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1 Introduction
At RAN2#97 meeting, couple of incoming LSs are received ([1], [2], [3]. [4] and [5]), so this paper is to provide our analysis and viewpoints for these LSs.
2 Discussion
All incoming LSs are listed in the following table and detailed information can be found in section 4 References.
	LS No
	Title
	Source
	To
	Cc

	LS#1
	Reply LS to the progress of QoE Measurement Collection for Streaming to RAN3, SA4, SA5 and CT1 (C1-170510; contact: Huawei)
	CT1
	RAN2, SA4
	RAN3, SA5

	LS#2
	Reply LS to the progress of QoE Measurement Collection for Streaming (S4-170157; contact: Ericsson)
	SA4
	CT1, RAN2, RAN3, SA5
	

	LS#3
	Reply LS on the progress of QoE Measurement Collection for Streaming (S4-170188; contact: Huawei)
	SA4
	RAN2
	RAN3, SA5, CT1

	LS#4
	Reply to: LS from SA4 to SA5 on QoE reporting for streaming services (S5-166463; contact: Ericsson)
	SA5
	SA4
	RAN, RAN2, RAN3

	LS#5
	Reply LS on the progress of QoE Measurement Collection for Streaming (S5-171355; contact: Huawei)
	SA5
	RAN2
	SA4, RAN3, CT1


Analysis on LS#1
In this LS, CT1 provides some information on the potential impacts:

CT1 have discussed the content of the LS and would like to provide the following information:

(1) The NAS protocol used for UTRAN (Iu mode) has no means to transport the reporting container of a maximum size of 60,000 bytes;
(2) substantial and extensive changes would be required to be able to transport the reporting container and this would require changes in both the UE and the SGSN. The specifications impacted would be TS 24.008, and 24.007; and

(3) it may be possible to use an AT command to deliver the reporting container data to the access stratum but due to the size of the container this would require detail analysis from CT1. This would require at least changes to TS 27.007.
CT1 also raises two questions:
Since in CT1 understanding the reporting container is transparent to NAS as it is used by application layer, CT1 wonder:

(1) Whether this container can be transported by means of application layer protocol rather than NAS protocol, e.g. TCP.
(2) Whether the usage of NAS protocol for sending the required container with its maximum size (60,000 bytes) can be accommodated by signalling radio bearers in UTRAN.
The action to RAN2 is shown as below:

To 3GPP RAN WG2
ACTION: 
CT1 kindly ask RAN2 to consider the information provided by this LS and answers the questions (1) and (2) above.
For question (1), since RAN2 only agreed RRC based solutions, the answer should be No.
For question (2), a RRC message can be segmented in RLC layer, so the answer should be Yes.
Proposal 1: For LS#1 R2-1700675, it is proposed to respond as below:

· For question (1), RAN2 only agreed RRC based QoE Measurement Collection solution, so the answer is No.

· For question (2), the answer is Yes because a RRC message can be segmented in RLC layer.
Analysis on LS#2
In this LS, SA4 firstly answer CT1’s questions in C1-170510 (as below):
	SA4 has discussed this issue, and can confirm that in principle it would be possible to use application layer protocols for the transport of the data. The attached Tdoc S4-170088 describes one possible solution, where the operator can select data to be sent back either over the control plane or over the user plane. As described in the Tdoc, this solution does limit the possibilities for any RAN-related action based on the received container data.


SA4 also mentions that either the control plane or the user plane solutions can be considered. In our opinion, currently RAN2 is focusing on the control plane solution, i.e. via RRC signaling, for the user plane solution, it may be further considered in future if there are any contribution.
Secondly, SA4 mentions that it is possible to compress the data so that the maximum container size can be 15 000 bytes.
	SA4 has also discussed the possibilities to compress the data, which would lead to a reduction with approximately a factor of 4, meaning a maximum container size of 15 000 bytes.


In section 5 Annex part, we list the compression mechanism which has already been defined in TS 26.247 in SA4. In general, for QoE configuration, it is possible to configure whether the QoE report is compressed or uncompressed, e.g. gzip format for compressed type.
On one hand, if the operators could enable the compression functionality, the QoE report will not exceed 15 000 bytes, which is less than 60 000 bytes, so it is beneficial for uplink data transmission efficiency. On the other hand, the compression functionality may not be enabled and the compression ratio may vary (if there are lots of repetition in the report, the compression ratio should be higher; otherwise the compression ratio should be lower). In general, we think the previous RAN2 common understandings on the container size could be still valid.
The action to RAN2 is shown as below:

To TSG CT1, TSG RAN2, TSG RAN3, TSG SA5:
SA4 kindly asks CT1, RAN2, RAN3, SA5 to take the above information into account, and to keep SA4 informed about the progress.
Based on the above analysis, we do not think there is a need to respond.
Analysis on LS#3
The content is shown as below. Since SA4 sees no problems with these limits regarding the maximum size of the containers, we do not think there is a need to respond.
	3GPP SA4 thanks RAN2 for informing SA4 about the progress and agreements on QoE Measurement Collection for streaming services. SA4 discussed and checked the maximum size of the containers (i.e. configuration container and reporting container), and currently see no problems with these limits.


Analysis on LS#4
The content is shown as below. This LS mentions that QoE reporting feature may be discussed as part of 5G study, and we think RAN2 can just wait for further inputs. There is no need to respond.

3GPP SA5 thanks SA4 for the request of information related to enhancing the MDT for QoE reporting.

QoE reporting has just been included in the Study on management aspects of next generation network architecture and features. Please see attachments, the SID SP-160399 and the discussion paper introducing the topic S5-166200 and the agreed pCR S5-166457. The study is planned to be ready by March 2017.

Proposal 2: For LS#2 R2-1700723, LS#3 R2-1700724 and LS#4 R2-1700727, there is no need to respond from RAN2 point of view.

Analysis on LS#5
The content is shown as below. SA5 has already agreed that a unified management solution would cover the QoE reporting regardless of RATs and the work will be started later.
SA5 thanks RAN2 for the LS on the progress of QoE Measurement Collection for Streaming. SA5 has started some discussions on the QoE reporting mechanism at SA5#110 (Nov. 2016) in the context of the study item on management aspects of next generation network architecture and features. 

SA5 has discussed the potential management support for the QoE measurement collection for streaming for UMTS at SA5#111 (Jan. 2017). It was agreed that a unified management solution that would cover the QoE reporting for UMTS, LTE and 5G will be considered. If necessary, SA5 may prioritize the management support for UMTS. 
The action to RAN2 is shown as below:
To RAN2 group.

ACTION: SA5 respectfully ask RAN2 group to inform SA5 if RAN2 believes that the management support for UMTS shall be prioritized.
For the QoE reporting feature, RAN2 only approved a UMTS WI and the target date is RAN#75 meeting (March 2017). The QoE reporting feature in LTE and 5G may be discussed in future. Our suggested action is as below:
· RAN2 see no problems with SA5 agreements on the unified management solution on the QoE reporting
· Please SA5 keep RAN2 informed about the progress if RAN2 should be involved
Proposal 3: For LS#5 R2-1700728, it is proposed to respond as below:

· RAN2 see no problems with SA5 agreements on the unified management solution on the QoE reporting
· Please SA5 keep RAN2 informed about the progress if RAN2 should be involved
3 Conclusion

In this contribution, we analyze the 5 incoming LSs and it is proposed:
Proposal 1: For LS#1 R2-1700675, it is proposed to respond as below:

· For question (1), RAN2 only agreed RRC based QoE Measurement Collection solution, so the answer is No.

· For question (2), the answer is Yes because a RRC message can be segmented in RLC layer.
Proposal 2: For LS#2 R2-1700723, LS#3 R2-1700724 and LS#4 R2-1700727, there is no need to respond from RAN2 point of view.

Proposal 3: For LS#5 R2-1700728, it is proposed to respond as below:

· RAN2 see no problems with SA5 agreements on the unified management solution on the QoE reporting

· Please SA5 keep RAN2 informed about the progress if RAN2 should be involved
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5 Annex
10.5
Quality Reporting Scheme for DASH

This section specifies a 3GP-DASH quality reporting scheme. 

The quality reporting scheme is signaled using in the Reporting element in the Metrics element. The URN to be used for the Reporting@schemeIdUri shall be "urn:3GPP:ns:PSS:DASH:QM10". 

The reporting scheme shall use the quality reporting protocol defined in section 10.6.

The semantics and XML syntax of the scheme information for the 3GP-DASH quality reporting scheme are specified in Table 34 and Table 35, respectively. 

Table 34: Semantics of Quality Reporting Scheme Information

	Element or Attribute Name
	Use
	Description

	
	@apn 
	O
	This attribute gives the access point that should be used for sending the QoE reports.

	
	@format
	O
	This field gives the requested format for the reports. Possible formats are: “uncompressed” and “gzip”.

	
	@samplepercentage
	O
	Percentage of the clients that should report QoE. The client uses a random number generator with the given percentage to find out if the client should report or not.

	
	@reportingserver
	M
	The reporting server URL to which the reports will be sent.

	
	@reportinginterval
	O
	Indicates the time(s) reports should be sent. If not present, then the client should send a report after the streaming session has ended. If present, @reportingInterval=n indicates that the client should send a report every n-th second provided that new metrics information has become available since the previous report.

	Legend:

For attributes: M=Mandatory, O=Optional, OD=Optional with Default Value, CM=Conditionally Mandatory.

For elements: <minOccurs>…<maxOccurs> (N=unbounded)

Elements are bold; attributes are non-bold and preceded with an @


Table 35: Syntax of Quality Reporting Scheme Information

	<?xml version="1.0"?>
<xs:schema targetNamespace="urn:3GPP:ns:PSS:AdaptiveHTTPStreaming:2009:qm" 
    attributeFormDefault="unqualified" 
    elementFormDefault="qualified"  
    xmlns:xs="http://www.w3.org/2001/XMLSchema"
    xmlns:xlink="http://www.w3.org/1999/xlink"
    xmlns="urn:3GPP:ns:PSS:AdaptiveHTTPStreaming:2009:qm">
    
    <xs:annotation>
        <xs:appinfo>3GPP DASH Quality Reporting</xs:appinfo>
        <xs:documentation xml:lang="en">
            This Schema defines the quality reporting scheme information for 3GPP DASH.
        </xs:documentation>
    </xs:annotation>

    
    <xs:element name="ThreeGPQualityReporting" type="SimpleQualityReportingType"/>
    
    <xs:complexType name="SimpleQualityReportingType">
        <xs:attribute name="apn" type="xs:string" use="optional"/>
        <xs:attribute name="format" type="FormatType" use="optional"/>
        <xs:attribute name="samplePercentage" type="xs:double" use="optional"/>
        <xs:attribute name="reportingServer" type="xs:anyURI" use="required"/>
        <xs:attribute name="reportingInterval" type="xs:unsignedInt" use="optional"/>
    </xs:complexType>
    
    <xs:simpleType name="FormatType">   
        <xs:restriction base="xs:string">
            <xs:enumeration value="uncompressed" />
            <xs:enumeration value="gzip" />
        </xs:restriction>
    </xs:simpleType>
    
</xs:schema>
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