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1	Introduction
In this paper we discuss question from RAN2 received in [1].
2	Discussion
We here copy the 3 questions were raised by RAN2 in their LS, together with our view:

Question 1: Is a periodicity specific for buffer level measurement necessary for RVQoE? If yes, what is the motivation and what should be the configurable values? If not, what are the assumptions on how often the application layer performs the measurements of buffer level and how the buffer level list is filled?
Our view: It is not mandatory (necessary), but optional to provide the periodicity for RAN-visible reports. These measurements are done in the application layer, and we believe RAN3 expect that any further requirement would be provided in SA4's specification.
Question 2: Should the PDU session ID(s) be provided for each RAN visible QoE report and should it be mandatory or optional in the signaling? 
Our view: The PDU session ID should be mandatorily included in RRC-encoded QoE reports for use at the MAC layer / in the gNB-DU to at least partially identify the concerned DRBs.
Question 3: What is the motivation for specifying that RAN visible QoE reports should be sent together with the legacy QoE reports? Is the requirement that RAN visible QoE reports should be sent together with the legacy QoE reports intended for the application layer or AS layer? If for AS layer, could the reporting periodicity for RAN visible QoE reports be considered mandatory because AS layer is not aware of when the legacy QoE reports will be triggered? 
Our view: We believe that RAN3's intention by its agreement "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." was to provide a mechanism reducing the total number of QoE reports to be handled by the gNB, i.e. by combining legacy (encapsulated) QoE reports with RRC-encoded (RAN visible) QoE reports in the same message. We therefore don't believe that the reporting periodicity for RRC-encoded QoE reports should be mandatory.

3	Conclusion
We have provided our view on answers to send back to RAN2 on questions in [1].
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