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1	Introduction
We here further discuss aspects relative to use of RAN visible QoE in the NG-RAN node. They were already up to discussion in earlier RAN3 meetings but couldn't reach agreed conclusion due to lack of time.

2	Discussion
2.1	Mapping of RVQOE reports to DRB
The following FFS was proposed by the rapporteur of the RVQOE CB at RAN3#114 [1]:

FFS whether to include any PDU/DRB/QoS flow information in RAN visible QoE report. It is to be clarified whether the Application layer is to be aware of DRB/PDU session ID/QoS flow ID and whether the UE AS is aware of the mapping between an application session pertaining to the QoE reference, and a DRB/PDU session.

In our view, in order to enable corrective actions in the RAN based on RVQOE reports, the NG-RAN node will have to map these reports to the concerned DRB. The short RRC id (MeasConfigAppLayerId), provided together with the RVQOE report, will unambiguously point to a given QMC configuration, and this configuration will address a service type and possibly a slice scope. However we believe this information will not necessarily be sufficient to unambiguously determine the DRB which will depend on the QoS flow used by the application client. Therefore, inclusion of either the DRB id, or alternatively PDU session ID and QoS flow ID, is needed in the RVQOE report.

Proposal 1: Request RAN2 to include either the DRB id, or alternatively PDU session ID and QoS flow ID, in the RVQOE report.

2.2	Where to generate the RAN visible QoE values
The following FFS was captured in [1]:
FFS which entity (UE or NG-RAN or MCE) should generate the RAN visible QoE values
This FFS addresses a possible ambiguity in the agreement taken by RAN3#113-e:
Turn into an agreement the WA stating that the RVQoE report is provided inside a dedicated IE, outside the QoE report container.
Based on this agreement, RAN2 might decide to provide the RVQoE report as an SA4-encoded container as long as it is conveyed in a dedicated RRC IE separate from the legacy QoE report. Decoding of the SA4-encoded report could then theoretically be needed in the RAN. However we believe this would not be a suitable solution for operational reasons, in particular because the NG-RAN node would in that case need to be updated with new SA4 spec versions for multiple service types. RRC encoded RVQOE reports therefore seems needed, and because this information is generated by the application layer, the CT1-defined AT command used for the transfer towards the access stratum might need to take the need for RRC encoding into account. An alternative could be that the RVQOE report is sent to the MCE for decoding, and provided back to the RAN by the OAM system. This latter solution could be sufficient for non-real-time corrective actions following RVQOE.

Proposal 2: Clarify that RVQOE reports should be RRC encoded at the UE side for straight forward decoding by the NG-RAN node. Or alternatively decoding of RVQOE reports at the network side is done at the application layer in the network (e.g. MCE).



3	Conclusion
Proposal 1: Request RAN2 to include either the DRB id, or alternatively PDU session ID and QoS flow ID, in the RVQOE report.

Proposal 2: Clarify that RVQOE reports should be RRC encoded at the UE side for straight forward decoding by the NG-RAN node. Or alternatively decoding of RVQOE reports at the network side is done at the application layer in the network (e.g. MCE).
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