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Introduction
CB: # QoE5_RVQoE
- Check LS from RAN2, discuss the reporting of RVQoE metrics and reply if needed
- Whether the RVQoE metrics configured at the UE should be sent to the target node in RRC container?
- Further discuss the values of the reporting periodicity 
- Whether RAN visible QoE reporting should be paused at overload or not?
- Whether to introduce user consent mechanism for RVQoE?
- Other related issues of RVQoE configuration and reporting?
- Capture agreements and provide TPs if agreeable.
(Qualcomm - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-222442
For the Chair’s Notes
Proposal 1: RAN3 approves the RAN2 Assumptions 2a, 2b, 3, 4a, 4b, 5 and 6 in the LS R2-2202026, with the clarification on Assumption 5 that the largest value in the range, i.e., 30 seconds, should be used for all values greater than or equal to 30 seconds. 
Proposal 2: RAN visible QoE configuration can be transferred from the source to target node upon mobility and during context retrieval and as follows:
· During Xn-based handover preparation: inside the RRC Context IE in the HANDOVER REQUEST message
· During Xn based UE context retrieval: inside the RRC Context IE (which in turn is included in the UE Context Information – Retrieve UE Context Response IE) in the RETRIEVE UE CONTEXT RESPONSE message
· During NG-based handover preparation: inside the RRC Container IE within the Source to Target Transparent Container IE in the HANDOVER REQUIRED and HANDOVER REQUEST messages
Proposal 3: There is no need to pause/resume RVQoE reporting during/post RAN overload (pause/resume flag of regular QoE doesn’t impact RVQoE reporting)
Proposal 4: There is no need to support additional reporting periodicities for RAN visible QoE in Rel-17 than what was agreed in R3#114bis-e (i.e., no need to support the following reporting periodicities for RVQoE - ms2048, ms5120, ms10240, ms20480, ms40960, min1, min6, min12, min30, min60)
Proposal 5: If the reporting periodicity of RVQoE is not explicitly indicated in the RVQoE configuration, RVQoE reports can be sent together with the legacy QoE reports.
Proposal 6: There is no need to introduce user consent mechanism for RAN visible QoE metrics in Rel-17
Proposal 7:  There is no need to include any DRB list in the QoE INFORMATION TRANSFER message over F1AP in Rel-17. Agree the TP R3-222751.
Proposal 8: UE can report a list of buffer levels within a RVQoE reporting period as specified via the maximum number of buffer level entries (if RAN2 includes it in ASN.1), i.e., RAN3 approves RAN2 assumption 1a in LS R2-2202026.
Proposal 9: RAN3 to send a reply LS to RAN2 in R3-222759 capturing Proposal 1 and Proposal 8.
Proposal 10: There is no need to transfer RVQoE report from target to source node after a successful handover in Rel-17
Proposal 11: There is no need to propagate the list of available QoE metrics is to the target node during handover preparation and UE context retrieval for management based QoE
Phase-II Discussion
RVQoE for scheduling
FFS whether to enhance RVQoE report for scheduling optimizations (e.g., include QoS Flow ID over Uu in RVQoE report or include DRB ID in QoE Information Transfer message over F1AP)
There was also some discussion over email in relation to the Phase-1 discussion in section 4.8 and the few options were proposed
Q1. Companies are requested to provide their preference:
Option 1: UE include PDU session ID in RVQoE report, gNB-CU maps the PDU session ID to DRB ID list and include the DRB ID list in the QoE INFORMATION TRANSFER message. The impact is just to remove “FFS” in current F1AP BL CR.
Option 2: UE include QFI in RVQoE report in addition to PDU session ID, gNB-CU maps the QFI to DRB, and include the DRB in the QoE INFORMATION TRANSFER message. The impact is the same as the introduction of PDU session ID, which is we need to send LS to RAN2 and CT1 to notify the enhancement, also we need to remove the “FFS” in current F1AP BL CR
Option 3: No need to include any DRB list in the QoE INFORMATION TRANSFER message over F1AP
	Company
	Option 1/2/3
	Comment

	Ericsson
	See comment
Moderator: This seems to be Option 2 or Option 3
	We would prefer to either send PDU session ID + QFI or to report PDU Session ID + QFI/DRB ID, provided that it is shown that the latter is really avilable at the App layer. We should avoid that CU has to do any remapping.

	Samsung 
	Option 2 is preferred, option 1 is for compromise
	Just as we commented over mail, option 2 is the only solution to make DRB level scheduling work.
Ericsson’s proposal i.e. “either send PDU session ID + QFI or to report PDU Session ID + QFI/DRB ID” is also OK for us.

	China Unicom
	Option1
	DRB ID is more precise for DU no matter whether PDU session ID is present or not in GBR QoS Flow Information IE.

	Huawei
	Option 1
	As already commented, let’s just focus on the existing agreement. 
Actually, gNB-DU understands the mapping info between the QoS flow and DRB, but gNB-DU will not know to which flow the incoming PDCP data belongs, so letting gNB-DU understands the QFI doesn’t help more…

	CATT
	See comments
	If the only PDU session ID report from UE, the DRB list sent to DU is very rough. Because the service type is mapping to QoS flow level. So we would lie to support option 3 in this release. The DU may use the RV QoE metrics for all the active DRBs of  the UE

	ZTE
	No option 2
	We think option 2 is too complicated for R17 and there is no time for us to send LS to RAN2/CT1 at the last meeting of WI. Option 1 is with limited benefit, considering that the DRB list might have been modified during the QoE session. We would slightly prefer Option 3 to keep it simple.

	Nokia
	Option 3
	The DRB id list in option 1 will not be of any help. We proposed option 2 in earlier phase of this work item, but it was already considered too complex so not agreed. We should work on option 2 in Rel-18.

	Qualcomm
	Option 3 or Option 1
	Option 1 is simplest without any further RAN2/CT1 impacts.
Option 3 is also OK if there is no consensus.



Moderator’s Summary
· Option 1: 4 votes
· Option 2: 2 votes, 1 negative vote 
· Option 3: 5 votes
Considering there is not much consensus, moderator proposes to not discuss this further in Rel-17 and remove DRB ID list from the F1AP TP 
Proposal 7:  There is no need to include any DRB list in the QoE INFORMATION TRANSFER message over F1AP in Rel-17
Buffer level and Reply LS to RAN2
FFS whether UE should report only the latest value of buffer level or a list of buffer levels if multiple buffer level values are collected by UE within a RVQoE reporting period
Q2a: Companies are requested to provide their preference on the above FFS
	Company
	Latest value or list of values
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Latest
	It is not a good idea to report all measured buffer level values. For example, if reporting periodicity is 1024 ms, and OAM sets the sampling rate of 1 ms, shall we report 1024 values in a RVQoE report every 1 sec? If reporting is frequent, reporting a single value every time gives enough idea about the trend in buffer level fluctuation.

	Samsung 
	List of values
	Only include the latest value is not enough for RAN optimization, as the latest value may not reflect the overall UE experience, imaging you’re watching a video, do you really think the buffer level of the last few milliseconds reflect your overall experience? it is possible that the video is stuck the whole time you’re watching the video except the last few milliseconds, or the video is smooth the whole time except the last few milliseconds. So we don’t think only report the latest value works.
If only report the latest value is agreed, combine with the proposal 3 “i.e. the RVQoE report may be paused at RAN overload”, the latest value in a paused report becomes the history value, can we assume that all the paused RVQoE report seems no need to be reported?
If it’s for RVQoE, the OAM should configure proper reporting periodicity and  sampling rate to avoid the situation mentioned by E///.

	China Unicom
	Latest value
	Latest value may more simple and efficient.

	Huawei
	List of values
	We think UE just needs to report what was provided by application layer.

	CATT
	List of values
	Latest value may not be valuable for some cases

	ZTE
	Both are fine
	No strong view

	Nokia
	List of values
	Agree with comments from Samsung, Huawei and CATT. Comment to Ericsson: it is up to OAM to provide meaningful configuration of e.g. sampling rate.

	Qualcomm
	List of values (OK to follow SA4 reply LS)
	As per RAN2’s assumption 1a, it seems that a maximum number of buffer level entries will be set in ASN.1, so that could be more flexible – can be just the latest value (if max =1) or a list of buffer levels as per the configuration. 



Moderator’s summary:
· List of values (5/8)
· Latest value (2/8)
· Both are fine (1/8)
Considering the reply LS from SA4 and the flexibility to report just the latest value or list of values via max number of buffer level entries, it is proposed to follow the SA4 reply LS:
Proposal 8: UE can report a list of buffer levels within a RVQoE reporting period as specified via the maximum number of buffer level entries (if RAN2 includes it in ASN.1), i.e., RAN3 approves RAN2 assumption 1a in LS R2-2202026.
Q2b:  SA4 already sent a reply LS to RAN2 in S4-220239 / R3-222628. Does RAN3 also need to send a reply LS or SA4 LS to RAN2 is sufficient?
	Company
	LS needed (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Yes
	RAN3 should express their view.

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	China Unicom
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Not sure
	Considering this is the last meeting, not sure what we could expect or want to achieve from this LS?

	CATT
	Yes
	We may express our understanding

	ZTE
	Not sure
	Same view with HW. We don’t think it would be of any meaning to send an LS to RAN2 at current stage, the QoE WI of RAN2 would also be closed at this time.

	Nokia
	No
	We believe that RAN2 can use the reply from SA4, and that reply from RAN3 is not needed.

	Qualcomm
	Either way OK
	With the current agreements, it looks like RAN3 is also going to send a very similar LS as SA4 reply LS. We are fine if RAN3 echoes it or can leave RAN2 to just use SA4 LS
Also, I don’t think RAN2 has discussed the SA4 reply LS yet in this RAN2 meeting. So even if RAN3 replies with this LS, RAN2 can perhaps discuss this still in the post meeting email discussions.



Moderator’s summary:
· Yes (4/8)
· Not sure (2/8)
· No (1/8)
· Either way OK (1/8)
Proposal 9: RAN3 to send a reply LS to RAN2 in R3-22xxxx capturing Proposal 1 and Proposal 8

Whether to transfer RVQoE report from target to source node after successful HO
FFS whether RVQoE report is to be propagated from target to source node after a successful handover. The following is to be clarified:
· Is the RVQoE report of source node beneficial to the target node or simply collected so that the target node can report the RVQoE report back to the source node over Xn?
· Not clear whether UE will store the old RRC ID after successful HO
· How can the target node distinguish whether the RVQoE report is generated for the source node or the target node? If the target node also wants to configure RVQoE, should it always use a different RRC ID than what was configured in the source node to make this distinguishment (doesn’t this cause a restriction on RRC ID) or can it use the same RRC ID to overwrite source RVQoE configuration? 
Q3: Companies are requested to clarify based on the above open points to get a better clarity and see if this needs to be supported. Also please whether to support this or not
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Yes
	HO optimization is an important use case

	Samsung 
	Yes
	Agree with E///.
For Q1, yes, given that the RVQoE report periodicity can be very short which can reflect the UE experience during mobility, with the UE experience during mobility, the gNB can optimize the handover parameters accordingly to ensure the experience of the following handover UEs.
For Q2, the UE will store the old RRC ID for retransmitting the regular QoE report after handover as agreed by RAN2, it can also be used for RVQoE report.
For Q3, the target node can distinguish whether the RVQoE report is related to the source node by the received time of the report, the report periodicity and the access time of the UE, regardless of the RRC ID is changed or not. 

	China Unicom
	No
	For Q2, as I know, RAN2 hasn’t agree to retransmit the regular QoE report after handover.
Even if RAN2 will agree to retransmit regular QoE report after handover, it is the different case with RAN visible QoE, since regular QoE report of first transmitting and retransmitting are both send from gNB to OAM, it doesn’t need to distinguish the source node or target node, so it has no restriction for RRC ID. But for RAN visible QoE, it is totally different, it will send to source node or OAM according to the RRC ID. So it will introduce more restriction for RRC ID allocation.
For Q3, application layer may not aware of the handover, so in one RAN visible QoE report, it may contain the report generate in source node and target node. On the other hand, the report is received by the target node, how to distinguish the report of source node according to received time of the report?
It is still not clear for the issue list by the moderator, it can be further discussed in R18.

	Huawei
	Maybe not
	As commented, firstly, it might not be helpful to target node; we think UE could decide whether to report to the target node after a HO if the report has not been sent to source, but it is up to RAN2 decide.

	CATT
	No
	The report is not valuable for target node

	ZTE
	No
	Same view with CATT. And agree with China Unicom that this can be further discussed in R18 if needed.

	Nokia
	No
	Can be continued in Rel-18. Such reporting was not analyzed in study item phase, and shouldn't be quickly improvised now.

	Qualcomm
	See comments
	Considering there is still some open issues, OK to not pursue this further in Rel-17.



Moderator’s summary:
· No/Not in Rel-17/Maybe not (6/8)
· Yes (2/8)
Proposal 10: There is no need to transfer RVQoE report from target to source node after successful HO in Rel-17
Whether the available QoE metrics is to be propagated to target node during m-based mobility
In Phase-I discussion in section 4.9,
(6/8) said there is no need to propagate for m-based QoE during mobility
(1/8) pointed out the following agreement in R3#114bis-e and said this agreement is also applicable for mobility during m-based QoE 
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);  

(1/8) No strong opinion 
Q4: Can companies and provide their views again whether to propagate available QoE metrics during m-based mobility as well also keeping in mind the agreement in R3#114bis-e?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Yes, for both s- and m-based
	We assume that some companies question whether this should be done for m-based? Note that the agreement about the passing of available RVQoE metrics applies to both m- and s-based. We do not understand why should, for m-based, OAM indicate this to multiple NG-RAN nodes? And why should AMF be mandated to memorize this for s-based? This info should be included in the QoE IE on NGAP and XnAP.

	China Unicom
	No strong view
	But the agreement about the passing of available RVQoE metrics applies to both m- and s-based. 
Additionally, we think it need to include the available RAN visible QoE metrics in the NG HANDOVER REQUIRED message:
1) Why should AMF be mandated to memorize this for s-based?
2) How to transfer available RAN visible QoE metrics with cross AMF handover?
3) If QMC activation IE is only included inside the Source to Target Transparent Container, how to include the RAN visible QoE metrics by AMF; If QMC activation IE is included both inside and outside the Source to Target Transparent Container, which one should target NG-RAN to use is not clear.
We think it is clearer to include the available RAN visible QoE metrics in the NG HANDOVER REQUIRED message.

	Huawei
	No
	In general, we think for m-based QoE configuration, including available QoE metrics, should be available at target side since m-base configuration should also went to target side, if not, there is also no meaning to propagate source side m-based configuration to target side.

	CATT
	NO
	The target already have this information

	ZTE
	No for m-based 
	We checked the SoD of CB#5 (R3-221312) in RAN3#114bis-e and found that the proposal above was actually merged from the two proposals at last meeting:
Proposal 5: For s-based QoE, RAN visible QoE metrics send from OAM need to be propagate from source node to the target node at mobility.
Proposal 6: WA for RAN visible QoE configuration can be propagated from the source to the target node upon mobility and during context retrieval.
The ‘s-based QoE’ was missed by accident after the rewording. And companies did not notice it at that time. I think it’s a chance for us to fix it now.

	Nokia
	No for m-based
	After further thinking, we don't believe that the target gNB can use such information sent by the source gNB. The target may have such information in own m-based QMC configuration.

	Qualcomm
	Perhaps no for m-based
	Similar view as Nokia



Moderator summary:
No (5/7)
Yes (2/7)
Proposal 11: There is no need to propagate the list of available QoE metrics is to the target node during handover preparation and UE context retrieval for m-based QoE
Phase-I Discussion
Reply LS to RAN2 on RVQoE metric reporting
RAN2 sent an LS in R2-2202026 and asked RAN3 to provide feedback on Issue 2 (RVQoE metric reporting) mentioned in the LS. 
Issue 2: RVQoE metric reporting
RAN2 discussed how to report the RVQoE metrics of buffer level and playout delay for media startup, considering the potential signalling overhead, and arrived at the following possible assumptions as starting points. However, RAN2 understands RAN2 is not the main responsible group for definition of RV QoE metrics, so the decision whether to use these assumptions is in the hands of SA4 and RAN3.
Assumption 1a: RAN2 specifies the maximum number of buffer level entries (ASN.1 value) for each buffer level metric report in one reporting message. 
Assumption 1c: It is UE implementation on which buffer level entries should be reported for each buffer level metric report when the received number of buffer level entries exceeds the maximum number.
Assumption 2a: The time parameter “t” is not reported for each buffer level entry.
Assumption 2b: It is expected that application layer does not send parameter “t” to AS layer.
Assumption 3: Taking the granularity 10ms for level value as baseline, i.e., integer value 1 corresponds to 10ms, value 2 corresponds to 20ms, and so on.
Assumption 4a: Taking the maximum value of 5min as baseline for level value range.
Assumption 4b: UE sets the value to 5min if the received level value is more than 5min.
Assumption 5: Taking the maximum value 30 seconds as baseline for playout delay for media startup value range. 
Assumption 6: Taking the granularity 1ms as baseline for playout delay, i.e., integer value 1 corresponds to 1ms, value 2 corresponds to 2ms, and so on.
Ericsson in [2] provided the following proposals for replying to the LS by RAN2:
· P1: RAN3 approves the RAN2 Assumptions 2a, 2b, 3, 4a, 4b, 5 and 6, with the clarification on Assumption 5 that the largest value in the range, i.e., 30 seconds, should be used for all values greater than or equal to 30 seconds.
· P2: With respect to the Assumption 1a, RAN3 thinks that only a single Buffer Level value (the latest measured value) should be reported in each RVQoE report, rather than a list of values.
· P3: RAN3 thinks that the Assumption 1c should be modified. It should rather say that the UE should use the latest value.
Q1: Companies are requested to provide their views on the above proposals (P1-P3)
	Company
	Yes/No for P1, P2 and P3
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	Yes for P1, P2 and P3
	P2/P3 – We agree that it is simpler for both UE and NG-RAN if UE just reports the latest buffer level value instead of reporting multiple buffer level values within a reporting interval.

	Huawei
	See comments 
	For P1, since this is RAN2 WA, maybe we could just trust RAN2.
For P2 and P3, agree the assumptions from RAN2. It is better for the network to know more information of the buffer level value. 

	Samsung
	See comments
	We tend to support the original assumptions from RAN2 as they have a more comprehensive consideration. From RAN3 point of view, we only consider how to use those values, and it is up to implementation how the gNB use those value, whether the latest value or list of values, and we believe it’s better for RAN to have more information. 

	Ericsson
	Agree to all
	It is not a good idea to report all measured buffer level values. For example, if reporting periodicity is 1024 ms, and OAM sets the sampling rate of 1 ms, shall we report 1024 values in a RVQoE report every 1 sec? If reporting is frequent, reporting a single value every time gives enough idea about the trend in buffer level fluctuation.
To Huawei: the LS text states:
“However, RAN2 understands RAN2 is not the main responsible group for definition of RV QoE metrics, so the decision whether to use these assumptions is in the hands of SA4 and RAN3.”.
This means that RAN2 leaves the judgement to us.

	China Unicom
	Agree to P1,P2,P3
	It is simpler and efficient to report latest Buffer Level value than a list of values. 

	ZTE
	See comments.
	We are generally fine with P1. 
For P2 and P3, not sure whether we can make such decision in RAN3.  It’s more like the scope of SA4, although it seems too late to contact SA4 at current stage...

	CATT
	See comments
	Almost the assumptions should be confirmed by SA4 

	Nokia
	P1 and P3 are OK
	On P2, we believe that a list of buffer levels provides a better view of the real situation because traffic may be bursty. A single value could be very misleading and in some cases nearly random.



Moderator Summary:
P1 seems agreeable to all companies.
Proposal 1: RAN3 approves the RAN2 Assumptions 2a, 2b, 3, 4a, 4b, 5 and 6 in the LS R2-2202026, with the clarification on Assumption 5 that the largest value in the range, i.e., 30 seconds, should be used for all values greater than or equal to 30 seconds.
Regarding P2/P3,
· UE should only report the latest value of buffer level (3/8)
· UE should report a list of buffer level (3/8)
· Up to SA4 decision (2/8)
FFS whether UE should report only the latest value of buffer level or a list of buffer levels if multiple buffer level values are collected by UE within a RVQoE reporting period
To be continued in 2nd round. 
Other proposals on RVQoE metrics
Few additional proposals on RVQoE metrics were also proposed and copied below:

[2], Ericsson
Proposal 1: RAN3 to agree that:
Playout Delay for Media Startup as an RVQoE metric is reported only once per session.
The RVQoE report containing the Playout Delay for Media Startup may not be the first RVQoE report delivered during the session.
[8], CMCC
Observation 1: According to RAN2’s assumption, each buffer level entry can be represented by 15bits over Uu for RVQoE reporting.
Observation 2: Buffer level is reasonable to be recorded not less than every 100ms according to RAN2 assumptions.
Observation 3: The number of bits required for each buffer level entry is heavily dependent on the integer n which stands for the buffer level is recorded every n ms, and a constant of 15 bits per entry would cause huge waste over Uu.
Proposal 1: OAM is required to explicitly signal the integer n indicating the buffer level is recorded every n ms to NG-RAN.
Proposal 2: The integer n mentioned in Proposal 1 is used for determining how many bits are used for each buffer level entry in RVQoE report, and an LS to RAN2 may be needed for RRC details.
Q2: Companies are requested to provide their views on the above proposals summarized below:
· P1: Playout Delay for Media Start up should be reported only once per session
· P2: OAM should explicitly configure to NG-RAN the periodicity with which the buffer level is recorded in the UE so that NG-RAN can decide how many bits are used for each buffer level entry
	Company
	Yes/No for P1 and P2
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	P1 – No
P2 – Unclear
	P1 - How do we even impose such a restriction? Does this mean reporting periodicity doesn’t apply for Playout Delay for Media Startup? Or should UE AS simply discard the Playout Delay even if UE APP continues to report it to UE AS? Or should UE APP just report it once? We think this just introduces more complexity at the UE. We can just leave it to NG-RAN to filter even if UE reports multiple times.
P2 – Unclear how NG-RAN can decide dynamically how many bits are used for each buffer level entry. This is decided by UE right?

	Huawei
	P1: No
P2: No
	For P1, we think the playout delay for media start up may include the playout delay when the user triggers the play of the media after the pause. But it should check with SA4.
For P2, RAN2 has agreed the maximum number of the buffer level entries and the UE will discard some entires if the number exceeds the maximum number. Therefore it seems not necessary for the NG-RAN to know the periodicity “n”

	Samsung
	P1: No
P2: Not sure
	For P1, we also don’t see the need for such restriction.
For P2, should this be firstly discussed by RAN2?

	Ericsson
	P1: Yes
P2: No
	P1: Our understanding of TS 26.247, Startup Delay is reported only once – at the beginning of the session:
[bookmark: _Toc89341083][bookmark: _Toc26283703]10.2.5	Initial Playout Delay
This metric in Table 28 signals the initial playout delay at the start of the streaming of the presentation.
The metric is only logged at the time point when the playout of streaming video begins. 

Also, if app session is paused, the client at the UE will buffer additional content, or will at least have some content already buffered at the pause instant. This means that startup delay at resumption of app session is likely negligible.
P2: The “to NG-RAN” in the proposal seems like all recorded values should be reported? As explained above, we think that only the last measured buffer level value should be reported. 

	ZTE
	P1: No 
P2: not sure
	For P1, same concern as Qualcomm has.
For P2, we understand the concerns that inappropriate integer n might cause too much load on RRC, and it might be a possibility that OAM can configure the integer n. But note that it is the last meeting, we are not sure about whether we can make this requirement for OAM.

	CATT
	P1:No
P2:No
	

	Nokia
	P1:No
P2:No
	



Moderator summary:
· P1: No (6/7), Yes (1/7)
· P2: No (4/7), Not sure (3/7)
Regarding P1, moderator thinks there is no RAN3 or RAN2 spec impact. Also highlighted by 1 company, if Playout delay is already reported only once (at the beginning of session) as per SA4 specs, there is no SA4 impact as well.
No support on P2 as well. Hence Proposals are simply noted
Whether RVQoE configuration is transferred from source to target node upon mobility and during context retrieval
[2], Ericsson  Yes
Proposal 3: During Xn- and NG-based handover preparation and UE context retrieval over Xn, the source node sends to the target node the RAN visible QoE configuration, including the RVQoE metrics configured at the UE, and the RAN visible QoE reporting periodicity.
Proposal 4: The RAN visible QoE configuration is sent:
During Xn-based handover preparation and UE context retrieval: inside the RRC Context IE in the HANDOVER REQUEST message.
During NG-based handover preparation: inside the Source to Target Transparent Container IE in the HANDOVER REQUIRED and HANDOVER REQUEST messages.
During (Xn based) UE context retrieval: inside the RRC Context IE (which in turn is included in the UE Context Information – Retrieve UE Context Response IE) in the RETRIEVE UE CONTEXT RESPONSE message.
[3], Qualcomm  Yes
Proposal 5: Convert the WA into agreement
            During handover preparation, source NG-RAN node sends to the target NG-RAN node the RVQoE metrics configured at the UE in RRC container
Nokia, [4]  Yes
Proposal 1: RAN visible QoE configuration is transferred from the source to the target node upon mobility and during context retrieval.
CATT, [6]  Upto RAN2
Proposal 1: RAN2 make decision on whether include RVQoE configuration in HandoverPreparationInformation
Huawei, [7]  Yes
Proposal 2: RAN visible QoE metrics configured at the UE are included in RRC container during the handover procedure.
ZTE, [11]  No
Proposal 2: There is no need to transfer the RVQoE metrics configured at the UE from the source node to the target node.
It is moderator’s view that the RVQoE configuration from source node is automatically propagated to target node during mobility as it is part of UE’s AS context and no RAN2/RAN3 spec impacts are needed.
But considering the majority of companies have proposed to propagate the RVQoE configuration during mobility, the moderator proposes to convert the previous WA into the following agreement for common understanding:
Moderator Proposal 1: RAN visible QoE configuration can be transferred from the source to target node upon mobility and during context retrieval and as follows:
· During Xn-based handover preparation: inside the RRC Context IE in the HANDOVER REQUEST message
· During Xn based UE context retrieval: inside the RRC Context IE (which in turn is included in the UE Context Information – Retrieve UE Context Response IE) in the RETRIEVE UE CONTEXT RESPONSE message
· During NG-based handover preparation: inside the Source to Target Transparent Container IE in the HANDOVER REQUIRED and HANDOVER REQUEST messages
	>RRC Context
	Either includes the HandoverPreparationInformation message as defined in subclause 10.2.2. of TS 36.331 [14], or the HandoverPreparationInformation-NB message as defined in subclause 10.6.2 of TS 36.331 [14], if the target NG-RAN node is an ng-eNB, or the HandoverPreparationInformation message as defined in subclause 11.2.2 of TS 38.331 [10], if the target NG-RAN node is a gNB.



Q3: Companies are requested to provide their input if they agree on Moderator proposal 1
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes, but
	RAN visible QoE configuration, is part of RRC level configurations, which should be transferred from source to target during mobility process.
We think the description on NG handover need be modified as : During NG-based handover preparation: inside RRC Context IE within the Source to Target Transparent Container IE in the HANDOVER REQUIRED and HANDOVER REQUEST messages

	Samsung
	Yes
	The revision from HW looks OK.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	China Unicom
	Yes
	Agree with Huawei

	ZTE
	No
	We have already agreed to transfer the available QoE metrics during mobility, which is sufficient for the target node to configure RVQoE based on its own requirement. We still don’t think the RVQoE configuration in the source node is needed to be passed to target.

	CATT
	No
	The RVQOE configuration is made by the gNB based on the local requirement. The target gNB may have different requireemnts.

	Nokia
	Yes
	with revision as proposed by HW



Moderator summary:
· Yes (6/8)
· No (2/8)
· Opposing view: Available QoE metrics propagated to the target node are sufficient
· Moderator’s view: It might not be sufficient as the RVQoE metrics configured to the UE can be a subset of the available QoE metrics and the target node won’t know what exactly was configured to the UE if not propagated to the target node. Also, RVQoE metrics configured to UE is automatically propagated as part of RRC Context during handover preparation (no new spec impact)
· Opposing view: RVQoE is local requirement; target gNB might have different requirements
· Moderator’s view: We have already agreed that the target gNB can assemble a new RVQoE configuration. In my understanding, target gNB can also overwrite the source gNB configuration if wants. So, providing the source RVQoE configuration can be used in case target node doesn’t want to configure a new RVQoE configuration but simply wants to continue the source RVQoE configuration.
With the above explanations, moderator hopes we can turn the WA from previous meeting into the following agreement
Proposal 2: RAN visible QoE configuration can be transferred from the source to target node upon mobility and during context retrieval and as follows:
· During Xn-based handover preparation: inside the RRC Context IE in the HANDOVER REQUEST message
· During Xn based UE context retrieval: inside the RRC Context IE (which in turn is included in the UE Context Information – Retrieve UE Context Response IE) in the RETRIEVE UE CONTEXT RESPONSE message
· During NG-based handover preparation: inside the RRC Context IE within the Source to Target Transparent Container IE in the HANDOVER REQUIRED and HANDOVER REQUEST messages
Whether to transfer RVQoE report from target to source node after successful HO
[4], Nokia
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.
[6], CATT
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
[10], Samsung
Observation 4: The RVQoE reporting period is close to the handover triggering time and execution time  
Observation 5: It is highly possible that the RVQoE report can reflect the UE experience during handover.  
Observation 6: The legacy QoE report should be re-transmitted after handover.
Proposal 5: RAN visible QoE report should be transmitted on Xn
Q4: Companies are requested to provide their views on whether to transfer RVQoE report from the target to source node after a successful handover
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	Clarifications needed
	Say source NG-RAN configures RVQoE with RRC ID = 1 and the configuration is propagated to the target NG-RAN upon mobility. Say if target NG-RAN also wants to configure RVQoE, 
i) Can the target node configure the UE with source node’s RVQoE configuration, i.e., RRC ID = 1? Who is the consumer of this RVQoE report with RRC ID = 1, is it the target node or source node or both?
ii) Say if the target node configures a new RVQoE configuration with RRC ID = 2. What should the target node do upon receiving RVQoE report with old RRC ID = 1? Discard it or send it over Xn back to the source node?

	Huawei
	Not sure
	Normally the RAN visible QoE report is for the RAN node to optimize its scheduling which is implementation dependent, not sure if the result of source side would be beneficial to target side.
Also RAN2 are discussing whether the UE will retransmit the QoE reporting container in the target node during handover. For the RAN visible QoE, we think RAN3 can wait the progress of RAN2

	Samsung
	RVQoE report should be transferred from target to source
	Our observation is that the report periodicity of RVQoE is quite short and close to the handover related parameters like timeToTrigger and T304, it is highly possible that the RVQoE report that reflects the UE experience in the cell edge of the source node or during handover is reported to the target node after handover, it would be beneficial for the source node to analyze and optimize the UE experience during mobility by using those RVQoE reports.    
For the questions from QC
We prefer ii), the target node configure a new configuration with RRC ID=2, if the RVQoE report with the old RRC ID is received, it should be sent back to the source node.
And for the legacy reporting, RAN2 already agreed it should be retransmitted after handover in the last RAN2 meeting.

	Ericsson
	Agree with Samsung
	HO optimization is an important use case.

	China Unicom
	
	We agree that HO optimization is an important use case, but how to distinguish whether the RVQoE report is generate by source or target is still not clear, and I am not sure whether the UE will store the old RRC ID after HO success.
If needed, we can further discuss in R18.

	ZTE
	No
	Prefer to leave this issue to Rel-18.

	CATT
	No
	The RVQoE is UE specific. When the UE move to another node, the old doesn’t need do anything for this UE.

	Nokia
	No
	Any solution for this was not handled in the study item, and also the WID doesn't require such solution for Rel-17. Can be further discussed for Rel-18.



Moderator summary:
· Not sure (3/8)
· No (3/8)
· Yes (2/8)
FFS whether RVQoE report is to be propagated from target to source node after a successful handover. The following is to be clarified:
· Is the RVQoE report of source node beneficial to the target node or simply collected so that the target node can report the RVQoE report back to the source node over Xn?
· Not clear whether UE will store the old RRC ID after successful HO
· How can the target node distinguish whether the RVQoE report is generated for the source node or the target node? If the target node also wants to configure RVQoE, should it always use a different RRC ID than what was configured in the source node to make this distinguishment (doesn’t this cause a restriction on RRC ID) or can it use the same RRC ID to overwrite source RVQoE configuration? 
To be continued in 2nd round.
RVQoE handling during overload
[2], Ericsson  Option 3
Proposal 7: Regular QoE reporting and the corresponding RVQoE reporting can be paused and resumed independently of each other, e.g., using separate pause/resume indications for regular QoE reporting and RVQoE reporting, respectively.
[3], Qualcomm  Option 2
Proposal 2: RVQoE reporting should also be paused upon RAN overload.
Proposal 3: If the legacy QoE reporting is paused/resumed, RVQoE reporting should be paused/resumed as well
[4], Nokia  Option 2
Proposal 5: Same handling for RVQOE reports and legacy QoE reports in case of pause (overload).
[6], CATT  Option 2 or 3?
Proposal 6: RAN visible QoE reporting should be paused at overload
[7], Huawei  Option 2 or 3?
Proposal 4: RAN visible QoE reporting should be paused at overload.
[8], CMCC  Option 1
Proposal 3: No need to pause RVQoE reporting at RAN overload.
[10], Samsung  Option 1 or 2
Proposal 3: RAN3 to down select below options for handling RVQoE reporting at overload.
Option 1: RVQoE reporting will not be paused even the legacy QoE reporting is paused.
Option 2: RVQoE reporting will be paused together with legacy QoE reporting upon receiving the pause indication from the network, when reporting resumed, the original reporting time should be included in the resumed RVQoE report for better decision in RAN side.
Q5: Companies are requested to provide their preference among the following options for handling RVQoE during RAN overload:
· Option 1: No need to pause/resume RVQoE reporting during/post RAN overload (pause/resume flag of regular QoE doesn’t impact RVQoE reporting)
· Option 2: RVQoE reporting will be paused/resumed together with regular QoE reporting upon receiving the pause/resume indication from the network
· Option 3: Regular QoE reporting and the corresponding RVQoE reporting can be paused and resumed independently of each other, e.g., using separate pause/resume indications for regular QoE reporting and RVQoE reporting, respectively
	Company
	Option 1/2/3
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	Option 2
	Although Option 3 provides more flexibility, we think Option 2 can suffice with a single flag controlling pause/resume for both legacy QoE and RVQoE. 

	Huawei
	Option 2
	This should be the simplest way, i.e. UE takes the same handling for QoE reporting and RAN visible QoE reporting.

	Samsung 
	Option 1 or 2
	From our understanding, option 1 will have less spec impact, only some descriptions update.
If option 2 is used, the further issue will be how the gNB evaluate and use the late RVQoE report. If the RVQoE shows bad experience of UE, but it may be few seconds or minutes or hours ago, how the gNB can use the late RVQoE report without knowing the exact time of the UE experience that the RVQoE report reflects?
Actually, option 3 has the same issue as option 2.

	Ericsson
	Option 3 – this seems to be the compromise
Option 2 is the least preferred
	The reason is that there are good reasons to both pause and not pause RVQoE at overload.
Reasons for not pausing RVQoE reporting at overload:
· The QoE measurements are performed regardless of whether the reporting is paused, and RVQoE report can be provided to RAN to monitor the user experience during overload, which is a highly interesting use case for RVQoE.
· RVQoE reporting during the overload can help the RAN take decisions that may lead to a faster resolution of overload.
· Given the limited size of RVQoE reports, pausing the RVQoE may not be required, as it is not expected to significantly contribute to the overload.
Reason for pausing RVQoE reporting at overload is that, during an overload, the RAN may want to stop all transmissions it can do without.
Besides, RAN2 is also discussing this – there are many contributions on this topic submitted to Feb RAN2 meeting.
Is a one-bit flag too high price to enable the above relevant use cases?

	China Unicom
	Option1 in R17
	Since RAN visible QoE report may be used for real-time optimization, delayed reporting may meaningless for NG-RAN node, it should not be paused when RAN overload. Due to the time limit for R17, to avoid much impact to other WGs, we prefer Option1, and Option3 can be further discussed in R18 if needed.

	ZTE
	Slightly prefer Option 2
	Two separated indication for legacy QoE and RVQoE is unnecessary. We think option 3 should be excluded.
Option 1 and Option 2 can be discussed, and we slightly prefer option 2 because its simple enough. 

	CATT
	Option 2 or 3
	Option 2 is simple one and option 3 is flexible. Prefer option 2 

	Nokia
	Option 2
	This is a simple and sufficient solution for Rel-17.



Moderator summary:
· Option 1 (1/8)
· Option 2 (5/8)
· Option 1 or 2 (1/8)
· Option 3 (1/8)
Although there are some benefits to not pause the RVQoE reporting or have a separate pause/resume flag as mentioned by the proponents, it is proposed to go with the majority view i.e., Option 2 in Rel-17.
Also please note that there was a WA on this already in R3#114e:
WA: If the legacy QoE configuration is paused/resumed, the corresponding RVQOE configuration is paused/resumed as well 
Proposal 3: RVQoE reporting will be paused/resumed together with regular QoE reporting upon receiving the pause/resume indication from the network
Whether to have additional reporting periodicities for RVQoE
[2], Ericsson  Yes
Proposal 5: RAN3 to agree the following additional RAN visible QoE reporting periodicities: ms2048, ms5120, ms10240, ms20480, ms40960, min1, min6, min12, min30, min60.
Proposal 6: If the reporting periodicity of RVQoE is not explicitly indicated in the RVQoE configuration, RVQoE reports can be sent together with the legacy QoE reports.
[3], Qualcomm  No
Proposal 1: There is no need to support additional reporting periodicities for RVQoE than what was agreed in R3#114bis-e
[4], Nokia  No
Proposal 4: Not request different periodicities for RAN visible QoE reports and legacy QoE reports in Rel-17.
[6], CATT No
Proposal 4: The reporting periodicity can be ms120, ms240, ms480, ms640, ms1024 and remove the value larger than ms1024
[7], Huawei No
Proposal 3: The max value of the RAN visible QoE reporting periodicity is 1024ms.
[11], ZTE No
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.
Considering the majority of companies don’t seem to prefer to support additional periodicities than what was agreed in R3#114bis-e, the moderator has the following proposal:
Moderator Proposal 2a: There is no need to support additional reporting periodicities for RAN visible QoE in Rel-17 than what was agreed in R3#114bis-e (i.e., no need to support the following reporting periodicities for RVQoE - ms2048, ms5120, ms10240, ms20480, ms40960, min1, min6, min12, min30, min60)
Also, the moderator proposes to agree the Proposal 6 provided in [2] to clarify the UE behavior as copied below:
Moderator Proposal 2b: If the reporting periodicity of RVQoE is not explicitly indicated in the RVQoE configuration, RVQoE reports can be sent together with the legacy QoE reports.
Q6: Companies are requested to provide their input if they agree on Moderator proposal 2a and 2b?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	P2a - Yes
P2b - Yes
	

	Huawei
	2a: No
2b: Yes
	2a: we think the agreed periodicities is enough. Let’s take a simpler approach.
[Moderator]: I think you meant “Yes”. P2a is to not add more periodicities
2b: It can reduce the processing complexity of the App.

	Samsung 
	P2a - Yes
P2b - Yes
	

	Ericsson
	P2a: No
P2b: Yes
	P2a:
· The motivation for allowing the additional periodicities is to enable better alignment with MDT periodicities, i.e., with the M6 MDT measurements (i.e., packet delay measurements).
· Is it such a major implementation effort to allow additional periodicities that are, by the way, larger than the already agreed ones?

	China Unicom
	P2a - Yes
P2b - Yes
	

	ZTE
	P2a - Yes
P2b - Yes
	Btw, I think HW misunderstood P2a. based on the comment above, I guess HW obviously agrees that no extra values should be introduced. 

	CATT
	P2a - Yes
P2b - Yes
	

	Nokia
	P2a - Yes
P2b - Yes
	


Moderator summary:
P2a: Yes (7/8), No (1/8)
P2b: Yes (8/8)
Regarding P2a, it is moderator’s view that the alignment of RVQoE with MDT should not be a primary requirement for introducing more reporting periodicities. Higher reporting periodicities for RVQoE are less useful because i) it reduces the “real-time” benefit, ii) this could even result in RVQoE reporting periodicity > legacy QoE periodicity (which again is useless).
It is therefore proposed to go with majority view on P2a
Proposal 4: There is no need to support additional reporting periodicities for RAN visible QoE in Rel-17 than what was agreed in R3#114bis-e (i.e., no need to support the following reporting periodicities for RVQoE - ms2048, ms5120, ms10240, ms20480, ms40960, min1, min6, min12, min30, min60)
Proposal 5: If the reporting periodicity of RVQoE is not explicitly indicated in the RVQoE configuration, RVQoE reports can be sent together with the legacy QoE reports.
User consent for RVQoE
[3], Qualcomm  No
Proposal 6: There is no need to introduce any user consent for legacy QoE or RAN visible QoE
[4], Nokia No
Proposal 6: Not introduce user consent mechanism for RAN visible QoE metrics.
[7], Huawei Yes
Some users may have concerns on the privacy of reporting the application layer results to the NG-RAN. Therefore, we think the user consent for the RAN visible QoE is needed
Proposal 5: To introduce user consent mechanism, similar as in MDT, for RAN visible QoE metrics.
[11], ZTE No
Proposal 3: There is no need to introduce user consent mechanism for RAN visible QoE metrics.
Q7: Companies are requested to provide their input on whether user consent for RVQoE is needed?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	Probably No
	Even without the introduction of RVQoE, certain gNB implementations can read the legacy QoE reports (XML file) and hence the application layer QoE metrics can already be visible at the RAN.
Since there was no user consent introduced for legacy QoE, we don’t think we need to introduce a new user consent for RVQoE.

	Huawei
	Yes
	We think it is a natural approach which was already taken for MDT, if application layer parameters are visible at RAN side, this should be up on user’s willing to do this, which is also related with privacy.

	Samsung
	Yes but not for now
	This consent may be needed especially more RVQoE metrics or RVQoE values will be introduced in the future release if they are UE sensitive, so we prefer to discuss this in R18.

	Ericsson
	
	The measurements such as packet delay and buffer level are already collected at L2. RVQoE reports contain a subset of info contained in the legacy QoE reports. We do not understand what else is needed?

	ZTE
	No
	We don’t think user consent is needed for RVQoE now. The consent has not been introduced for legacy QoE, and what is now defined in the RVQoE report does not exceed legacy QoE report,  so we can follow the same principle of legacy QoE.

	CATT
	No
	We may study it in R18

	Nokia
	No
	RVQOE is internally consumed in the RAN so no need for user consent.



Moderator summary:
No (5/7), Yes (1/7), Not in Rel-17 (1/7)
Proposal 6: There is no need to introduce user consent mechanism for RAN visible QoE metrics in Rel-17
Per-slice RVQoE for scheduling
Qualcomm, [3]
Proposal 4: Including PDU session ID in RVQoE report is sufficient. There is no need to include S-NSSAI in RVQoE report
Nokia, [4]
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.
CATT, [6]
Proposal 7: Slice information is not included in RAN visible QoE report over Uu
Samsung, [10]
Observation 1: One PDU session may have different QoS flows to serve different services.
Observation 2: Only reporting PDU session ID along with RVQoE report is ambiguous for scheduling.
Observation 3: UE Application is aware of QoS flow identifier just the same as PDU session ID.
Proposal 1: The QoS flow ID should be included in RVQoE report over Uu to realize QoE-aware scheduling.
Proposal 2: Either DRB ID or QoS flow ID should be included in QoE information transfer message over F1AP for accurate scheduling.
Q8: Companies are requested to provide their input on the following:
i) In addition to the already agreed PDU session ID, include in RVQoE report over Uu the following:
a. Slice information (e.g., S-NSSAI)
b. DRB ID
c. QoS flow ID
ii) Include the following in the QoE information transfer over F1AP
a. DRB ID
b. QoS flow ID
	Company
	Preferences for i) and ii)
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	i) None
ii) Unclear
	i) PDU session ID is enough. 
ii) Can CU-CP include the DRB ID or QoS flow ID over F1AP from its own mapping, or this needs to come from UE over Uu?

	Huawei
	i) c
ii) a or b, but
	For i), we think the app layer can know the qos flow information and the network need to know the qos flow information of the RAN visible QoE to optimize the resources of the corresponding DRB.
For ii), As already discussed, same slice might be applied to different PDU session, so the slice info might mislead; while for DRB ID and QoS flow ID, we think either of the two is enough, since either PDU session ID + DRB ID or PDU session ID + QoS flow ID will point to the same info, i.e. the relationship among PDU session, QoS flow and DRB

	Samsung
	i) c
ii) a
	For i), PDU session ID is definitely not enough for scheduling, in our contribution, the observation is that one PDU session may include multiple QoS flows to serve different services (the most common example is VoLTE, in which one PDU session includes both voice service and video service with different QoS requirements). The QoE measurement is only for one kind of service which is corresponding to one specific QoS flow. On the other hand, QoS flow identifier is also aware by UE Application.
For ii), either a or b is OK for us, as the gNB has the mapping relationship, but since the RVQoE report is for DRB level scheduling, we prefer to use DRB ID over F1AP. 

	Ericsson
	See comment
	We need to check the AT command that Samsung refers to, but, if this really enables the App layer to know the DRB ID and QoS Flow ID, then it is OK to agree to reporting PDU Session ID + QFI.

	China Unicom
	i) LS to SA4
ii) a
	It need to check with SA4 whether one PDU session will corresponding with multiple services with multiple QoE configuration, and check whether application layer is aware of the QoS flow.

	ZTE
	i) None 
ii) No strong view
	For i), PDU session is enough. We doubt whether the QoS flow level scheduling is needed and what the benefit is. 
To CU: Considering this is the last meeting for Rel17 WI, we don’t think we would have time to check with SA4.


	CATT
	None of them
	We may study in R18 for these proposals

	Nokia
	None of them
	We can see the usefulness of identifying the DRB id, but there is not enough time left in Rel-17. May be continued in Rel-18.



Moderator summary:
i) QoS flow ID over Uu (2/8)
ii) DRB ID over F1AP (4/8), No (2/8), Unclear (2/8)
FFS whether to enhance RVQoE report for scheduling optimizations (e.g., include QoS Flow ID over Uu in RVQoE report or include DRB ID in QoE Information Transfer message over F1AP)
To be continued in 2nd round
Available RVQoE metrics
The following was already agreed last meeting:
During handover preparation, source NG-RAN node sends to the target NG-RAN node the available RVQoE metrics (received as part of QMC configuration) in XnAP/NGAP IEs
Huawei in [7] provided more details on which messages should include the available RVQoE metrics over XnAP and NGAP as follows:
· P1: Include the available RAN visible QoE metrics of signalling based QoE in Xn HANDOVER REQUEST and RETRIEVE UE CONTEXT RESPONSE messages. 
· P2: Include the available RAN visible QoE metrics of signalling based QoE in NG HANDOVER REQUEST message. 
· P3: No need to include the available RAN visible QoE metrics of management based QoE in the above Xn and NG messages
· P4: No need to include the available RAN visible QoE metrics in the NG HANDOVER REQUIRED message
	Company
	Yes/No for P1-P4
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	P1, P2 – Yes
P3 – No strong opinion
P4 - No
	P3 - OAM can include the available RAN visible QoE metrics directly to the target NG-RAN node upon m-based QoE mobility and hence might not be needed to be propagated over NG
P4 – Available RVQoE metrics can be included in NGAP: HANDOVER REQUIRED for NG based handovers of s-based QoE.

	Huawei
	Yes for all
	

	Samsung 
	Yes to all
	I think the intension of P4 is that the AMF has the knowledge of RVQoE metrics of s-based QoE, so there’s no need to transfer them in HANDOVER REQUIRED for NG based handovers 

	Ericsson
	No to all
	The RAN3#114bis-e agreement:
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);  

The agreement is valid for both s- and m-QoE.
We think that the IE should be passed inside the QMC Activation IE always.
So, we need to change the agreement to:
During handover preparation, source NG-RAN node sends to the target NG-RAN node the available RVQoE metrics (received as part of QMC configuration) inside the QMC Activation IE

We see no reason to send this IE separately from the other QMC information.
A q to Samsung: if we pass the QMC Information IE in a container, how does the AMF know that the UE has an ongoing measurement session?

	China Unicom
	Yes: P1, P2, P3
No: P4
	For P4, It will need extra cross WG work if the available RAN visible QoE metrics will need to be added by AMF, e.g. how about the handover cross different AMF. Therefore, we prefer to include this information directly in the NG HANDOVER REQUIRED message to make it clear and easy.
We think P1 can be captured in the TS38.423 TP as we proposed in R3-221909.

	ZTE
	P1,P2 - Yes
P3 Yes
P4 not sure. Maybe yes
	
For P4, we share some view with Samsung that AMF can store the QMC related information like the RVQoE metrics. So maybe there is no need to include this information in NG HANDOVER REQUIRED.

	CATT
	Yes: P1, P2, P3
Not sure  P4
	Share with ZTE

	Nokia
	P1, P2, P3: yes
P4: see comment
	P4: This is an example why we should align Xn and NG HO as we propose under CB#QoE4. The information should be included in the XnAP QMC Information List IE. Then include the QMC Information List IE as an XnAP encoded container within the NGAP Source to Target Transparent Container IE.



Moderator summary:
P1/P2: Yes (7/8), No (1/8)
P3: Yes (6/8), No (1/8), No strong opinion (1/8)
The moderator proposes to check P3 again considering the R3#114bis-e agreement mentioned by 1 company.
FFS whether the available QoE metrics for m-based QoE is to be propagated from source node to target node during mobility
P4: Yes (3/8), No (3/8)
Regarding P4, there is no consensus and the moderator proposes to wait for CB#QoE4 to see how the QMC Information is encoded over Xn and NG 
Conclusion, Recommendations
If needed
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