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Introduction
In this paper we discuss the aspect related to OAM sending priorities of QoE measurements. 

Discussion
In this contribution we discuss the following TBC captured at the RAN3#117-bis-e:
Further discuss OAM sends priorities of QoE measurements to RAN as a reference.
In the RAN3#117-bis-e paper R3-225334 we have provided the list of concerns about the above proposal. One concern that we would like to discuss further. Namely, some of the common consumers of QoE measurements are not in the management system (e.g., the NWDAF or RAN automation functions), meaning that the OAM is not even capable of setting the reporting priorities accurately. 
In case of multiple consumers, their “interest” to collect QoE measurements may be different, which, in principle, can translate into different priorities. This opens up several questions:
· During the QoE configuration phase, when the OAM prepares a QMC job, which priority (or priorities?) should it send to RAN? 
· Will the priority depend on the type of application being monitored? Or maybe on how important the collection of QoE reports is for the consumer? 
· If there are potentially contradicting priorities among different consumers, which one should prevail? 
Observation: The OAM is not the consumer of legacy QoE and, as such, it cannot decide a reference priority for QoE measurements.
So, a priority that could be sent as reference to the RAN should not be decided by the OAM, but rather by the consumer of QoE measurements. However, we are not certain that this will really help the RAN, e.g., in dealing with an overload. The network may want to do prioritization based on several criteria, which may can result in confusion. For example, one criterion could “VR is prioritized compared to legacy DASH streaming” and another criterion can be “network slice 1 is prioritized over network slice 2”.
If we assume:
· VR users on slice 1
· VR users on slice 2
· DASH users on slice 1
· DASH users on slice 2
According to “VR is higher priority than DASH” all the VR users have high priority compared to DASH. According to “slice 1 higher priority than slice 2”, DASH users on slice 1 have higher priority than VR users on slice 2. Then the question is: which priority prevails, the slice-based on or the service type-based one?
The RAN implementation needs to consider this and will try to solve the problem on its own. Hence, we do not see a clear benefit of providing every possible priority either.
Proposal 1: The OAM should not set the reference priorities of QoE measurements.
If most companies think that some assistance information to the RAN may be beneficial, it should be clarified (e.g., in stage 2) that the assistance information is set by the consumer of QoE measurements, and not by the OAM. Furthermore, such an indication should be optional, where the RAN makes the final decision on how to use this information. 
Proposal 2: The information that can be used by the RAN as a reference for handling the QoE reporting during overload can be generated by the consumers of QoE measurements.
Conclusion
[bookmark: _In-sequence_SDU_delivery]In this paper we discuss handling of QoE reporting during overload in the RAN. The following is observed and proposed:
Observation: The OAM is not the consumer of legacy QoE and, as such, it cannot decide a reference priority for QoE measurements.
Proposal 1: The OAM should not set the reference priorities of QoE measurements.
Proposal 2: The information that can be used by the RAN as a reference for handling the QoE reporting during overload can be generated by the consumers of QoE measurements.
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