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Introduction

In the RAN3#114bis-e meeting, there are some left issues on the MDT alignment with QoE. This paper provides our further consideration on the left issues, including the enhancement on E1/F1, the alignment between s-based QoE and m-based MD, etc.
Discussion
2.1 E1/F1 enhancement
During RAN3#114bis-e, the following two options are raised for the MDT alignment in split architecture.
RAN3 to down select between the following 2 options:

· Option 1: gNB-CU-CP can send the MCE address of the QoE configuration to gNB-DU and gNB-CU-UP so that it can forward the correlated MDT reports to the MCE. Agree to the E1/F1 and TS 38.401 TPs.

· Option 2: OAM should make sure that the MCE and TCE have the same IP address for the correlated QoE-MDT configurations

We think option 1 should be selected and option 2 is not a good solution for QoE. 

The determining factor for whether option 1 and option 2 should be selected is whether OAM can

always configure the TCE and MCE with the same IP address if alignment is needed. The answer

from our side is definitely NO.

Firstly, RAN3 has agreed on QMC separation with Trace, and it is a common understanding that MCE is not the same as TCE. The stage 3 specifications are also based on this basic principle, that the MCE IP Address need to be configured for each QoE Reference. This aligns with the requirement from SA5. An LS[0132] from SA5 has confirmed that each QMC job may have different consumers with its own MCE address.

	For the question 3 “Whether it is possible that different slices for the same service type can be configured with different QMC MCE addresses”, From SA5 perspective each QoE measurement collection job can have different consumers with its own QMC MCE address.


However, if we follow option 2 and believes that OAM can configure the TCE and MCE with the same IP address, then the OAM would not need to bother to include the MCE IP Address inside the QMC configuration, and there would not be different consumers for QoE reports, since all the MCE would be configured with the same address with TCE (note that there is usually only one TCE), if MDT alignment is needed. Or in another hand, if there are still different MCE for QoE reporting, only one MCE which has the same IP address with TCE can be able to perform MDT alignment, following the logic of option 2. So if option 2 is selected, the consequence would be either one of the following:

Different QMC jobs with different consumers would be configured with the same IP address. The requirement from SA5 that each QMC job can have different consumers with its own MCE addresses will not be fulfilled.
If different QMC jobs are still configured with different MCE IP address, only the QoE reports in the MCE which has the same address with TCE can be correlated with MDT reports by MCE. The QoE reports in the other MCE would not correlated, which puts a limitation for the function of MDT alignment. 
Observation 1: Option 2 does not align with the SA5 requirement that each QMC job may have different consumers with its own MCE IP address and may restrict the MDT and QoE correlation in to the MCE that has the same IP address with TCE.
Also, option 2 is an unrealistic solution which could not be achieved in realistic business. In reality, TCE and MCE are different devices which could be provided by different supplier. If we agree on option 2, it means the vendor has to find the TCE and MCE which are located together and have the same IP address, it MDT alignment is needed. And this solution would also close the door for MDT alignment, for those who cannot find TCE and MCE with the same address. 
The pros and cons of the options are listed in the table below, based on our discussion above.
	
	Option 1
	Option 2

	advantages
	All the QoE reports in different MCE can be correlated with MDT.

Well aligned with the requirement from SA5 that each QMC job can have different consumers with its own MCE IP address.

No more requirement for OAM


	No E1/F1 impact

	drawback
	E1/F1 impact
	Only the QoE reports in the MCE which has the same address with TCE can be correlated with MDT, which puts a unexpected limitation for MDT alignment.
If OAM has to make sure MCE has the same IP address with TCE, it would go against the requirement from SA5.

Requirement for OAM to make sure MCE and TCE has the same IP address, which is totally not realistic.


From the table we can see that option 1 is a better solution than option 2. Even thought it has E1/F1 impact, i.e., needs gNB-CU-CP to transfer the MCE IP address to gNB-DU and gNB-CU-UP, it is a much simpler and useful solution, compared with the cost to let OAM find TCE and MCE with the same IP Address each and every time and the limitation it would bring to QMC function.
The corresponding TPs for E1/ F1 are provided in [1][2], based on option 1 with a little revision, as discussed in another discussion paper[3].
Proposal 1: Select Option 1 as the solution for MDT alignment in split architecture.
2.2 Alignment between s-based QoE and m-based MDT
FFS whether to support the alignment between s-based QoE and m-based MDT.
It has already been agreed to support s-based QoE and s-based MDT alignment, m-based QoE and m-based MDT alignment, which we think would suffice for the MCE analysis in Rel-17. Considering the limited time unit, we would prefer to exclude the support for alignment between s-based QoE and m-based MDT in Rel-17.
Proposal 2: The alignment between s-based QoE and m-based MDT is not supported in Rel-17.
2.3 Case when QoE measurement session span across multiple gNBs with different Trace IDs
FFS whether to support the scenario where QoE measurement session span across multiple gNBs configured with m-based MDT with different Trace Reference. The following is to be clarified:

·         Is this scenario to make sure MCE understands the same UE?

·         There is no requirement today to ensure an incoming UE (handover from another gNB) is selected for m-based MDT. Isn’t that needed for the above scenario?
This case is a corner case in our mind. There is no requirement in RAN3 that a UE should always be configured with m-based MDT, to align with QoE measurement. If we confirm this case, it would over-describe the behavior of RAN node, which is not the common case. Generally, it is of rare possibility that a UE has passed through 3 or more gNBs, and each gNB has selected the UE for m-based MDT and at the same time the QoE measurement are still ongoing when the UE passes through all the gNBs. We don’t think any enhancement is needed for this scenario.
Proposal 3: There is no need to support the scenario where QoE measurement session span across multiple gNBs configured with m-based MDT with different Trace Reference.
Conclusion

Observation 1: Option 2 does not align with the SA5 requirement that each QMC job may have different consumers with its own MCE IP address and may restrict the MDT and QoE correlation in to the MCE that has the same IP address with TCE.
Proposal 1: Select Option 1 as the solution for MDT alignment in split architecture. Agree on the TPs to E1/F1[1][2].
Proposal 2: The alignment between s-based QoE and m-based MDT is not supported in Rel-17.
Proposal 3: There is no need to support the scenario where QoE measurement session span across multiple gNBs configured with m-based MDT with different Trace Reference.
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