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[bookmark: _Hlk72145532][bookmark: _Hlk72145577]CB: # 37_NR-DCQoE
- Convergence on the general principle for all cases
- Other essential issues if any?
(HW - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-226846

[bookmark: _Hlk87391000]For the Chairman notes
Agreements
· In case of management-based QoE, the MN decides which node to perform the QoE measurement configuration, FFS which node (MN or SN) performs UE selection.
· When MN configures a UE with m-based QoE, it may indicate to SN: the QoE Reference, the MCE IP address. FFS for other information (e.g., RRC ID) 
· [bookmark: _GoBack]When SN receives an m-based QoE measurement configuration, MN should be aware that SN has received an m-based QoE measurement configuration, FFS on how MN is aware of that.”
· WA: SN can send an RVQoE configuration to the UE. FFS whether SN can send RVQoE configuration directly to UE via SRB3 or via split SRB1 or explicit over Xn (if MN can modify RVQoE).
To be continued:
· WA: the node which sends the initial RVQoE configuration to UE and the node which sends the legacy QoE configuration to UE should be the same
· WA: The indication of switching reporting legs to UE should be in an explicit way.
· FFS on other coordination details over Xn

Discussion
Wording for general principle
So here we have the suggested wording from chairlady:
· MN is the master to decide which node performs the QoE configuration for management-based QoE?
Chairlady also gave the guidance that: “Reconsider the previous agreements if it’s conflicted with the above principle that MN is the master.”, while we actually reached the agreements in last meeting RAN3#117-e that:
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.
With the agreements reached in RAN3#117-e, I am not sure if we should change our previous agreements, maybe we just stick to the existing agreements and use the wording suggested by chairlady. Technically I understand that if only MN receives the m-based QoE measurement, MN decides everything, and normally MN just sends the configuration to UE directly, without bothering SN, but anyway it is just kind of implementation, since from stage 3 signalling design point of view, I suppose anyway there will be case that MN may send the whole configuration to SN (e.g. for the case of only SN receiving m-based from OAM, MN may decide to generate the final configuration and let SN to configure to UE).
Q1-1: companies to share the view on the current wording “MN is the master to decide which node performs the QoE configuration for management-based QoE”. 
	Company
	View
	Comment

	Huawei
	No need to change
	In addition, we think the current wording is also in line with the previous agreement.

	Xiaomi
	Rewording
	We agree that it is possible that the QoE configuration received by MN is sent to UE via SN, but it’s already supported by existing mechanism, since the QoE configuration can be sent via split SRB 1, transferring the QoE configuration via XnAP in this case is not needed.
We propose to reword as below
MN is the master to decide which node performs the QoE configuration received by SN for management-based QoE
MN is the master to decide whether to use split SRB1 to send the QoE configuration received by MN for m-based QoE.	Comment by Xiaomi-Lisi: Maybe this is not needed, but can reflect the discussion.

	Ericsson
	Rewording 
	In case of management-based QoE, the MN is the master to decides which node configures the UE with this performs the QoE configuration for management-based QoE

	Qualcomm
	P1 and P2 is proposed to make things more clear.
	Keeping in mind the principle that MN is the decision maker, the following proposals are made:
Proposal 1: Only MN can decide whether an m-based QoE configuration (irrespective of whether it is received at MN or SN) can be sent to the UE. FFS which node (MN or SN) performs UE selection in case m-based QoE is received at SN.
Regarding previous agreement, following rewording is proposed:
Proposal 2 (rewording to previous agreement): If the m-based QoE configuration is received by the MN, the MN should make the decision on the UE selection and should also send the QoE configuration to the UE.
The reason we want to revert the previous agreement is because we don’t think there is no longer any benefit of MN first sending the QoE configuration to SN via Xn and then SN configuring the UE via SRB3. MN can simply configure the UE via SRB1. 
To explain further, some cases were considered before:
i) MN not in area scope, but SN in area scope: Firstly, this use case is very rare. Even then, MN can store the m-based QoE configuration and propagate further during handover and a UE can be configured with m-based QoE once PCell is in area scope. This will make things simple, specially when we consider QoE continuity in DC mobility scenarios.

ii) MN doesn’t support QoE: MN can’t even understand the m-based QoE configuration it received from OAM, so it can’t forward to SN


	Nokia
	OK
	P1 and P2 from QC above look ok, too. On the explanations, we're not sure whether QoE continuity in case of mobility needs to be addressed because it was already clarified that the QoE configuration would not change.

	CATT
	
	As we discussed online, add “the configuration received by SN” is better. We don’t think the SN perform configure for the MN received configuration is useful  

	Samsung
	OK
	Our understanding is that for the configuration received by SN, it is better to let SN to send QoE configuration to UE in order to avoid transmission of configuration container over SN.
However, the current wording is fine which does not preclude anything. We can further discuss on this basis.

	China Unicom
	OK
	Also we think the MN should do the decision on the UE selection.

	ZTE
	
	Agree that MN should performs UE selection and sends QoE configuration to UE if the configuration is received by the SN. So Qualcomm’s rewording looks fine to us.

	Lenovo
	OK
	


Further focus
What to coordinate between MN and SN
Whether we agree the above wording or not, moderator’s understanding, anyway, for the following three use cases, as listed in chairnotes, we could try to discuss what to coordinate.
· Only MN receives an m-based QoE configuration
· Only SN receives an m-based QoE configuration
· Both MN and SN receive an m-based QoE configuration
Considering the fact that either MN or SN will not know whether the other side receives a QoE measurement request or not, so anyway they need to inform the other side that m-based QoE measurement request is received, moderator try to propose the following:
· When MN receives an m-based QoE measurement request, MN should at least indicate to SN: the QoE reference, the TCE IP address, FFS for others;
· When SN receives an m-based QoE measurement request, SN should forward all the received m-based QoE measurement request info to MN, FFS for others;
After reaching the agreement on informing of reception of m-based QoE measurements, the second step is to discuss the coordination of sending the configuration to the UE
Q2.1-1: Companies are invited to share your view on the above proposal and feel free to update
[moderator’s note: please keep in mind that your updates should be better within the range of what we had discussed. :)]
	Company
	view
	Comment

	Huawei
	OK
	We think this should be minimum we could try, since even MN decides to do everything by itself, MN still needs to inform SN some info so that when a report is coming, SN will not be surprised. 
While for SN, since MN is the master, so MN should be informed about everything, FFS if any new indication is needed or not;

	Xiaomi 
	See comment 
	Rewording suggestion:
· When MN receives an m-based QoE measurement requestdecides SN needs to setup e.g. SRB5 for QoE reporting, MN should at least indicate to SN: the QoE referenceUE APP ID, the TCE IP address, FFS for others;
Comment for the above bullet: If MN is the master, there’s no need for MN to inform the configuration to SN, but if MN wants SN to setup the e.g. SRB5 for QoE reporting, it can send the information including the shorter APP ID and MCE IP address to SN.
Rewording suggestion:
· When SN receives an m-based QoE measurement request, SN should forward allnotify the received m-based QoE measurement request info to MN, and MN decide whether SN can select the UE and assign the UE APP ID for the QoE configuration, SN should at least indicate to MN: QoE reference, service type, FFS for others;
Comment for the above bullet: whether to forward all the configuration from SN to MN needs more discussion.


	Ericsson
	Rewording
	This is generally OK, but we have some comments:
· Wrt bullets 1 and 2: The MN can optionally inform the SN, but the SN should always (when it receives a certain m-QoE configuration) inform the MN.
· Wrt bullet 2: The XML file should not be sent over XnAP from the SN to the MN – if MN has not received the configuration, the MN cannot configure the UE – it can only either allow the SN to do it or it can “forbid” the SN to do it.
Proposed rewording
· When MN receives an m-based QoE measurement requestconfiguration, MN should at leastcan, if needed, indicate to SN: the QoE reference, the TCE MCE IP address, RRC ID, FFS for others;
· When SN receives an m-based QoE measurement requestconfiguration, SN should forward all the receivedindicate the reception of this m-based QoE measurement request infoconfiguration to MN, FFS for others;


	Qualcomm
	P1 – Rewording
P2 – Rewording
	Rewording to 1st proposal “After MN configures a UE with m-based QoE configuration, MN can at least indicate to SN: the QoE reference, the MCE IP address, FFS for others”
Rewording to 2nd proposal below:
When SN receives an m-based QoE measurement configuration from OAM, SN should inform MN about the m-based QoE configuration. FFS on coordination details, e.g., whether the entire m-based QoE configuration need to be sent to MN or only a subset of information is enough.
The reason we would like to have FFS is we are not sure yet. Maybe it’s enough for SN to send the entire m-based QoE configuration once it gets a confirmation from MN (so that we don’t unnecessarily send the bulky QoE configuration container blindly because MN might reject this QoE configuration)


	Nokia
	rewording required
	we believe focus should be on UE-associated signalling, so not related to reception of the m-based configuration from OAM but related to selection of the UE for m-based QMC.

	CATT
	rewording
	Basically agree with E///’s rewording. if needed may change more clear “if UE sending report via SN is needed”
The MN may notify the SN only it wants receive UE QoE report via SN。 Otherwise, it need not notify SN. It can just wait SN notification for SN received QoE configuration 

	Samsung
	
	OK with the first bullet.
For the second bullet, we do think that at least the configuration container is not needed to be transferred, and let SN send the configuration to the UE.

	China Unicom
	Generally OK
	

	ZTE
	
	Rewording:
-      When MN receives an m-based QoE measurement configuration, the MN should at least indicate to SN: the QoE reference, the MCE IP address, FFS for others;
-        When SN receives an m-based QoE measurement configuration, SN should forward all the received m-based QoE measurement request info to MN, FFS for others;

Regarding the second bullet, which we generally agree, we don’t actually get the point from other compaines why the QoE configuration container can be transferred over XnAP. If the container is not passed to the MN, does it mean we assume that the SN should send the QoE configuration to UE if it is only received by SN, instead of letting MN make the decision? Or does the SN send another message over Xn again to transfer the container, if MN deicides to configure this QoE configuration to UE? Anyway, this is involved in the coordination procedures which we would further discuss.
If companies are not ready to accept the whole configuraion sent to the MN, we suggest the following rewording:
- When SN receives an m-based QoE measurement configuration, the SN should  notify to the MN about the reception of this configuration, FFS the contents/procedures related to this notification.


	Lenovo
	No
	We think it is not needed that the MN always forwards the received QoE configuration to SN. It is also necessary for SN as well. Only when SN decides to select the UE for QoE measurement, the SN needs to request MN whether the QoE measurement is allowed or have been configured to UE or not.


RAN visible QoE measurement
With the current agreements achieved for RAN visible QoE measurement: 
The MN can generate an RVQoE configuration for a UE.
The SN can generate an RVQoE configuration for a UE. FFS whether MN can modify the SN generated RVQoE configuration
The MN can send an RVQoE configuration to the UE.
The MN can receive RVQoE reports directly from the UE.
The SN can receive RVQoE reports directly from the UE.
Turn the following WA into an agreement: “UE can send RVQoE report to the MN, the MN then forward the RVQoE report to the SN if needed, and vice versa”.
Agree to ensure that the RVQoE report is sent to the node(s) that provide the bearer(s) associated to the corresponding RVQoE measurement result in the RVQoE report.
The coordination between the MN and the SN should support at least the following (details to be further discussed):
· Coordination for configuring the UE.
· Coordination for establishing the SRB for receiving QoE/RVQoE reports.
· Indication about switching the reporting leg.
Checking the agreements above, there is one more scenario which is missing, i.e. whether SN can send an RVQoE configuration to the UE.
Q2.2-1: Whether SN can send an RVQoE configuration to the UE.
	Company
	view
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes
	We don’t see the need why this scenario should be precluded.

	Xiaomi 
	Yes
	The RVQoE configuration should be sent along with the legacy QoE configuration.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Not yet
	We still have not discussed details – i) whether a common configuration for MN and SN is sent, ii) MN-SN coordination for RVQoE, iii) whether MN can modify SN RVQoE configuration
So we propose to discuss together. 

	Nokia
	No
	The simplest would be that SN sends it to the MN. But it is not clear to us that an ongoing QoE session in the UE application layer can be modified, even if only RVQoE metrics change while encapsulated QoE remains unchanged.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	China Unicom
	Yes 
	SN should have the capability to configure UE with its own RVQoE configuration whenever it likes.

	ZTE
	No
	We also tend to discuss the issue whether MN can modify the configuration generated by SN. It’s no hurry to have the agreement before that is clear.

	Lenovo
	Yes
	



Taking a further step, we could see that since both MN and SN could generate and send RAN visible QoE configuration, maybe we could start from the beginning, i.e. if the node which sends RVQoE and the node which sends the legacy QoE configuration should be the same or could different.
Q2.2-2: If the node which sends RVQoE to UE and the node which sends the legacy QoE configuration to UE should be the same or could different.
	Company
	view
	Comment

	Huawei
	The same
	Just try to be simple, for both network and UE.

	Xiaomi
	Same
	As we commented above

	Ericsson
	See comment
	When the UE is being configured with legacy QoE + RVQoE, these configurations should be sent to the UE by the same node. However, since the RVQoE configuration can be updated/modified (e.g., after realizing that the other node carries the session), this updated/modified RVQoE configuration can be sent to the UE by this other node.

	Qualcomm
	Same
	Similar view as HW.
Consider a case where MN sends legacy QoE configuration via SRB1 to the UE – in this case, why would we want SN to send RVQoE configuration via SRB3? Isn’t it simple if SN sends RVQoE as well via SRB1?

	Nokia
	Same
	

	CATT
	same or different
	We don’t think restrict the legacy QoE and RV QoE send from same node. RVQoE is not always send RV QoE and legacy QoE together

	Samsung
	
	Share view with E///.

	China Unicom
	See comment
	As mentioned by E/// above, it is not necessary to restrict both legacy and RVQoE configurations to transmit through the same leg. 

	ZTE
	See comments
	We don’t think there should be such limitation. If a node receives QoE configuration, it can send the available RVQoE metrics to the other node for that node to configure RVQoE. 

	Lenovo
	Same or different
	Same view with CATT.



 Others
[moderator’s note: companies feel to add further issues, but please again keep in mind that your updates should be better within the range of what we had discussed. :)]

Miscellaneous
 The indication of switching reporting legs
Moderator saw that most of the companies preferred to have explicit indication asking UE to switch reporting legs, not sure if we could try to have this small agreement.
Q3.1-1 The indication of switching reporting legs to UE: explicit indication or implicit way, if implicit, please also indicate the concrete method
	Company
	Answer
	Comment

	Huawei
	Explicit indication
	This is a simple and clean way. 

	Xiaomi
	Explicit indication
	

	Ericsson
	Explicit indication
	For QoE, the implicit indication (SRB setup/release) may work in some scenarios.
However, for RVQoE, we should be able to report directly to the node that carries the session, and the leg switching to ensure that requires an explicit indication.

	Qualcomm
	Implicit indication
	We are questioning why would we even need SRB4 and SRB5 configured at the same time for legacy QoE? We think SRB5 can be setup if MN is overloaded. SRB4 can be setup if SN is overloaded or by default (in case of no DC). A simple bearer type change can an implicit indication, no need to introduce a new “reporting leg” indication.
FFS whether there is a need to have an MCG bearer and SCG bearer configured at the same time for legacy QoE reports or it is sufficient to have a single bearer (MCG or SCG) at a certain time


	Nokia
	see comment
	we believe that also bearer setup/removal in practice would represent an explicit instruction to the UE, if at any time there is only one bearer.

	CATT
	Explicit indication
	bearer setup/removal will introduce more delay and complex.

	Samsung
	Explicit indication
	

	ZTE
	Tend to explicit indication
	We understand Qualcomm’s solution of implicit indication by the change of bearer types. For the first question raised in Qualcomm’s comments, I think it is our requirement that SRB4 and SRB5 should be configured at the same time, but just s situation often happens. So we are not sure whether we really need to enforce that there is no SRB4 and SBR5 exist simultaneously, just to make sure the UE can tell via which leg the UE should report to.

	Lenovo
	Explicit indication
	


Others
[moderator’s note: companies feel to add further issues, but please again keep in mind that your updates should be better within the range of what we had discussed. :)]
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