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Introduction
In last RAN3 meeting, the RAN-visible QoE Measurements was discussed. Some agreements and WA were made and some open issues are identified. It is captured in [1] as below:
Send LS reply to RAN2 to clarify that the usage of RAN visible QoE may require the delivery of RAN visible QoE reports while there is no consensus whether it is with higher priority than legacy QoE report, and the final decision for which SRB should be used can be made by RAN2.

No further discussion on RAN visible QoE value in R17, while whether it can be generated by UE application layer can be further discussed in future release

RAN visible QoE capability should be discussed in RAN2, this should be up to RAN2 decision.

Include PDU session ID in RVQoE report, FFS on Slice information.

Target node may generate new RAN visible QoE configuration and send to UE during handover or RRC resume procedure.

Send an LS to SA4/CT1/RAN2 informing about our agreements on RAN visible QoE and requesting them to provide the necessary specification support.

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

During handover preparation, source NG-RAN node sends to the target NG-RAN node: 

- in XnAP/NGAP IEs: available RVQoE metrics (received as part of QMC configuration);  

- (WA) in RRC container: RVQoE metrics configured at the UE

RAN visible QoE reports and legacy QoE reports can use different periodicity, the reporting periodicity can be ms120, ms240, ms480, ms640, ms1024, FFS for ms2048, FFS for (ms5120, ms10240, ms20480, ms40960, min1, min6, min12, min30, min60).

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

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

This contribution will further discuss the open issues about the configuration and reporting for RAN-visible QoE
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Discussion
Regarding to the mobility supporting of the RVQoE, we made the WA in last meeting: During handover preparation, source NG-RAN node sends to the target NG-RAN node (WA) in RRC container: RVQoE metrics configured at the UE. This WA suppose the RVQoE configuration is sent from source node to target node during handover and in the RRC IE HandoverPreparationInformation which defined by RAN2. But we don’t think it is necessary to transfer the RVQoE configuration from source node to target node because the RVQoE is RAN locally requirement and generated by the RAN node. After handover, the target node may initial the RVQoE configuration by their requirement. Follow the same principle, the RVQoE configuration also is not needed to be transferred during context retrieval when the UE is in RRC_inactive state. We leave it for RAN2 to make decision whether include it in HandoverPreparationInformation.    
Proposal 1: RAN2 make decision on whether include RVQoE configuration in HandoverPreparationInformation 
For the ongoing RVQoE measurement, the report may be sent to target node from the UE after handover. Because the RVQOE report is served for the UE under the node, the source node will not perform any analysis and optimization based on this report due to UE is move out. The target node can discard the report. 
Proposal 2: RVQoE report with old RRC ID should be discarded by the target if received after handover
We agree that the NG-RAN can configure RAN visible QoE for only a subset of those metrics which are already configured as part of legacy QoE configuration. So then the RAN-visible QoE report should be covered by the legacy QoE report. The RAN-visible QoE report will not be sent to MCE for post processing 
Proposal 3: The RVQOE report will not be sent to the MCE 
We agree that RAN visible QoE reports and legacy QoE reports can use different periodicity, the reporting periodicity can be ms120, ms240, ms480, ms640, ms1024, FFS for ms2048, FFS for (ms5120, ms10240, ms20480, ms40960, min1, min6, min12, min30, min60). We introduce the RVQOE for the latency sensitive use case at beginning. So the report periodicity could not be larger.   
Proposal 4: The reporting periodicity can be ms120, ms240, ms480, ms640, ms1024 and remove the value larger than ms1024

Another issue is in the QoE report, the Recording session id is used in the measurement collection centre to identify which session within a UE has collected information in the application. When the application starts, the UE will start the QoE session and send the session ID to the network to indicate the session is started. For the start/end indicator, we already agree to support it in last RAN3 meeting. The RVQOE use the same session start/end indication as legacy QoE. As RAN2 agreements, the RVQOE configuration modification is supported. In legacy QoE, the ongoing QoE configuration will not be checked and cannot be changed in time. But for RVQOE, the configuration modification should be supported for the ongoing RVQoE.

Proposal 5: The configuration modification should be supported for the ongoing RVQoE 
Regarding to the FFS whether RAN visible QoE reporting should not be paused at overload, we believe the RVQoE is not more important than the consumer service. So when the network is in overload situation, all the low priority function/application should be paused. The RVQOE report for resource optimization is our aim why to get the RVQoE report. But when the network is overload, the room for the resource optimization is very small. 
Proposal 6: RAN visible QoE reporting should be paused at overload 
Regarding to Include PDU session ID in RVQoE report, FFS on Slice information, we agree include the PDU session ID in the RVQOE report, But for the slice information is still open. As we know, one PDU session is associated with one slice and RAN node has this information in store. So the slice information is not needed if the PDU session ID included in the RVQOE report. The RAN can map the PDU session ID to slice if needed.   

Proposal 7: Slice information is not included in RAN visible QoE report over Uu 
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Conclusion

In the present contribution we make the following observations and proposal:
Proposal 1: RAN2 make decision on whether include RVQoE configuration in HandoverPreparationInformation 
Proposal 2: RVQoE report with old RRC ID should be discarded by the target if received after handover
Proposal 3: The RVQOE report will not be sent to the MCE 
Proposal 4: The reporting periodicity can be ms120, ms240, ms480, ms640, ms1024 and remove the value larger than ms1024

Proposal 5: The configuration modification should be supported for the ongoing RVQoE 
Proposal 6: RAN visible QoE reporting should be paused at overload 
Proposal 7: Slice information is not included in RAN visible QoE report over Uu 
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