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Introduction
Last RAN3 meeting has achieved some progress on QMC support of NR-DC, and some open issues are captured as follows,
Reuse legacy procedures for the MN-SN coordination in NR-DC to support QoE. 
For s-based QoE configuration received by MN
· MN sends the QoE configuration via SRB1
· QoE reports can be sent via SRB4 or SRB5
For management based QoE, there is no need for SN to explicitly indicate to the MN whether it wants to configure the UE directly via SRB3 or via a container and SRB1.
Modify the previous agreement as follows:
In case the SN is interested in configuring a UE with an m-based QoE measurement configuration, the MN can decide and notify the SN whether:
- The MN sends the configuration information to the UE, or
- The SN should send the configuration to the UE 
WA: The transparent reporting for RVQoE over RRC is not supported.
WA: RRC Transfer procedure can be considered to transfer the RVQoE report between MN and SN subjects to validation of whether the transparent reporting for RVQoE over RRC is precluded or not. 
Define two different reporting leg indications for QoE and RVQoE.
For a UE in NR-DC, each legacy QoE configuration can have only one corresponding RVQoE configuration when needed.
Finalize the basic signaling flow and stage2 and stage3 details
In this contribution, we further discuss stg2 and stg3 details.
Discussion
[bookmark: OLE_LINK5]Last meeting we start to work on stg2 and stg3 details, and primarily produced stg2 and stg3 BLCRs. This meeting we focus on leftovers issues to help finalize the stg2 and stg3 details.
It should be noted that last several meetings we mainly focus on m-based QoE configuration received at SN case; in fact, we need also to have a full picture on all cases in order to finalize the details.
We have 4 cases in total,
Case 1: S-based QoE configuration received by MN
Case 2: M-based QoE configuration received by MN (only by MN)
Case 3: M-based QoE configuration received by SN (only by SN)
Case 4: M-based QoE configuration received by both MN and SN
The following part provides a full analysis towards these 4 cases.

From QoE/RVQoE configuration perspective, we had the following agreements last meeting,
For s-based QoE configuration received by MN
· MN sends the QoE configuration via SRB1
In case the SN is interested in configuring a UE with an m-based QoE measurement configuration, the MN can decide and notify the SN whether:
· - The MN sends the configuration information to the UE, or
· - The SN should send the configuration to the UE 
And these two cases has already been reflected by the current BLCR. Based on agreements above, we need to further discuss the following questions for Case 2-4:
· Which node sends the QoE configuration
· Which node is the QoE configuring node
For Case 2 when m-based QoE configuration received by MN, our understanding is that we can follow the same principle as Case 1, i.e. MN send the QoE configuration via SRB1, and MN is the QoE configuring node.
For Case 3 when m-based QoE configuration received by SN, our understanding is that although it could be up to MN to decide either MN or SN to send the QoE configuration, the SN is the QoE configuring node.
For Case 4 when m-based QoE configuration received by both MN and SN, our understanding is that as long as MN receives the QoE configuration, then MN should be the QoE configuring node. Of course the SN can also request to show interest in configuring the UE in Case 4, but in this case MN should clearly indicate that MN has also received the same m-based QoE configuration so that MN is the QoE configuring node.
Proposal 1: When m-based QoE configuration received by MN, MN sends the QoE configuration via SRB1, and MN is the QoE configuring node.
Proposal 2: When m-based QoE configuration received by SN, SN is the QoE configuring node.
Proposal 3: When m-based QoE configuration received by both MN and SN, MN sends the QoE configuration via SRB1, and MN is the QoE configuring node.
Proposal 4: When m-based QoE configuration received by both MN and SN, upon interest request from SN, MN should clearly indicate that MN has also received the same m-based QoE configuration in the response.
For RVQoE configuration during initial QMC coordination, our understanding is that the QoE configuring node is also the RVQoE configuring node, so the QoE/RVQoE configuring node provides RVQoE configuration together with QoE configuration at initial coordination.
Proposal 5: The QoE configuring node is also the RVQoE configuring node.
Proposal 6: The QoE/RVQoE configuring node provides QoE configuration together with QoE configuration at initial coordination. QoE and RVQoE configuration is sent by one node at initial coordination.
For RVQoE configuration coordination during QMC modification, when one node identifies the other node provides bearers for application sessions, there are two sub cases,
· The RVQoE configuring node identifies non-RVQoE configuring node provides bearers
· The non-RVQoE configuring node identifies the RVQoE configuring node provides bearers
For the first sub case, the RVQoE configuring node sends QMC modification request which at least contains Available RVQoE metrics, and then the non-RVQoE configuring node sends QMC modification response which at least contains RVQoE configuration preference, and the RVQoE configuring node provides the final RVQoE reconfiguration based on the response.
For the second sub case, it is enough for the non-RVQoE configuring node to indicate that RVQoE configuring node provides bearers.
Observation 1: If the RVQoE configuring node identifies non-RVQoE configuring node provides bearers for app sessions, the RVQoE configuring node sends QMC modification request which at least contains Available RVQoE metrics, and then the non-RVQoE configuring node sends QMC modification response which at least contains RVQoE configuration preference, and the RVQoE configuring node provides the final RVQoE reconfiguration based on the response.
Proposal 7: FFS on whether RVQoE Configuration Preference is needed in QMC Modification Request IE. It seems not needed.
Proposal 8: If the non-RVQoE configuring node identifies the RVQoE configuring node provides bearers for app sessions, the non-RVQoE configuring node only needs to simply indicate to the RVQoE configuring node, i.e. an additional indicator is needed in QMC Modification Request IE.

From QoE/RVQoE reporting perspective, we had the following agreements last meeting,
For s-based QoE configuration received by MN
· QoE reports can be sent via SRB4 or SRB5
Define two different reporting leg indications for QoE and RVQoE.
So our understanding is that for all these 4 cases, QoE/RVQoE reports can be sent via SRB4 or SRB5, and QoE reports and RVQoE reports can be sent via different legs.
For QoE/RVQoE reporting leg during initial QMC coordination,
For Case 1&2, MN can request SN to use SRB5 for QoE/RVQoE reporting, and SN will response whether SRB5 can be used for QoE reporting.
For Case 3, SN can request MN to use SRB4 for QoE/RVQoE reporting, and MN will response whether SRB4 can be used for QoE/RVQoE reporting.
For Case 4, either MN or SN can initiate the request.
We notice that the current XnAP BLCR mainly considers Case 3, but we need to cover all cases to complete stg3 details.
The above behaviour assumes that the QoE/RVQoE configuring node can choose another node to receive QoE/RVQoE reporting at initial QMC coordination. Another approach is that at initial QMC coordination, the QoE/RVQoE configuring node is always the node that initially receives QoE/RVQoE report. We think the former approach provides flexibility and it could also cope with the scenario when SRB4 or SRB5 is unable to be setup, so we prefer the former approach.
Proposal 9: The QoE/RVQoE configuring node can choose another node to receive QoE/RVQoE reporting at initial QMC coordination.
Proposal 10: If P9 can be agreed, then we need to update the following in QMC Initial Coordination Request,
· Update and align the names of QoE Reporting Option Preference IE and RVQoE Reporting Option Request IE
· Add codepoint ‘SRB5’ for both IEs above
· Remove Semantics descriptions for the IEs above
Proposal 11: If P9 can be agreed, then we need to update the following in QMC Initial Coordination Response,
· Update and align the names of QoE Reporting Option IE and RVQoE Reporting Option Response IE
· Add codepoint ‘SRB5’ for RVQoE Reporting Option Response IE
· Remove Semantics descriptions for RVQoE Reporting Option Response IE
Conclusion
In this paper, we provides further considerations for QoE on support of NR-DC. The following proposals are provided,
Proposal 1: When m-based QoE configuration received by MN, MN sends the QoE configuration via SRB1, and MN is the QoE configuring node.
Proposal 2: When m-based QoE configuration received by SN, SN is the QoE configuring node.
Proposal 3: When m-based QoE configuration received by both MN and SN, MN sends the QoE configuration via SRB1, and MN is the QoE configuring node.
Proposal 4: When m-based QoE configuration received by both MN and SN, upon interest request from SN, MN should clearly indicate that MN has also received the same m-based QoE configuration in the response.
Proposal 5: The QoE configuring node is also the RVQoE configuring node.
Proposal 6: The QoE/RVQoE configuring node provides QoE configuration together with QoE configuration at initial coordination. QoE and RVQoE configuration is sent by one node at initial coordination.
Observation 1: If the RVQoE configuring node identifies non-RVQoE configuring node provides bearers for app sessions, the RVQoE configuring node sends QMC modification request which at least contains Available RVQoE metrics, and then the non-RVQoE configuring node sends QMC modification response which at least contains RVQoE configuration preference, and the RVQoE configuring node provides the final RVQoE reconfiguration based on the response.
Proposal 7: FFS on whether RVQoE Configuration Preference is needed in QMC Modification Request IE. It seems not needed.
Proposal 8: If the non-RVQoE configuring node identifies the RVQoE configuring node provides bearers for app sessions, the non-RVQoE configuring node only needs to simply indicate to the RVQoE configuring node, i.e. an additional indicator is needed in QMC Modification Request IE.
Proposal 9: The QoE/RVQoE configuring node can choose another node to receive QoE/RVQoE reporting at initial QMC coordination.
Proposal 10: If P9 can be agreed, then we need to update the following in QMC Initial Coordination Request,
· Update and align the names of QoE Reporting Option Preference IE and RVQoE Reporting Option Request IE
· Add codepoint ‘SRB5’ for both IEs above
· Remove Semantics descriptions for the IEs above
Proposal 11: If P9 can be agreed, then we need to update the following in QMC Initial Coordination Response,
· Update and align the names of QoE Reporting Option IE and RVQoE Reporting Option Response IE
· Add codepoint ‘SRB5’ for RVQoE Reporting Option Response IE
· Remove Semantics descriptions for RVQoE Reporting Option Response IE
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