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1	Introduction
In this paper we provide a brief overview of open points for RAN visible QoE measurements
2	Discussion
1. WA for RAN visible QoE configuration can be propagated from the source to the target node upon mobility and during context retrieval. Details on s-based and m-based RAN visible QoE configuration need to be discussed.

Our view: We believe that the framework should allow continuity of s-based RVQOE measurements in case of inter-node handover. We therefore support transfer of RAN visible QoE configuration from the source to the target node upon mobility and during context retrieval.

Proposal 1: RAN visible QoE configuration is transferred from the source to the target node upon mobility and during context retrieval.

1. Whether slice ID should be configured as an explicit IE to UE over Uu, at least for RAN visible QoE metric configuration. (RP-213473)

Our view: This open issue was identified in an earlier RAN3 meeting, and not discussed at RAN#114bis-e. However it is agreed to align RVQOE configuration with configuration for legacy QMC, which means that any slice scope should be part of the XML-encoded configuration container. There is therefore no need to send the slice scope as explicit RRC IE during QMC configuration or RVQOE configuration.

Proposal 2: Not send the slice scope as explicit RRC IE during QMC configuration or RVQOE configuration.

1. Whether to include Slice information in RAN visible QoE report.

Our view: The PDU session ID is already agreed included together with the RVQOE report. Slice information is therefore not needed.

Proposal 3: Not to send slice information in RAN visible QoE report.

1. RAN visible QoE reports and legacy QoE reports can use different periodicity, the reporting periodicity FFS for ms2048, FFS for (ms5120, ms10240, ms20480, ms40960, min1, min6, min12, min30, min60).

Our view: We believe that the Rel-17 framework doesn't target real time use of RVQOE reports which would be the main argument in favour of different periodicity between RVQOE reports and legacy QoE reports. So RAN3 doesn't have strong reason to request this functionality to RAN2/CT1. 

Proposal 4: Not request different periodicities for RAN visible QoE reports and legacy QoE reports in Rel-17.

1. FFS whether RAN visible QoE reporting should not be paused at overload.

Our view: This aspect could be seen in relation with open issue 4. In Rel-17, a simple and sufficient solution will be to send RVQOE reports at the same time as legacy QoE reports, and hence also align handling in case of pause (overload).

Proposal 5: Same handling for RVQOE reports and legacy QoE reports in case of pause (overload).

1. FFS whether to introduce user consent mechanism for RAN visible QoE metrics, similar as in MDT.

Our view: RVQOE will not need user consent because consumed internally in the RAN.

Proposal 6: Not introduce user consent mechanism for RAN visible QoE metrics.

1. Introduce a new class-2 message for QoE information transfer over F1. Stage-3 IE details can be FFS.

Our view: OK to transfer RVQOE reports to the gNB-DU.

1. RVQoE report can be signalled from the target to the source node after a successful handover. (RP-213473)

Our view: The RVQOE report may arrive with quite significant delay to the target node, at a point in time where source node has released the UE context. Offline analysis of handover performance, based on QMC aligned with MDT, therefore seems more suitable.

Proposal 7: No mechanism is needed in Rel-17 for transfer of RVQoE report from the target to the source node after a successful handover.
3	Conclusion
Proposal 1: RAN visible QoE configuration is transferred from the source to the target node upon mobility and during context retrieval.

Proposal 2: Not send the slice scope as explicit RRC IE during QMC configuration or RVQOE configuration.

Proposal 3: Not to send slice information in RAN visible QoE report.

Proposal 4: Not request different periodicities for RAN visible QoE reports and legacy QoE reports in Rel-17.

Proposal 5: Same handling for RVQOE reports and legacy QoE reports in case of pause (overload).

Proposal 6: Not introduce user consent mechanism for RAN visible QoE metrics.

Proposal 7: No mechanism is needed in Rel-17 for transfer of RVQoE report from the target to the source node after a successful handover.



