commented that we may need to wait progress in RAN2 and RAN3, 1 company thought there is a need to send LS to check three questions, one company thought maybe there is a need to check HandoverPreparationInformation message.
Proposal: no consensus.
2. To include a new QoE Measurement Capabilities IE in some NG AP message
Five companies participated the discussion, two companies agreed the proposal, and three companies gave negative comment.
Proposal: no consensus, to be continued
3. indication of collecting radio related measurement and radio related information over NG to RAN
Three companies commented, two company suggested to leave it to CB#6.
Discussion [if needed]
Similar as what we did for previous meeting, the discussion will try to discuss the further details on the following topics: activation/deactivation, other configuration details on remaining open issues for slice configuration and reporting, overload handling, RAN visible QoE, radio related measurement&information and other miscellaneous points, the discussion will take the papers from [1] to [26] into account. 
Please note that, for other topics which might impact NG, e.g. mobility support, we also have dedicated CB, for which moderator would leave the discussion there.
Activation and deactivation
Moderator’s note: Since RAN3 received the LS from SA5 about their understanding on the activation and deactivation of QoE measurement, and there is another dedicated CB on activation and deactivation (CB: # QoE2_Activation_Deactivation), moderator would suggest we just wait the outcome of that CB and capture the agreement into the TP. Here maybe the only thing is to discuss is if it is enough to include QoE Reference in the Deactivation message.
QMC Deactivate Message just includes a list of QoE Reference?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	QoE Reference is globally unique, so simply indicating QoE Reference should suffice

	ZTE
	Yes
	A list of QoE Reference would be enough.

	Huawei
	Yes
	We think QoE Reference is a unique identifier to represent a QoE measurement for a certain service type

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	China Unicom
	Yes
	QoE reference is enough in the Deactivation message.

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	



Other configuration details
Is there a need to introduce configuration modification procedure for the QMC over NG
This is mentioned in the RAN3 reply LS [25] but not concluded since RAN3 would like to check with SA5, since now RAN3 received LS from SA5 [26], RAN3 should provide an answer, companies are invited to provide your view.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	Not yet
	SA5 replied in [26] that “SA5 does not specify the modification procedure for QMC so far (in UTRAN and LTE), existing deactivation and activation procedures could be used to modify the QMC. If RAN2 agree to consider QMC modification scenario, then whether modification of QMC is needed for NR in SA5 or not may require further study.”
Also, RAN3 also sent LS in R3-214471 to SA5 enquiring about modification in slice scope change, for which it has not received a reply yet. So, we propose to wait for SA5 reply to R3-214471 before discussing whether this is a need to introduce QoE modification.


	ZTE
	No
	From the reply[26] of SA5, We don’t see any requirement from SA5 for the modification procedure. In our understanding, which is also mentioned by SA5, the activation and deactivation procedures would suffice, for modifying the existing QMC configuration, i.e., to deactivate the old configuration and activate with a new configuration.

	Huawei
	No
	In LTE QMC, RAN3 only specifies the activation and deactivation procedures for the QMC. RAN3 does not specify the modification procedure for the QMC. Technically, the simplest way is to deactivate and activate with new configuration. 

	Samsung
	No
	As SA5 states they doesn’t specify modification procedure, and according to RAN2’s reply LS (R3-213124), “RAN2 does not see the scenario that a QoE measurement configuration already configured in the UE will be modified for e.g., a certain service type or a QoE Reference, and assumes modification is not supported in RRC signalling. RAN2 would like SA5/RAN3 to confirm this assumption.”
Based on the above, RAN3 can confirm that there is no need to introduce modification procedure.

	CMCC
	Tend to yes
	The reply LS from SA5 does not imply that the modification procedure cannot be supported, instead SA5 indicated that the procedure can be studied.
However, in another reply LS from SA4 in R3-214717 as quoted below,
Q2: Does “QoE configuration changes” also include a QoE configuration release scenario i.e. should logging and reporting criteria for ongoing session be unaffected even if the client receives a release of the QoE configuration?
Answer2: No. For QoE configuration change, the network still wants the QoE reports from the UE side, but for QoE configuration release, the network does not want the UE to perform QoE measurements and reporting. The QoE configuration release has been defined in RAN2/RAN3, and it depends on network when to send the indication to the UE. Based on the difference, the logging and reporting criteria for ongoing session should be affected when the client receives a release of the QoE configuration.

The sentence in yellow background gives a hint on that SA4 has a concept on QoE configuration change, and SA4 does not think QoE configuration release/setup is able to provide similar end-to-end behaviour as QoE configuration change does. So the modification procedure should be supported.
However, considering SA5 has no study on modification, we may send LS to tell SA5 to study such mechanism if agreeable. Due to the time limitation and the fact that potential study in SA5 also requires time, the modification may not be supported in R17; instead, it could be considered in future release.

	Nokia
	No
	At least not needed in Rel-17. It is also not clear to us the use case where such modification could be beneficial.

	CATT
	No
	Configuration modification can be implemented by existing deactivation and activation procedures.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	There is at least one scenario in which the configuration modification may need to be supported or at least an appropriate handling should be clarified. Here is the reasoning:
· Slice scope is agreed for NR QoE.
· Legacy (non-QoE) NGAP signalling enables S-NSSAI change during a session
· If the new S-NSSAI, assigned in the middle of a session does not fall into the Slice scope, the reports sent post change will pertain to S-NSSAI outside the Slice scope.
· Hence, we would like to ask SA5: are these reports (post-S-NSSAI change) useful? (draft LS in 4981)
· We would like to ask SA4 the following (draft LS in 4980):
· Q1) Is there a preferred handling for QoE reports, if RAN modifies the S-NSSAI of an ongoing session and the S-NSSAI is included in the QoE report? For example, is it preferrable that RAN discards QoE reports? 
· Q2) Is there a preferred handling for a QoE configuration, if RAN modifies the S-NSSAI for an ongoing session and S-NSSAI is include in the QoE report. For example, is it preferrable that RAN releases the QoE configuration? 
· Q3) Will there be mechanisms to update the S-NSSAI inside QoE reports?



	The QoE reference and MCE IP address are configured per QoE measurement
Moderator’s Note: In order to be precise, here the message structure goes like the following: 
1) There is an IE named UE Application layer measurement configuration List, including a list of QoE measurements
2) For each QoE measurement in the list, there are IEs including: QoE reference, Measurement Collection Entity IP Address and Service Type, where the QoE reference is a unique ID.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	RAN3 should follow SA5 reply LS and should support the configuration of the Measurement Collection Entity IP Address per QoE Reference

	ZTE
	Yes
	Share the view with QC. RAN3 should follow the reply LS from SA5.

	Huawei
	Yes
	The main intention of adopting this structure is mainly for the flexibility of signaling design, thought it might be rare case that configuration for different service type comes from different MCE/TCE.

	Samsung 
	Yes
	Just follow SA5’s understanding

	China Unicom
	Yes
	According to reply from SA5, Measurement Collection Entity IP Address should configured per QoE Reference, and each QoE measurement should have a unique QoE Reference.

	CMCC
	Yes, but
	We support such logical mapping, but have concern on stg3 tabular within Trace Activation IE. Do we need an additional unique Trace ID provided that we’ve already got a unique QoE Reference?

	Nokia
	Yes
	as per SA5's LS

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes, SA5 told us
	


Whether to introduce a measurement configuration application layer ID over NG
Moderato’s Note: RAN2 agreed to introduce this IE over Uu, here the question is about whether there is a need to copy this IE in the configuration message over NG, other proposals related to this IE are left to the CB on mobility.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	No
	measConfigAppLayerID is the shortened version of QoE Reference used while sending QoE configuration over Uu. 
The mapping between measConfigAppLayerID and QoE Reference is maintained locally at NG-RAN and might be propagated to a target node upon mobility and this can be discussed in the CB on mobility. But we don’t any other reason to include this measConfigAppLayerID over NG. 

	ZTE
	No
	Measurement configuration application layer ID is introduced by RAN2 over Uu, for more efficient radio transmission. From RAN3 perspective, QoE Reference is enough to work as the identifier of QoE configurations, where NG-RAN node stores and maintains the mapping between measConfigAppLayerID and QoE Reference. There is no need to introduce another ID over NG, which would mess up the configuration.

	Huawei
	No
	As commented, as far as configuration is concerned, we have QoE Reference for each measurement, whether to include this over Xn (or an IE inside container over NG) is another thing.

	Samsung
	No
	The mapping relation between measConfigAppLayerID and QoE Reference is kept in RAN, no need to involve CN.

	China Unicom
	No
	QoE Reference is enough for QoE configuration over NG.

	CMCC
	No
	RAN2’s ID is only defined and signaled over Uu.

	Nokia
	No
	Agree with all comments above.

	CATT
	No
	Agree with above comments

	Ericsson
	No
	Only in NGAP HANDOVER REQUIRED and HANDOVER REQUEST. It is not needed for the NGAP configuration message, because RRC ID is generated in the RAN (i.e. AMF/OAM does not know it).


Agree that MBS and XR service types are not pursued in Rel-17 NR QoE management.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	We could revisit this during normative phase of R18 WI.

	Samsung 
	Yes 
	Overlapped with CB#2

	China Unicom
	Yes
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	


Whether to introduce the criteria, e.g. time-based, threshold-based or, event-based, for RAN to trigger/stop the QoE measurement
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	No
	OAM can trigger/stop QMC based on its own implementation and there is no need to standardize any new time/threshold/event-based criteria and signal it to NG-RAN or UE.
Also, application layer already configures some time-based criteria for QMC within the QoE configuration container, e.g., via defining Measure-Resolution and Measure-Range for MTSI services. And some event-based criteria are being discussed under RVQoE and should be discussed in that CB.

	ZTE
	No
	If RAN really needs to check some conditions before sending the configuration, e.g., for m-based QoE, we think this can be done by implementation. Besides, considering that there has been triggering conditions in application layer, as mentioned by QC, we don’t see the need to add the criteria in RAN side.
Anyway, this is not a high priority issue in our understanding, which can be left to R18 if needed.

	Huawei 
	No
	Actually in the QMC container, application layer configured some criteria for the UE to conduct this QoE measurement task, from UE AS layer, it should just transfer to application layer when QMC is received.
For the time-based criterion, we think the OAM can send the command based on the time. RAN3 does not need to specify it.
Also we have one concern on these triggering conditions: if RAN uses these triggering conditions, RAN will trigger the QoE measurement after the service has been started for a while. We are not sure whether it can satisfy the requirement of SA4, because the QoE result will only collect part of QoE results of one service session.

	Samsung
	Yes
	We see benefits by introducing event-triggered condition, we may not consider time-based condition, it’s already supported as QC commented. 
We think Operators are very concerned on the special coverage scenarios in their daily optimization works, such as high interference scenario and high speed scenario. 
Those scenarios are related to the radio condition of UE, but let OAM or gNB to check the condition is not a good choice. The best way is to send the trigger condition along with QoE configuration to UE, and let the UE who is directly going through the radio environment check the condition, then the concerns from ZTE and HW can be solved.
We believe introducing these event-triggered condition can achieve more targeted and efficient QoE collection to help network optimization

	China Unicom
	No
	Criteria in QMC container can be used for application layer QoE reporting. 

	CMCC
	No
	And what Samsung proposes is in the scope of RAN2 for UE to trigger/stop the QoE measurement. And for the question on RAN to trigger/stop, our answer is no.

	Nokia
	No
	In the NR QMC framework the gNB should just forward the configuration transparently to the UE.

	CATT
	No
	The configuration already included in the SA4 defined file

	Ericsson
	No
	This would be a violation of TS 26.247. For RVQoE, this should be allowed.



Slice configuration
It was agreed in last meeting to introduce slice info as an explicit IE over NG as part of configuration, the remaining issues are about how slice info is configured over Uu, how to reflect the slice info in reporting, and how to be handled in RAN visible QoE report.
Moderator’s note: 1) for the answers to the questions below, the answer could also be left to RAN2; 2) it is suggested to leave the issue that whether slice info should be included in the reporting container to SA4 (according to the LS, SA4 is considering this issue).
Whether the slice ID should be configured as an explicit IE to UE over Uu? 
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	No
	SA4 reply LS in R3-214716 states that a QoE client can identify the PDU session and the corresponding S-NSSAI and DNN, over which the QoE session is running via the +CGDCONT? AT command.
RAN3 concurs from SA4 reply that UE Application is aware of the mapping between the slice and service type 
Hence UE access stratum doesn't need to do any slice scope check and there is no need to include any slice related identifier (e.g., S-NSSAI) as an explicit IE to UE over Uu.

	ZTE
	No
	Share the view with QC. From the reply LS of SA4, application layer is aware of the mapping between slice and service type. So there is no need to add the slice info outside the container over Uu. Slice info inside the container over Uu is enough.

	Huawei
	Yes
	In our understanding, the RAN will check the slice scope to decide whether to send the QoE configuration to the UE and the RAN may select to measure parts of slices within the slice scope based on the maximum number of QoE measurement supported by the UE or based on others. Therefore in this case, if the slice information is also included in the QoE configuration container, the UE will still perform the QoE measurement for all these slices. The behaviors of UE will not align with the purpose of the network.

	Samsung
	Either in the container or out of the container 
	In our views, the slice scope should also be checked by UE Application, because the serving slice for one service may change during the session as replied by SA2. 
Regarding how UE check the slice scope, there may be two options:
· Option 1 include slice scope in the container, the same as LocationFilter in QoE metrics, this should be checked with SA4,
· Option 2 include slice scope out of the container (an explicit IE over Uu), AS layer send the slice scope to Application, this should be check with RAN2.
We prefer option 1, but if option 1 is not work, we should go option 2. 
But we can check this with SA4 and RAN2 at the same time.
To clarify option 2, if companies have doubt on the knowledge of different layers of UE, e.g. how the received slice scope is known by Application layer, let’s do not forget the LocationFliter in Application layer, which means the Application can know the serving cell information, if so, Application can know other information in AS layer.

	China Unicom
	No
	From SA4 reply that Application is aware of the mapping between the slice and service type, and the slice scope should be checked by application layer. 
For the concern mentioned by Huawei, we think the OAM should ensure the maximum QoE configuration, or the behavior of UE application layer will not align with the purpose of the network.

	CMCC
	Tend to yes
	Our understanding is that the slice scope SHALL be checked by UE because probably not all slices with the same service type needs QMC.
So the slice scope should be signaled from RAN to UE, either implicitly in the container, or explicitly over Uu, and SA4 is surely not introducing slice scope in the container, so our preference is signaling explicitly over Uu since the extra overhead is marginal compared to the size of configuration container.

	Nokia
	No
	We believe it is sufficient to include this in the container. We believe the check will need to be done at the application layer because what matters is the slice used by the PDU session used by the application session. This PDU session might not be setup at the time the configuration is transmitted from the gNB to the UE.

	CATT
	No 
	SA4 can include the slice scope information in the container

	Ericsson
	No, but
	It is necessary to send S-NSSAI as a part of RVQoE configuration.



Whether the slice ID is included in the transparent reporting container or not?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	Upto SA4
	SA4 reply LS in R3-214716 states that SA4 is considering updates to its QoE report format to include the S-NSSAI and DNN, whenever available. 
Hence RAN3 can assume that a slice related identifier will be included within the QoE report container and can send LS to SA4 to confirm.

	ZTE
	Yes
	According to R3-214716, the slice id would be included inside the container.

	Huawei
	Yes
	Technically it would be useful for the OAM to understand the whole situation, but we are also ok to leave this to other group, since it is not a RAN3 decision but just suggestion.

	Samsung
	Yes
	As per reply LS from SA2, the serving slice may change during the session, it’s better to include the slice information in QoE report. If this is agreeable, we should send LS to SA4 to check this as well.

	China Unicom
	Yes
	Slice ID included in the transparent reporting container can be used for OAM, and also according to reply from SA4 in R3-214716, we think slice ID should be included in the transparent reporting container.

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Up to SA4
	How can RAN3 decide the content of the report container?



Whether to include the slice ID as an explicit IE together with QoE reporting container?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	No
	It is not clear on the benefits to include a slice related identifier as an explicit IE in the QoE report sent to NG-RAN as slice related optimizations are mostly under the control of OAM. Hence, there is no need to include any slice related identifier (e.g., S-NSSAI) outside the QoE report container over Uu i.e., visible to NG-RAN

	ZTE
	No
	For RRM optimization based on RVQoE, considering the case that some PDU sessions might be corresponding to the same slice ID,  PDU session information is of more use for the RAN to know which PDU session the report is associated with. So, we suggest to replace slice ID with PDU session ID .

	Huawei
	Pending
	For pure per-slice measurement, as long as slice info is included in the there is no need to include outside again; however, if there is no slice info inside reporting container, then an explicit IE of slice info is needed, over both Uu and NG when reporting QoE measurement results. 

	Samsung
	Pending 
	Same view as HW.

	China Unicom
	No
	Share the same view with ZTE.

	CMCC
	Pending
	

	Nokia
	No
	Better to have it in the container. For RVQOE there must be RAN visible information permitting to identify the DRB, and this info will include slice/PDU session info.

	CATT
	No
	Agree with HW

	Ericsson
	Only in RVQoE reports, otherwise no
	


Whether PDU session(s) information should be included outside of QoE reporting container
Moderator’s Note: This might be overlapped with the CB: # QoE5_RANVisible, companies could also share view here, moderator’s could coordinate to compose the final conclusion.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	Discuss in CB #5
	We propose to discuss this in CB: # QoE5_RANVisible

	ZTE
	Yes
	As commented above, PDU session information is of more use for the RAN to know which PDU session the RVQoE report is associated with.
We are fine to discuss this in CB#5 : )

	Huawei
	Yes
	Different PDU session may have the same slice ID. Therefore we think the UE can report the PDU session information together with the RAN visible QoE. In our understanding, the UE application layer does not know the DRB information. Therefore it is better that the QoS flow information is also reported in order to confirm the DRBs that need to be optimized. According to the LS [5] from, the UE application layer can know the PDU session information, but we are not sure whether the application layer can know the QoS flow information.

	Samsung
	Discuss in CB #5
	Let discuss this in CB#5.

	China Unicom
	Yes
	According to the LS reply from SA5, the UE application layer can know the PDU session information, it can be reported together with the RVQoE, gNB can get the mapping information between PDU session and DRB. 

	CMCC
	Yes
	And let’s make final decision in CB5.

	Nokia
	
	only needed for RVQOE

	CATT
	
	Let discuss this in CB#5.

	Ericsson
	CB#5
	



Handling in case of RAN overload situation
There are many papers to discussion the case of RAN overload situation, including whether there is a need from OAM to configure something, is there a need to configure to the UE, and guidance needed for the UE to resume the reporting, etc.
Whether to introduce prioritization mechanism of different service types or slices from OAM side, for RAN to consider to release or pause in case of RAN overload situation
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	No
	We think that introducing a prioritization mechanism is unnecessary as the RAN node could control which service reporting is to be suspended or resumed based on its own implementation or preference. For example, an NG-RAN might choose to pause QMC for DASH streaming first and keep QMC for VR service running whereas this might not be desired by another NG-RAN.

	ZTE
	No
	The RAN itself can know which QoE measurement to suspend by itself. For example, the RAN can suspend those with large report size or frequent report period. Actually in our understanding, the QoE reports would not have much influence on the overload situation. A prioritization mechanism may not be of much necessity. 
Anyway, this can also be considered in R18 if needed.

	Huawei
	Yes
	If the RAN overload is not very high, we think the RAN can select parts of QoE measurement to release or pause based on the priorities due to different operators’ strategies.

	Samsung 
	No
	Prioritization can be realized by implementation

	China Unicom
	Yes
	Share the same view with Huawei, and we think OAM can define the priority of the QMC to guarantee the experience of high priority users.

	CMCC
	Pending
	Not sure we can achieve an agreeable approach in R17.

	Nokia
	No
	The QoE configurations may come from different OAM entities and thus they can’t be aligned on the priority to give to QoE Configurations.

	CATT
	Yes
	Multiply QMC may have been activated for a UE when NG-RAN overload. If NG-RAN wants to pause some of QMC, it can only select randomly without any assistant information. It is not reasonable for NG-RAN to pause important QMC while keep less important QMC. 

	Ericsson
	No
	We do not see a clear benefit for the case where the OAM provides RAN with priorities regulating QoE reporting (for m-based QoE or s-based QoE). Let us consider this example: in one RAN node, UEs are configured for QoE measurements for two service types, service type 1 and service type 2. The OAM indicates higher priority for service type 1, and QoE reporting is paused for service type 2. However, RAN knows that QoE reporting for service type 1 generates more traffic. In this case, pausing the reporting for service type 1 would be more effective compared to pausing the reporting for service type 2. Moreover, in our view, the OAM cannot set the priorities for all QoE collections, as they can also be initiated by assurance functions that are not in the OAM system (e.g., NWDAF).


Whether to introduce prioritization mechanism of different service types or slices for the UE to send pending QoE reports after RAN overload is solved
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	No
	For the sake of simplicity, there is no need to define and indicate a prioritization list among different service types or slices to assist NG-RAN or UE to send pending QoE reports post RAN overload.

	ZTE
	No
	As commented above, we think the QoE reports would not have much influence on the overload situation. A priority for reporting the pending reports is not necessary.

	Huawei
	No
	When the RAN overload is solved, the UE can send all the pending QoE reports, and the NG-RAN can choose to resume these QoE reports of measurement with high priority. Then the UE will only re-start to send these pending reports with high priorities

	Samsung
	No
	See above comments

	China Unicom
	No
	It is no need to send the priority to UE, and UE will comply with the configuration from gNB (pause/resume indication with QoE reference (s)).

	CMCC
	Maybe not in R17
	

	Nokia
	No
	1.	This is complex
2.	This is relevant for RAN2

	CATT
	Yes
	It is for the same reason as above question. UE shall also be considered in case of overload.

	Ericsson
	No
	This is not even in RAN3 scope


Whether a temporary stop and restart of QoE reporting should be indicated to OAM if such indication was sent to UE
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	Check with SA5
	SA5 specification TS 28.404 indicates that the RAN node can send an indication about the temporary stop and restart to the OAM when it sends the request towards the UE(s). This indication could be used by the NG-RAN to inform OAM about the QMC status e.g., whether QMC is paused. Send LS to SA5 to check.

	ZTE
	Probably no
	We don’t see much necessity of sending the indicator to MCE/OAM. The requirement of SA5 is not clear, RAN3 do not need to consider it at this stage.

	Huawei
	No
	We think stop/restart is RAN side business, not sure what OAM could if indicated to OAM.

	Samsung
	Check with SA5
	There’s no harm to check, if SA5 wants this indication.

	China Unicom
	Yes
	RAN should inform OAM about the pause status to let it know which configured QoE reports have been stopped, and avoiding new QoE configuration from OAM until the overload situation eliminate.

	CMCC
	Check with SA5
	If SA5 has defined such mechanism, we’d like to check with SA5 with the motivation.

	Nokia
	No
	When UE goes to INACTIVE or Idle, the reporting to TCE is stopped. But no notification is sent to TCE. This principle should apply to Pause.

	CATT
	Check with SA5
	Agree with CU
To confirm the requirement in TS 28.404, we can send LS to SA5.

	Ericsson
	Liaise SA5
	The issue is incorrectly defined, according to TS 28.405, clause 5.4.6, the indication is sent to OAM, not to the MCE. So, MCE should be deleted from the FFS.
We have a proposal in 4727:
Proposal 7: RAN3 to send an LS to SA5 requesting whether a temporary stop and restart of QoE reporting is applicable to other scenarios in addition to RAN overload.


Whether a temporary stop and restart of QoE reporting is applicable to other scenarios in addition to RAN overload
Moderator’s Note: moderator’s understanding is that if the answer is Yes to above question 3.4.3, company could share further comments to this question.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	No
	Don’t think so (at least SA5 specs don’t have any other scenario). Also, not sure why this question has to be related with question in 3.4.3.

	Huawei
	No
	Before discussing this issue, we may need to understand what other scenarios are, after that, we could discuss if there is a need to check with other group if a consensus is reached.

	Samsung
	Not sure
	Is there any different if the mechanism can be applied to other scenarios? 
We already have the pausing mechanism, indeed, it’s used to solve the overload issue. But it’s hard to say whether it can be used for other scenarios in the future. If it can be used for other scenarios in the future, why not reuse it? 

	China Unicom
	No
	Temporary stop and restart of QoE reporting is designed for RAN overload, we can discuss whether there are other scenarios.

	CMCC
	No in R17
	

	Nokia
	No
	We guess there would not be any standardized restriction for usage, but don't really see any other scenario.

	CATT
	No
	We don’t foresee other scenario

	Ericsson
	Yes
	In fact, with the agreed CR in S5-214244, the section 4.2.4 of TS 28.405 (Temporary stop and restart of QoE information reporting during RAN overload in LTE) is now voided. We should ask SA5 if they have any other scenario in mind, in addition to overload.



Other miscellaneous
Moderator’s note: Anything missing, companies are invited to list below.
Miscellaneous stage3 issues
Some later question from proposals in R3-214727:
Proposal 6: RAN3 to send an LS to RAN2 requesting confirmation on whether the HandoverPreparationInformation message defined in TS 38.331 can be used to indicate pause and/or resume of QoE reporting for a UE.
Proposal 11: RAN3 to send an LS to RAN2 asking for a suitable number for Max Number of UE Application Layer Measurements.
Proposal 12: RAN3 to send an LS to RAN2 asking to specify UE capabilities to support: (1) QoE measurements for MTSI; (2) QoE measurements for streaming; (3) QoE measurements for VR; (4) RAN Visible QoE.
Companies are invited to provide comments on the suggested LSes to RAN2
	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	Finally we may need LS informing our agreements and asking necessary questions, but those issues are also under discussing in RAN2, e.g. we don’t need to ask RAN2 to specify capability.

	Samsung
	Yes to proposal 6, we need to check this with RAN2, if RAN2 doesn’t support this, this indication should be specified in XnAP.
Proposal 11 is still under discussing. 
Proposal 12, for RAN visible capability, it may need more discussion, whether it’s per service type or per UE.

	Qualcomm
	Regarding Proposal 6, RAN3 already sent an LS R3-214477 last meeting asking “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.”  Hence, we need not ask this question again
Regarding Proposal 11, R3-214979 wants to check “Is a UE capability defined with respect to the maximum number of simultaneous ongoing QoE measurements a UE can perform or with respect to the maximum number of concurrent QoE measurements a UE can be configured with?”  RAN3 should be agnostic of the definition of this UE capability and definition can be discussed directly in RAN2 while discussing UE capability. Also, Proposal 9 in section 3.5.1.2 is related to this; we should discuss that first.
Regarding Proposal 12, RAN2 should discuss UE capability signaling and RAN3 need not send LS to specify UE capabilities


	ZTE
	Share the view with HW.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Proposal 9: Extend the NGAP INITIAL UE MESSAGE and UE RADIO CAPABILITY INFO INDICATION messages with a new QoE Measurement Capabilities IE, which includes a UE Application Layer Measurement Capability and a Max Number of UE Application Layer Measurements.
Companies are invited to provide comments on the proposal above
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei 
	Maybe not needed
	Not sure why CN should be aware of the max number of UE application layer measurements. In general, these are radio related capability for which we just follow the legacy way. 

	Samsung
	No need
	We prefer the same handling way as legacy LTE QMC, i.e. there’s no need to notify the capabilities of QMC to CN, if UE does not support the measurement, the NG-RAN will not configure it, no involvement of CN is needed.

	Qualcomm
	Yes, for the bitmap
	LTE QMC actually includes UE Application Layer Measurement Capability in S1: INITIAL UE MESSAGE and S1: UE CAPABILITY INFO INDICATION. 
We should hence have the similar signaling in NGAP as well, at least a bitmap whether UE supports QoE for certain service type(s). Probably we don’t need to signal the core network with the Max Number of UE Application Layer Measurements.

	ZTE
	Not now
	We can work on this after RAN2 has finished their work on the UE capability.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Another small issue is about radio related measurement and radio related information, there is FFS in the BL CR, companies are invited to share view if FFS could be removed.
Whether to introduce indication of collecting radio related measurement and radio related information over NG to RAN
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes
	Anyway indication is needed, for example, if MDT was already configured, then we just need one indication to RAN asking for collecting radio related measurement

	Samsung
	Not sure
	Colleting radio measurement should be discussed in CB#6, regarding radio related information, at least we should decide which information is needed first.

	Qualcomm
	No
	Radio related information is not even discussed yet. And we should discuss this in CB#6 like Samsung said.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]
If needed
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