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Introduction
In this contribution, we’d like to discuss the QoE measurement collection in NR-DC scenario based on the agreement and FFS in last RAN3 meeting.
· MN is responsible to configure the s-based QoE to UE. 
· For M-based QoE configuration in NR-DC, coordination between MN and SN is needed. Details are FFS. 
· If the M-based QoE configuration is received by the MN, the MN should make the decision on the UE selection and on which node sends the QoE configuration to the UE.
· If the M-based QoE configuration is received only by the SN, whether the MN or the SN performs UE selection and sends the QoE configuration to the UE needs to be further discussed.
· QoE reports can be transmitted to either MN or SN and the reporting leg (MCG or SCG) can be changed during the application session. Send LS to RAN2.
· WA: If QoE reports are received by the SN, SN can forward the QoE reports to MCE directly.
· RAN3 should discuss and clarify the scenarios for QoE reporting transmitted over SN. Which SRB can be used for QoE reporting in SN depend on RAN2.
· WA: MN and SN can generate RVQoE configurations.
· MN and SN should coordinate about configuring a dual-connected UE with RVQoE measurements. The details of the coordination are FFS.
· WA: UE can send RVQoE report to MN, MN then forward the RVQoE report to SN if needed, and vice versa.
To be continue:
· FFS on how to control which leg is used for transmission of QoE reports in NR-DC.
· FFS on whether QoE reports can be transmitted over MCG and SCG simultaneously, i.e., whether split SRB can be used to transmit QoE reports in NR-DC?
· FFS whether a common or independent RVQoE configuration for MN and SN is sent to the UE.
· FFS on whether both MN and SN may receive RVQoE reports from UE for NR-DC.
Discussion
QoE configuration in NR-DC
After last meeting discussion, RAN3 already have clear understanding on the QoE configuration except for the case when M-based QoE configuration is received only by the SN as shown below:
· If the M-based QoE configuration is received only by the SN, whether the MN or the SN performs UE selection and sends the QoE configuration to the UE needs to be further discussed.
If the M-based QoE configuration is received only by the SN, we think it should be the MN to perform the UE selection and send the QoE configuration to the UE, since MN always has signalling connection with UE and Core network, besides, MN can have the whole control of the QoE configuration for the UE as there may be s-based QoE from CN when the UE is already configured the m-based QMC from SN.
Proposal 1, If the M-based QoE configuration is received only by the SN, MN is responsible for UE selection and configuration.
QoE Reporting in NR-DC
For QoE reporting in NR-DC, since RAN3 agreed that QoE reports can be transmitted to either MN or SN and the reporting leg (MCG or SCG) can be changed during the application session. Send LS to RAN2. RAN3 should further discuss which entity is responsible for the reporting leg selection considering different conditions, RAN3 should also discuss how to update the reporting legs (i.e. reporting over SN, reporting over MN), e.g. the QoE reporting via MN can be changed to reporting over SN, and vice visa. 
Proposal 2, RAN3 to discuss which entity (MN or SN) is responsible for the reporting leg selection.
Proposal 3, RAN3 to discuss how to update the reporting leg.
Regarding the WA: If QoE reports are received by the SN, SN can forward the QoE reports to MCE directly, we think it’s straightforward for SN send the QoE reports to MCE directly, there’s no need to send to the MN which increase the signalling overhead.
Proposal 4, RAN3 make the WA to agreement: If QoE reports are received by the SN, SN can forward the QoE reports to MCE directly.
RVQoE in NR-DC
For the WA: MN and SN can generate RVQoE configurations, if MN and SN generate RVQoE configuration separately, we have concerns whether there will be overlapping issues, in our view, similar to legacy QoE configuration in DC scenario, one responsible node e.g. MN is needed, the MN can be responsible for the RVQoE configuration generation, while MN and SN can negotiate with the configuration, which means there will be a common configuration sent to UE finally.
Proposal 5, MN can be responsible for the RVQoE configuration generation, while MN and SN can negotiate with the configuration.
Proposal 6, a common configuration after negotiation between MN and SN is send to the UE.
UE can send RVQoE report to MN, MN then forward the RVQoE report to SN if needed, and vice versa FFS on whether both MN and SN may receive RVQoE reports from UE for NR-DC.
Regarding the RVQoE report, if it’s useful for both MN and SN optimization, we think RVQoE report can be sent to MN and/or SN according to the reporting configuration which is based on the negotiation between MN and SN. But in some cases, the MN leg or the SN leg may not be available, so it is also possible that UE can send RVQoE report to MN, MN then forward the RVQoE report to SN if needed, and vice versa.
Proposal 7, make the WA to agreement UE can send RVQoE report to MN, MN then forward the RVQoE report to SN if needed, and vice versa.
Proposal 8, both MN and SN may receive RVQoE reports from UE according to the reporting configuration based on the negotiation between MN and SN.
Alignment with MDT in NR-DC
For s-based QMC and s-based MDT, the alignment in NR-DC can be the same as legacy way. However, for m-based QMC, there may be some issues.
When we discuss the alignment with MDT, there’re two aspects to be considered, i.e. time alignment and ID correlation. For time alignment, current mechanism doesn’t support SN start the MDT measurement when the QoE session start. For ID correlation, if the QoE report is sent to MN, and MN is not aware of the Trace ID in SN, which means, current mechanism doesn’t support ID correlation in DC scenario.
Proposal 9, RAN3 agree to discuss how to realize the time alignment between QoE and MDT in SN
Proposal 10, RAN3 agree to discuss how to support the ID correlation between the QoE reference and Trace ID generated by SN.  
Conclusion
The following are the observations and proposals.
Proposal 1, If the M-based QoE configuration is received only by the SN, MN is responsible for UE selection and configuration.
Proposal 2, RAN3 to discuss which entity (MN or SN) is responsible for the reporting leg selection.
Proposal 3, RAN3 to discuss how to update the reporting leg.
Proposal 4, RAN3 make the WA to agreement: If QoE reports are received by the SN, SN can forward the QoE reports to MCE directly.
Proposal 5, MN can be responsible for the RVQoE configuration generation, while MN and SN can negotiate with the configuration.
Proposal 6, a common configuration after negotiation between MN and SN is send to the UE.
Proposal 7, make the WA to agreement UE can send RVQoE report to MN, MN then forward the RVQoE report to SN if needed, and vice versa.
Proposal 8, both MN and SN may receive RVQoE reports from UE according to the reporting configuration based on the negotiation between MN and SN.
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