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1	Introduction
We here review open points for RVQOE.  

2	Discussion
RAN3 has so far reached several agreements on RVQOE framework, but so far no agreeable RVQOE metric was identified. Last RAN3 sent the following question to RAN2 [1]:

a. Whether RAN visible QoE be reported over high-priority SRB (SRB1 or SRB3) while legacy QoE still be reported over SRB4.
b. Or whether low-priority SRB (SRB4) should be used for RAN visible QoE as well.
We expect that further discussion on RVQOE metric will need to wait for RAN2's reply on the above.

Proposal 1: Further RAN3 discussion on RVQOE metric definition will need to wait for RAN2's reply.


Furthermore, the following open points (FFS) were identified:

FFS: RVQoE and legacy QOE can be reported separately. 
This FFS depends on the question asked to RAN2 above. The FFS will need to remain open.
FFS on the RVQoE report can be signalled from the target to the source node after a successful handover.
The main potential impact on service continuity in case of handover depends on whether data forwarding could be performed. Any corrective action is out of control of the RAN, and information is already available in the RAN and in the OAM.  In case of data forwarding, the usefulness of transfer of RVQoE report from the target to the source node will depend on the service type. In principle, DASH streaming allows for sufficient DL data buffering to avoid QoE impact, and such transfer therefore doesn't seem justified. Any potential RVQOE metric for VR service type has so far not been discussed in detail, and any decision to transfer from target to source therefore seems premature.  The FFS will need to remain open.
FFS whether PDU session information should and can be included in the RVQoE report.
RAN3 already agreed that "the ID used to identify QoE measurements is reused for identifying the RAN visible QoE measurements". RAN2 has agreed that a short RRC ID (MeasConfigAppLayerId) will be used for this purpose. This ID can be mapped to the QoE Reference in the gNB, which hence also maps to the QMC configuration. This configuration may or may not contain slice information, and if no slice information is contained the gNB may not know the PDU session concerned by the RVQOE measurement. SA4 has replied to RAN3 in [2]:
The QoE reporting procedure in 5GMS is performed by the Media Session Handler, which subscribes for OAM metrics configurations, collects reports from the media player, compiles and sends the reports to the OAM. For MTSI, the MTSI client is responsible for collecting and reporting the OAM metric measurements. 
The MSH and the MTSI client are able to identify the PDU session and the corresponding S-NSSAI and DNN, over which the media streaming session or the MTSI call is running. One way to discover the used S-NSSAI is through the +CGDCONT? AT command. 
By extrapolation we expect that the MTSI client and other application clients also will have information about the QoS flow(s) used for the given services. If the UE can transfer PDU session and QoS flow information to the gNB together with the MeasConfigAppLayerId, the gNB can map corresponding RVQOE reports to the appropriate DRB. Knowledge of the DRB is needed for any action taken by the NG-RAN.
Proposal 2: The gNB should be able to identify the DRB concerned by RVQOE reports, which will require reporting of PDU session and QoS flow information from the UE to the gNB.

FFS on the RVQoE configuration is propagated from the source to target node upon mobility in RRC_CONNECTED and during context retrieval upon resumption from RRC_INACTIVE. The target/new RAN node may assemble a different RVQoE configuration.
We suggest this FFS remains open until a RVQOE metric has been defined.



3	Conclusion
Proposal 1: Further RAN3 discussion on RVQOE metric definition will need to wait for RAN2's reply.
Proposal 2: The gNB should be able to identify the DRB concerned by RVQOE reports, which will require reporting of PDU session and QoS flow information from the UE to the gNB.
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