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Introduction

In the RAN3#114bis-e meeting, the following agreements and left issues have been captured into chairmen notes:

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.

For s-based QoE, RAN visible QoE metrics send from OAM need to be propagate from source node to the target node at mobility.

WA for RAN visible QoE configuration can be propagated from the source to the target node upon mobility and during context retrieval.

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 

Check the draft LS send to CT1/SA4/RAN2, draft LS, CT1 (R3-221318), SA4 (R3-221319), RAN2 (R3-221320).

This paper provide further discussion on the left issues based on the minutes above.
Discussion
2.1 Reporting Periodicity

In RAN3#114bis-e, RAN3 has reached a consensus that RAN visible QoE can not only be reported together with legacy QoE, at the periodicity of legacy QoE reporting, but can also be reported separately at additional periodicities as listed above. However, the values of the reporting periodicity are FFS, as captured below:
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).

In our mind, the current agreed values can already suffice for the reporting of RVQoE, which is more frequently than the reporting of legacy QoE and can be used for radio network optimization by RAN node. The other values in FFS are relatively large and might not be much useful for the reporting of RVQoE. Compared with the reporting interval specified in 26.114, we can see that the values ms2048, ms5120, ms10240, ms20480, ms40960, min1, min6, min12, min30, min60 might even be larger than the legacy QoE reporting interval. 

	Subcaluse 16.3.2 of TS26.114
The "Sending-Rate" shall be set, and it expresses the maximum time period in seconds between two successive QoE reports. If the "Sending-Rate" value is 0, then the client shall decide the sending time of the reports depending on the events occurred in the client. Values ( 1 indicate a precise reporting interval. The shortest interval is one second and the longest interval is undefined. The reporting interval can be different for different media, but it is recommended to maintain a degree of synchronization in order to avoid extra traffic in the uplink direction. The value "End" indicates that only one report is sent at the end of the session. 


So, we would not prefer to include these values as RVQoE reporting periodicity. Our proposal is to keep the values already agreed and remove the other values with FFSs in this release, i.e.,

RAN visible QoE reports and legacy QoE reports can use different periodicity, the reporting periodicity can be ms120, ms240, ms480, ms640, ms1024.

Proposal 1: for the reporting periodicity of RVQoE, keep the values already agreed and remove the values with FFSs. No more values for reporting periodicity to be introduced in Rel-17.
2.2 RVQoE Mobility
For the mobility of RVQoE, RAN2 has the following agreements/WA as follows:

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

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

Note that during the email discussion, the discussion on the mobility of RVQoE report has been postponed to future release, this part only focuses on the mobility of RVQoE configuration. Based on the chairmen notes, we assume that it is a common understanding that the available RVQoE metrics can be sent to target node during mobility, and the target node may generate new RAN visible QoE configuration and send to UE during handover or RRC resume procedure. The only controversial thing is whether RVQoE metrics configured at the UE (part of RVQoE configuration) should be transferred to target node. Our view is that based on the current agreements, the target node can generate its own RVQoE configuration, according to the available RVQoE metrics (part of QMC configuration), with its own requirement. The RVQoE metrics at the RVQoE configuration at the source node is configured by the source node based on its own requirement, which is actually of no use to the target node. The target node can just select the RVQoE metrics from the available metrics passed from source and generate new RVQoE configuration. So the behavior of the target node can be concluded as the following:

Case 1: Target node receives the available RVQoE metrics and decides to generate its own RVQoE configuration. Then the target node selects RVQoE metrics it wants from the available metrics and generate its own RVQoE configuration.
Case 2: Target node receives the available RVQoE metrics and decides not to generate its own RVQoE configuration. The target node does nothing and there would be no RVQoE configured at the target node.

The logic of performing RVQoE in the target node is already complete with the current agreements, which also proves that the WA is totally unnecessary. To be honest, the WA would make the scenario even more complicated if we agree on that.  

Proposal 2: There is no need to transfer the RVQoE metrics configured at the UE from the source node to the target node. 
2.3 User Consent

There is a left issue on user consent from last meeting

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

We don’t see the necessity of introducing user consent for RVQoE. Considering the limited time unit, it is also not preferred to discuss this issue at the current stage.
Proposal 3: There is no need to introduce user consent mechanism for RAN visible QoE metrics.
Conclusion

Proposal 1: for the reporting periodicity of RVQoE, keep the values already agreed and remove the values with FFSs. No more values for reporting periodicity to be introduced in Rel-17.
Proposal 2: There is no need to transfer the RVQoE metrics configured at the UE from the source node to the target node. 
Proposal 3: There is no need to introduce user consent mechanism for RAN visible QoE metrics.
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