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Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk72145532][bookmark: _Hlk72145577]These are the proposals resulting from the offline discussion on QoE measurement support for NR-DC, and the subsequent discussion over the reflector.
For the Chairman notes
Proposal 1-1: If the SN is interested in configuring a UE with an m-based QoE measurement configuration, it should send the request to the MN via a UE-associated procedure. FFS if new or existing procedure, and message content.
Proposal 1-2: The MN can inform the SN that a UE is configured with an m-based QoE measurement.
Proposal 1-3: For an m-based QoE configuration, the MN can decide and notify the SN whether:
1. The MN shall send the configuration information to the UE, or
1. The SN should send the configuration to the UE directly, or
1. The SN should send the configuration information to the UE via the MN (inside a container).
Proposal 1-4: A node can configure the UE with an m-based QoE configuration only if it has received this configuration from the OAM, and if it serves the UE by a cell within the area scope.
Proposal 1-5: The MN is responsible for RRC ID allocation for m-based sessions configured by the SN, and notifies the allocated RRC ID to the SN (e.g., similar to measConfigID).
RVQoE measurement configuration

Proposal 4-1: To determine which node(s) provide the bearers carrying an application session, a node can blindly configure RVQoE measurements at a UE in NR-DC:
1. From the first RVQoE report this node determines which node(s) provide the bearer(s) associated to the corresponding application session.
1. After the node determines which node(s) carry the session, the RVQoE configuration may be modified.
Proposal 4-3: If a node receives an RVQoE report from a UE in NR-DC, and determines that the bearers for the application session are also or only provided by the peer node, this node can send the received RVQoE report to the peer node.
Proposal 4-4: Confirm the WA stating that the SN can send an RVQoE configuration to the UE.
Proposal 4-5: When the leg that carries the session is changed from MN/SN to SN/MN, the MN/SN node can notify the SN/MN node, so that the RVQoE configuration can be updated.
 
MN-SN coordination procedure
Proposal 5-1: The MN-SN coordination procedure can be initiated by either the MN or the SN for m-based QoE, and by the MN for s-based QoE. 
Proposal 5-2: The MN-SN coordination procedure should support:
1. Coordination of RVQoE measurement configuration parameters. 
1. Coordination for sending the RVQoE measurement configuration to the UE. 
 Moderator’s answers to comments and consequent interventions on the original proposals

Configuration of m-based QoE
Proposal 1-1: If the SN is interested in configuring a UE with an m-based QoE measurement configuration, it should send the request to the MN via a UE-associated procedure. FFS if new or existing procedure, and message content.
[Nokia]: Selection of the UE for m-based QMC in the SN creates complexity without sufficient added value in our view but we see there is clear majority in favor. We also understand that the required MN-SN coordination procedure will only relate to RRC ID allocation (in the MN) and avoidance of duplicate configuration of same QoE Ref in the UE. No other coordination of QMC configurations will be done in the network (and doesn’t anyway seem feasible in the network). 
Based on the assumption that OAMs in MN and SN are not coordinated for QMC configuration (probably with the exception of range of QoE references), we believe that selection of the UE for m-based QMC both by the MN and the SN creates a high probability of two QoE configurations addressing the same application client will exist in the UE at the same time. We therefore believe that operators should be given the option to avoid this side-effect of the Rel-18 feature, so there should be a flag enabling the operator to indicate whether a given QMC configuration is applicable for UEs the gNB serves as MN only (i.e. as per Rel-17), or also for UEs the gNB serves as SN (Rel-18).
E///: with E/// hat on, if this is your concern, I think we can discuss this additional proposal at the next meeting, but I would really like to avoid tying it into a “package deal” with the present proposal. Perhaps you can propose a wording that would serve as a TBC?
[Nokia]: We also have a question about the following WID objective: “Specify the QoE measurement continuity in mobility scenarios in NR-DC.” However in further offline discussion we understood that there was an assumption that the network (MN) will deactivate QMC configured by the SN if/when there is no DC anymore (UE becomes served by single connectivity), depending on the area scope. We didn’t have any issue with this objective during RAN plenary discussions, considering m-based selection in MN only. But we’re not sure how to understand this objective in case of m-based selection in the SN – but we have a feeling that the MN will have to “take over” control of the SN-configured m-based QMC configuration when the UE enters SC, if allowed by the area scope (e.g. per TA)?
E///: I am not sure where you found the assumption that an ongoing measurement shall be stopped when UE leaves area scope. This is not our understanding at least.
Proposal 1-2: The MN can inform the SN that a UE is configured with an m-based QoE measurement.
Proposal 1-3: For an m-based QoE configuration, the MN can decide and notify the SN whether:
1. The MN shall send the configuration information to the UE, or
1. The SN should send the configuration to the UE directly (via SRB3), or
1. The SN should send the configuration information to the UE via the MN (inside a container via SRB1).
[XD] Does this mean MN should also decide the SRB3 or SRB1 for SN?
[Man]: can we make the proposal without mentioning detailed SRB, since it should be decided by RAN2.
E///:
· To Xudong: yes.
· To Man: OK, I will remove the reference to SRBs
Proposal 1-4: A node can configure the UE with an m-based QoE configuration only if it has received this configuration from the OAM, and if it serves the UE by a cell within the area scope.
[XD] so this exclude the possibility that MN (say, in case of overload) decides to let SN configure to UE, even just only MN receives the configuration? Then, let’s step a bit further, does this rule applies to RAN visible QoE configuration?
[Man] If I remember correctly about the offline discussion, this proposal is targeted to the case that when MN receives the QoE configuration from OAM, the MCG cell that served UE is not in the area scope while the SCG cell is in the area scope (In this case the MN should not configure QoE to UE according to this proposal ). Regarding the case Xudong mentioned, I was thinking maybe the MN can be allowed to let SN configure QoE?...not sure yet...
[Nokia]: We believe load balancing between MN and SN by choice between MCG and SCG leg for configuration should be possible.
E///:
· To Xudong and Nokia: for legacy QoE, a node can select a UE for QoE measurements only if the UE is in area scope. For QoE in NR-DC, from measurement results perspective, it does not matter which DC leg carries the session. However, for RVQoE in NR-DC it is essential to determine which leg carries the session. For NR-DC RVQoE, the node carrying the session should be generating the RVQoE configuration and receiving the reports, regardless of whether the cell by which it serves the UE is in the scope or not. 
· To Man: yes, the original proposal mentioned MN, but we generalized it to ‘node’, as per our discussion. 

Proposal 1-5: The MN is responsible for RRC ID allocation for m-based sessions configured by the SN, and notifies the allocated RRC ID to the SN The MN notifies the SN about the allocated RRC ID at the MN (e.g., similar to measConfigID).
///Lenovo: does it mean that MN is responsible for RRC ID allocation for all QoE configurations? if so, we would prefer to make it more clear as:
The MN is responsible for RRC ID allocation and notifies the allocated RRC ID to the SN.
[Nokia] agree with Lenovo, or maybe even more explicit: The MN is responsible for RRC ID allocation for the m-based QMC session configured by the SN, and notifies the allocated RRC ID to the SN. 
E///: OK
RVQoE measurement configuration

Proposal 4-1: To determine which node(s) provide the bearers carrying an application session, Aa node can blindly configure RVQoE measurements at a UE in NR-DC:
1. From the first RVQoE report this node determines which node(s) provide the bearer(s) associated to the corresponding application session.
1. After the node determines which node(s) carry the session, the RVQoE configuration may be modified.
///Lenovo: we are concerning that a node can blindly configure RVQoE measurement. It would be more reasonable that the node configure RVQoE according to the bearers it serves.  
//Man: to lenovo: we agree that the node should better configure RVQoE to the bearers it servers, but before the RAN is aware of the bearer asscociation, we think what the RAN can do is just blindly configure RVQoE without the awareness of radio bearer.
[Nokia]: OK to do it “blindly” if the node is the MN. But not sure whether the SN should do such configuration blindly?
 E///: 
· To Lenovo: I think Man explained it well. We can consider removing “blindly”, if it causes concern.
· To Nokia: Why not, if the SN is tasked by the MN to configure the UE with QoE/RVQoE?
Proposal 4-3: If a node receives an RVQoE report from a UE in NR-DC, and determines that the bearers for the application session are also or only provided by the peer node, this node can send the received RVQoE report to the peer node.
Proposal 4-4: Confirm the WA stating that the SN can send an RVQoE configuration to the UE.
Proposal 4-5: When the leg that carries the session is changed from MN/SN to SN/MN, the MN/SN node can notify the SN/MN node, so that the RVQoE configuration can be updated.
 
MN-SN coordination procedure
Proposal 5-1: The MN-SN coordination procedure can be initiated by either the MN or the SN for m-based QoE, and by the MN for s-based QoE. (follows from P1-1 + P1-2, and P4-1, respectively)
[Man]: the 'MN initiated' coordination is not clear to us. Does the behavior that MN notifies SN a UE has been configured with QoE is also kind of coodination? In our understanding, this is just kind of a one-way notification, not coordination between two nodes.
E///: I think that all 3 green bullets in the below agreement pertain to MN-initiated coordination. So, even if we do not consider the MN informing the SN about UE being configured to be coordination per se, the below bullets are use cases for MN-initiated coordination:
The coordination between the MN and the SN should support at least the following (details to be further discussed):
1. Initiation by either the MN or the SN for m-QoE, by the MN for s-QoE.
1. Coordination for configuring the UE.
1. Coordination for establishing the SRB for receiving QoE/RVQoE reports.
1. Indication about switching the reporting leg.

Proposal 5-2: The MN-SN coordination procedure should support:
1. Coordination of RVQoE measurement configuration parameters. (follows from P4-1)
[Nokia] see comments on P4-1
E///: To Nokia: Why not, if SN is tasked by the MN to configure the UE with QoE/RVQoE?
1. Coordination for sending the RVQoE measurement configuration to the UE. (follows from P4-4 and P1-3)
[XD] for 5-2, just try to confirm, I suppose the node which configures the initial RAN visible QoE configuration should always be the node to send modification of configuration towards the UE? I mean it would be difficult for one node to send initial configuration and the other node to send delta…
[Man]: P5-2 is quite a high level agreement that can be agreed. Regarding the issue raised by Xudong, which I have a different view, probally we can leave it to next meeting, considering we have lots of proposals to discuss above this one.
 E///: 
· To Xudong: I tried to avoid digging into that at this stage, but we should discuss it.
· To Man: I share your view.
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