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Introduction
CB: # QoE3_Configuration_Report
- Further details of the IEs in QoE configuration? E.g., what is used as slice scope, A list of S-NSSAI? Whether QoE measurement is configured per service type? Whether one service type with different slices and one slice with different service types should be considered when defining the reference for NR QMC?
- Whether Measurement Collection Entity IP Address and QoE reference ID is per service type or not?
- How to support per slice QoE measurements? how slice info should be reflected in the configuration info and report message? What info should be included in the QoE report (inside/outside the container)? Send LS to other groups if needed, e.g. SA4/RAN2? Support roaming UEs which the slice scope may relate to HPLMN slices and cannot be used in VPLMN? 
- How to support QoE measurement handling at RAN overload? Whether a pause indication needed? whether RAN should indicate OAM about the pause/resume of QoE measurement?
- Whether prioritization mechanism when RAN overload needed? Whether RAN overload situation and/or pending priority should be sent to OAM? High priority can always override low priority no matter what kind of configuration it is?
- Any new time/threshold/event-based criteria needed for QoE measurement? 
- Send an LS to RAN2 if needed
- TPs if agreeable
- Capture agreements and open issues
(HW - moderator)
Summary of offline disc in R3-214196
For the Chairman’s Notes
For chairlady to copy:
· For activation/deactivation
Wait for SA5’s response: 1) To reuse and update the existing Trace activation/deactivation message; 2) introduction of QoE Reference for each service type of QoE measurement (i.e. support multi service QoE measurements in one message); 3) a separate and single MCE address is used for the QoE measurements of all service type in one message;
Will be reflected in draft CR as FFS
· For slice configuration and reporting
Slice scope is a list of S-NSSAI
To include slice info outside the configuration container over NG; continue to discuss how to configure slice info over Uu (e.g., FFS whether a flag is sufficient to indicate UE to report slice info in QoE report);
Slice related identifier (FFS on Slice ID, PDU session ID or DRB ID), should be include in the QoE measurement report over Uu, FFS inside/outside the reporting container
· For overload handling
Agree to configure pause/resume indication to UE for QoE reporting, FFS whether to configure the prioritization mechanism for the UE to report the pending QoE reports
FFS: if there is a need to send the pause/resume indication to the MCE
[bookmark: _GoBack]If pause indication for reporting (as part of RRC reconfiguration message) is included in the source to the target node container of handover preparation information, there is no need to introduce any additional pause indication in mobility related messages; otherwise, pause indication should be transmitted from source to target during HO process.
· Others
QoE measurement will not support roaming UEs
Service types to be supported for NR QoE management in Rel-17: to be covered in CB#2
CR R3-214071is revised in 

To be continued:
activation signaling design based on SA5 response
Whether to introduce a measurement configuration application layer ID
Whether to introduce triggering conditions, e.g time-based, one or more threshold-based, one or more event-based, for triggering QoE measurements
How slice info is configured over Uu
Whether slice ID is inside or outside of the QoE measurement report container
Whether to include the slice ID within the RAN visible QoE report
Whether there is a need to send the pause/resume indication to the MCE
Whether OAM needs to configure the priorities of the management based QoE reporting of different service types or slices for the NG-RAN to consider to release or pause in case of RAN overload situation

Detailed discussions
1. For issues which were raised in the LS to SA5 for guidance.
7 companies agree to have WA or go without WA, 1 company suggested to discuss concrete IEs first, 1 company objected to make WA.
Suggestion: 
WA (with necessary FFS in the TP): to reuse and update the existing Trace activation message; 
Agree to introduction of QoE Reference for each service type of QoE measurement (i.e. support multi service QoE measurements in one message); 
Agree that a separate and single MCE address is used for the QoE measurements of all service type in one message;
2. Other configuration details
· Whether to introduce a measurement configuration application layer ID
No for 5 companies; yes for 3 companies; 1 company suggested to leave it to RAN2
Tentative conclusion: no consensus, to be continued
· Whether to introduce triggering conditions, e.g time-based, one or more threshold-based, one or more event-based, for triggering and/or stopping QoE measurements 
No for 6 companies; yes for 3 companies
Tentative conclusion: no consensus
3. Slice related configuration
· Slice scope is a list of S-NSSAI
All companies agree
Tentative conclusion: Slice scope is a list of S-NSSAI
· Slice info to be included both inside and outside the configuration container (from application layer), or just outside, over NG and Uu
For NG: 9 companies agreed to just include outside the container, 1 company think not needed
For Uu: 4 companies preferred outside container, FFS for 3 companies, 2 company preferred not needed, 1 company thought it is pending on solution
Tentative conclusion: to include slice info outside the configuration container over NG; continue to discuss how to configure slice info over Uu;
· Whether the slice ID is included in the transparent reporting container or not
Yes for 7 companies, FFS for 2 (but should anyway be included in the report)
Tentative conclusion: Slice ID should be include in the QoE measurement report, FFS inside/outside the reporting container
· Whether to include the slice ID within the RAN visible QoE report
No for 6 companies, Yes for 4 companies
Tentative conclusion: No consensus, continue to discuss
4. Handling in case of RAN overload situation
· OAM to configure the priorities of the management based QoE measurements of different service types or slices for the NG-RAN to consider to release or pause in case of RAN overload situation?
Yes for 5 companies, No for 5 companies
Tentative conclusion: No consensus, to be continued
· to configure pause/resume indication to UE for QoE reporting?
9 companies agree, 1 company think no RAN3 impact
· to configure the prioritization mechanism for the UE to report the pending QoE reports
No for 6 companies, Yes for 1 company, 3 company thought it should be pending on RAN2
Tentative conclusion: Agree to configure pause/resume indication to UE for QoE reporting, FFS whether to configure the prioritization mechanism for the UE to report the pending QoE reports
· to send the pause/resume indication to the MCE?
No for 7 companies, Yes for 3 companies
Tentative conclusion: WA: there is no need to send the pause/resume indication to the MCE
· to first pause/release ongoing management-based QoE measurement in case of RAN overload, or no need to prioritize between signaling based and management based QoE measurement
9 companies agree to first pause/release ongoing management-based QoE measurement in case of RAN overload, No for 1 company 
Tentative conclusion: Agee to first pause/release ongoing management-based QoE measurement in case of RAN overload
5. Other miscellaneous
· to introduce any additional pause indication in mobility related messages?
All companies shared similar view that if pause indication (as part of RRC reconfiguration message) is included in the source to the target node container of handover preparation information, there is no need to introduce any additional pause indication in mobility related messages; otherwise, pause indication should be transmitted from source to target during HO process.
Tentative conclusion: if pause indication (as part of RRC reconfiguration message) is included in the source to the target node container of handover preparation information, there is no need to introduce any additional pause indication in mobility related messages; otherwise, pause indication should be transmitted from source to target during HO process.
· to support roaming UEs
All companies share similar view that there is no need to support roaming UEs
Tentative conclusion: QoE measurement will not support roaming UEs 
· service types to be supported for NR QoE management in Rel-17
Streaming services, MTSI service, VR?.
· Send an LS to RAN2 asking to specify a definition and an appropriate value for “Max Number of UE Application Layer Measurements”, and specify how to pause and resume QoE reports for all services

Discussion [if needed]
Since RAN3 sent an LS to SA5 asking for guidance for some signaling design details, mainly on trace activation mechanism, i.e. whether to reuse and update the existing Trace Activation IE (like we did in LTE) or to create a new IE NR QoE activation, and whether to introduce a new IE like “QoE Reference ID”; support of multi QMC, etc.
In addition to the questions raised in the LS to SA5, we also need to discuss the following issues, which were more or less discussed in contributions [1~14]:
· Other configuration details;
· Slice configuration;
· Handling in case of RAN overload situation.
Any further thoughts on the questions to SA5
Moderator’s note: Companies are invited to share further thoughts on those questions sent to SA5, in order to move forward, e.g. to make some WA is RAN3 while waiting for SA5’s response, as suggested in [10]; or we just skip these issues and postpone to next meeting.

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	With moderator’s hat, I would like to suggest we could try to make some WAs and way forward, so that we could make progress. 
According to last meeting, majority are fine to reuse and update the existing Trace Activation message, with the introduction of QoE Reference for each service type (i.e. support multi service QoE measurements in one message), a separate MCE address should be introduced, etc.

	Samsung 
	agree with the moderator

	CMCC
	Agree with moderator’s hat. The way of reusing has less spec impact in both RAN3 and SA5, we’d like to make it as the WA in order to progress.

	ZTE
	The issue on whether to reuse Trace is discussed in CB#QoE2, and in [10], we suggest to wait SA5’s response for further progress. We don’t agree to take reusing trace as a WA. However, we can capture some specific QoE Configuration IE, the biggest difference is whether the IE is placed in a trace message or in another message.
With Regard to the introduction of QoE Reference for each service type, we are fine. And about the MCE address, actually we prefer one single MCE address for all QoE measurements, but this can be further discussed or pending the reply LS. 

	China Telecom
	agree with the moderator

	Qualcomm
	OK to have WA. We can have TPs defining atleast the QoE configuration IE details and the have FFS in the description e.g. If the Trace Activation (FFS trace or a new message) contains QoE configuration IE.....

	CATT
	We can  discuss the IE not related the special option with some WA  

	Ericsson
	We think that we can do a lot this meeting without having to make a WA wrt Trace reuse. Just look at the questions below.

	Nokia
	No further LS to SA5 seems needed at this meeting. A WA to use trace would be clearer, but maybe it is possible to progress without.



Other configuration details
As in [5][8][14], there are some proposals on other configuration details, including introduction of triggering condition, introduction of application layer ID, etc. Companies are invited to provide comments on the following proposals.
Whether to introduce a measurement configuration application layer ID
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	No
	Seems to us, if we agree to introduce QoE reference ID, we see no difference from this application layer ID.

	Samsung
	Tend to yes
	Depends on whether different applications should be distinguished, application layer id is somehow aligned with what defined in NWDAF, which may collect the QoE information from OAM

	CMCC
	Yes
	RAN2 has agreed to introduce such a measurement configuration application layer ID, which is a RRC level ID with shorter length than QoE Reference ID to save signaling overhead over Uu. And RAN2 assumes the mapping between RRC level ID and QoE Ref is transferred from source to target during mobility.

	ZTE
	No
	QoE reference ID is used to identify a specific QoE measurement configuration sent to the UE.  Why do we need additional application layer ID?

	China Telecom
	No
	QoE reference ID is enough…we don’t see the need to introduce additional ID

	Qualcomm
	No
	From 23.288, The Application ID configured in the UE Application can either be an OSAppId as defined in TS 23.503 [4] or an OS independent Application Identifier (e.g. for applications running on a web browser).
Not sure this is relevant to QoE.

	CATT
	RAN2 scope
	It is RAN2 scope. RAN2 decide to use the short ID over Uu

	Ericsson
	Yes, didn’t RAN2 agree on this?
	

	Nokia
	No
	this is not needed for network signalling


Whether to include triggering conditions, e.g time-based, one or more threshold-based, one or more event-based, for triggering and/or stopping QoE measurements
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	No.
	Actually in the QMC container, application layer configured some criteria for the UE to conduct this QoE measurement task, from UE AS layer, it should just transfer to application layer when QMC is received.
For the time-based criterion, we think the OAM can send the command based on the time. RAN3 does not need to specify it.
Also we have one concern on these triggering conditions: if RAN uses these triggering conditions, RAN will trigger the QoE measurement after the service has been started for a while. We are not sure whether it can satisfy the requirement of SA4, because the QoE result will only collect part of QoE results of one service session.

	Samsung
	Yes
	We think threshold and event based triggering will be beneficial for operators when they want to optimize network in specific scenarios, e.g. high speed way or high interference area. 
To solve the concerns from HW, we think those triggering conditions should be checked by UE, as UE has the full information.

	CMCC
	Yes
	We see benefits to include triggering conditions at the UE side for both traditional QoE and RVQOE, and also acknowledge the need to further check with SA4 and SA5. As commented by SS, it is beneficial for both OAM and RAN to optimize network in specific scenarios.

	ZTE
	No
	If UE uses these triggering conditions, maybe we need to check with SA4 whether such kind of information has already been included in the container, or whether it is feasible to add some new triggering conditions. We don’t need to add them outside the container.
If RAN uses these triggering conditions for M-based QoE,e.g, RAN need to check if some specific condition is fulfilled before sending a QoE configuration, we think it can be done by implementation.
Anyway, we don't think it is a high priority issue. Considering the limited time budget , we can discuss it in R18.

	China Telecom
	No
	Agree with Huawei and ZTE

	Qualcomm
	No
	Application layer already configures some time-based criteria for QMC within the QoE configuration container, e.g., via defining Measure-Resolution and Measure-Range for MTSI services. No need to define any additional time based criteria.
Threshold based criteria might bring complexities in the form of buffering constraints and more AS-APP layer interactions (e.g., QoE configuration will need to buffered at UE AS and sent to UE APP only when a threshold is met). So let’s not bring in more complexities.

	China Unicom
	No
	We think application layer measurement trigger conditions is OK for QoE measurement.

	CATT
	No
	Agree with ZTE and QC. App layer already config the starting condition. If have another condition outside the container, it should introduce complex and conflict.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Aren’t “interesting” events the reason for existience QoE management?

	Nokia
	No, not at RAN level
	Should be handled by SA4, at application level.



Slice configuration
It was agreed in last meeting to introduce the area scope (a list of cells/TA/TAI/PLMN) but FFS for slice scope, and companies also raised other issues in e.g. [6][8][12][13] etc., Companies are invited to provide comments on the following proposals.
Slice scope, a list of S-NSSAI
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes
	We think it is obvious.

	Samsung
	Yes 
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	Obviously.

	China Telecom
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	China Unicom
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	List of S-NSSAI corresponding to Allowed NSSAI

	
	
	

	
	
	


Slice info to be included both inside and outside the configuration container (from application layer), or just outside, over NG and Uu? 
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	Just outside over NG and Uu
	We think the RAN need to use the slice scope to decide whether to send the QoE configuration to the UE. And the RAN can send the slice scope and QoE configuration to the UE

	Samsung
	Outside over NG
FFS on inside/outside of the container over Uu
	RAN3 can conclude the slice scope should be transmitted to UE for scope check, and let RAN2 to decide how slice scope is transmitted over Uu.

	CMCC
	At least outside over NG
At least WA on one Way proposed in the comment
	Our understanding is that the slice info should be included outside the configuration container for RAN to decide whether to send QoE configuration to the UE; in addition, the slice ID should be included inside the report container for OAM to identify which slice the report is referring to.
According to the above understanding, it is an open issue that how UE APP layer is aware of slice info so that it can attach slice ID within the report container. And generally there are two ways:
Way1: slice info is also included inside the configuration container, so UE APP can obtain slice info in the container.
Way2: slice info in not included inside the configuration container, but instead slice info is signaled explicitly over Uu, and as soon as UE AS obtains the slice info, it will pass slice info to UE APP by AT Command.
No matter which way we would like to use, our understanding is that RAN3 needs to achieve some agreement, at least WA as a way forward, since RAN3 is the leading group to discuss per-slice QoE measurement. Of course coordination with RAN2, SA4 and SA5 is needed, but firstly we need to make a decision.

	ZTE
	Just outside over NG and Uu
	Similar view as HW. The network should check the slice scope and send the configuration to the right UEs.

	China Telecom
	Outside over NG and Uu
	Agree with Huawei

	Qualcomm
	Outside over NG
Uu: Not needed for QoE configuration (flag is enough) 

	NG-RAN already uses slice scope to select the qualified UEs/PDU sessions for per-slice QoE. UE further doesn’t need to do any slice scope check.
Just include a flag in RRC QoE configuration that UE has to report slice info along with QoE report
No need to explicitly include slice ID in RRC QoE configuration as either application or NAS is aware of the mapping and can include slice info in the QoE report if the flag is TRUE. 

	China Unicom
	Outside for NG
FFS on inside and over Uu(depend on the LS reply from CT1)
	RAN need to check whether to send the QoE configuration to UE according to the slice info outside the container.
Since the UE AS don’t know the service type and slice info, it can’t decide which application should start QoE measurement, so it need NAS or application layer to check the slice information:
1. If the application layer is aware of the slice info, we prefer to let it to check the slice information instead of NAS, 
Slice info inside container: Yes
Slice info outside container over Uu: No
2. If the application layer is not aware of the slice info, the slice scope should be checked by NAS:
Slice info inside container: No
Slice info outside container over Uu: Yes

	CATT
	Outside over NG
Uu: Depend on the solution
	The slice scope should be outside container over NGAP
For Uu interface, depend on the solution and LS response from SA4 whether the UE app know the mapping between the slice and service type 

	Ericsson
	Outside only, NG + Uu
	

	Nokia
	Outside for m-based activation, but not needed on NG
	The CN knows the allowed slice and can configure QMC per PDU session as appropriate.

	
	
	

	
	
	


Whether the slice ID is included in the transparent reporting container or not?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes 
	For the transparent reporting, RAN will not use the reporting. Therefore we think the slice ID is included in the transparent reporting container, not outside the reporting container.

	Samsung
	Not sure
Yes to slice ID should be included in QoE report.
But FFS on inside/outside the container
	The same as slice scope, RAN3 is not sure which layer is aware of slice info, so we’d better conclude that slice ID should be included in QoE report, and let RAN2 to decided it’s inside or outside the container.

	CMCC
	Yes
	See answers above.
For traditional QoE, our assumption is that RAN does not need to know the slice ID associated with a QoE report; while for RVQOE, we would like to add slice ID with RVQOE reports to RAN for slice-related optimizations, which could be FFS.

	ZTE
	Not sure.
	

	Qualcomm
	Within the container

	Option 1 (Transparent to RAN) 
· UE APP includes slice info only “within” the QoE report container i.e. transparent to RAN. 
· NG-RAN doesn’t understand per-slice QoE, simply forwards the QoE report to MCE which does the post-processing.
Option 2 (RRC based solution)
· Include a flag in RRC QoE configuration that UE has to report slice/PDU info along with QoE report 
· UE includes slice/PDU info (either S-NSSAI or DRB or PDU session) in QoE report if above flag is True
To make progress, let’s assume per-slice RVQoE is not supported in Rel-17 and go with Option 1. We don’t see any need for slice info to be transparent to RAN unless RVQoE has to be involved.

	China Unicom
	Yes
	Share the same view with Huawei.

	CATT
	Yes if APP layer have it.
	If the UE app layer have this information, it should put the slice inside the report

	Ericsson
	No
	In our view, the App layer is not concerned with slices

	Nokia
	Yes
	We believe slice info is also interesting for non-real time analysis (at application server or MCE)

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Whether to include the slice ID within the RAN visible QoE report?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	No 
	In our understanding, the RAN uses the RAN visible QoE report to optimize the radio bearer configuration. The mapping between slice and pdu session is one to multiple. Therefore the RAN does not know how to optimize which bearers based on the slice ID. Therefore we think the UE should report the PDU session ID within the RAN visible QoE report.

	Samsung 
	Tend to Yes
	If slice ID can be outside of the container in section 3.3.3, then yes to 3.3.4.
Anyway, we think it’s beneficial to report slice ID within RAN visible QoE report, as slice may be changed during the measurement, it’s good to know the slice information

	CMCC
	Yes
	See answers above.
In reply to HW’s concern, RAN knows exactly all details on radio bearer config, cell group config, and all information measured by L2 measurement, it can be up to gNB’s implementation to decide which radio bearer/PDU session/LCH it would like to optimize.

	ZTE
	No
	Agree with HW, we think the UE can report the PDU session ID within the RAN visible QoE report, then gNB can map the report with slice.

	China Telecom
	No
	Agree with Huawei. The PDU session ID can be used to map the slice with the report

	Qualcomm
	No
	First, we need to decide whether to support per-slice RVQoE and what is its use case. Since both per-slice QoE and RVQoE have a lot of open issues, we would rather not support the combination i.e., per-slice RVQoE without seeing its motivation.
Also this depends on section 3.3.3 and whether RVQoE and legacy QoE are reported together. 

	China Unicom
	No
	Slice ID outside the container maybe useless.
If one slice corresponding to multiple PDU session, and multiple PDU session may corresponding to multiple applications, considering the service type configured in the QoE configuration, maybe only one or part of the applications start the QoE measurement, in this case, the slice ID outside the container maybe useless for RAN. We agreed with Huawei to include the PDU session ID in the RAN visible QoE report.

	CATT
	No
	The slice based RVQOE looks no clear benefits and  may be supported in future release

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Same view as CMCC

	Nokia
	No
	May not be needed in Rel-17, as per China Unicom's analysis.

	
	
	

	
	
	


Handling in case of RAN overload situation
There are many papers to discussion the case of RAN overload situation, including whether there is a need from OAM to configure something, is there a need to configure to the UE, and guidance needed for the UE to resume the reporting, etc. [5][7][10][11][13][14].
Is there a need for OAM to configure the priorities of the management based QoE measurements of different service types or slices for the NG-RAN to consider to release or pause in case of RAN overload situation
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes
	If the RAN overload is not very high, we think the RAN can select parts of QoE measurement to release or pause based on the priorities due to different operators’ strategies.

	Samsung
	No
	Priority can be realized by OAM implementation, e.g. if the value of the QoE reference is larger, it will have high priority. Or when there are multiple QMC configured together, the list can be ordered with priority. So no need enhancements.

	CMCC
	Yes
	The priority mechanism is interesting, and we are open to further discuss.

	ZTE
	No
	The RAN can decide which QoE measurement to suspend by implementation . (After all, it is the RAN itself experiences the Overload. ) For example, RAN can choose those QoE measurements with larger report size or with short reported period to suspend.
Anyway, we think it is low priority.  we can discuss it in R18.

	China Telecom
	No
	We understand this requirement, but it is up to OAM implementation. There is no need to define this priority in RAN related specification. 

	Qualcomm
	No
	Why not leave it to be OAM or NG-RAN implementation specific? And anyway NG-RAN can choose to NOT pause certain QoE Reference IDs e.g. those belonging to higher priority services such as Voice using existing mechanism.

	China Unicom
	Yes
	Priority can be used for RAN to partly pause the QoE report when overload.

	CATT
	Yes
	It is better to have priority mechanism to handle the pause /resume /release. But it may not be configured by OAM

	Ericsson
	No
	Reporting should be paused, not collection. Overload is an interesting case for collection. 

	Nokia
	Yes, up to SA5
	No RAN3 impact

	
	
	

	
	
	



Is there a need to configure pause/resume indication to UE for QoE reporting? In addition, is there a need to configure the prioritization mechanism for the UE to report the pending QoE reports?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	Only the pause/resume indication to the UE is needed.
	RAN3 and RAN2 has agreed to send the pause/resume indication to the UE for the RAN overload case.
In our understanding, when the RAN overload is solved, the UE can send all the pending QoE reports. It is not necessary to send the priorities of QoE measurements to the UE. Even if the operators want to control the priorities of QoE reports when the overload is solved. We think the NG-RAN can choose to resume these QoE reports of measurement with high priority and send the resume indication to the UE for these QoE reports. Then the UE will only re-start to send these pending reports with high priorities.

	Samsung
	Yes, to the 1st question.
No, to the 2nd question.
	I think the first question had already been agreed in RAN2
Prioritization mechanism if needed can be realized by implementation as we commented in 3.4.1

	CMCC
	Yes to the 1st Q
	Pause/resume discussion is led by RAN2, we can depend on RAN2’s decision.
We believe RAN2 has agreed to the 1st question.

	ZTE
	Yes, to the 1st question.
No, to the 2nd question.
	Same view as SS.

	China Telecom
	Yes, to the 1st question.
No, to the 2nd question.
	Question 1 is yes… and agreed in RAN2
Question 2 see our views in 3.4.1

	Qualcomm
	Yes, to the 1st question.
No, to the 2nd question.
	Similar view as Huawei, SS

	China Unicom
	Yes to the first question
The second question should depend on the RAN2 solution
	The pause and resume indication to UE can be used in the overload situation. 
To avoid signaling overhead when overload, RAN2 can use SIB to broadcast the forbidden QoE reporting priority, if this solution is OK the priority also need to send to UE. If not, the dedicate message for pause/resume is also OK for us, and the priority don’t need to send to UE for this solution.

	CATT
	Yes, to the 1st question.
Yes, to the 2nd question.
	The answer to 1st question should be yes
To avoid the report sending flood when resume, we may need mechanism e.g set priority

	Ericsson
	1: Yes
2: No
	

	Nokia
	
	No RAN3 impact is seen here.

	
	
	

	
	
	



Is there a need to send the pause/resume indication to the MCE
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	No 
	The pause/ resume is RAN behavior. 

	Samsung 
	No 
	

	CMCC
	No
	

	ZTE
	No
	A pause/resume indication to MCE is unnecessary.

	China Telecom
	No
	Share same view with huawei

	Qualcomm
	Probably no, but SA5 specs say otherwise
	From 28.404, section 5.4.6 on Temporary stop and restart of QoE information reporting during RAN overload
The RAN node sends a request to temporarily stop the reporting to the UEs that has started the QoE information collection. An indication about the temporary stop is sent to the management system. 

	China Unicom
	Yes
	It need to notify MCE about the pause reporting of QoE report. 

	CATT
	Yes 
To management system
	As QC quote from 28.404,  the management system need to know it 
and base on it, the management system stop /start send new configuration 


	Ericsson
	Yes
	According to TS 28.404

	Nokia
	Probably not, but SA5 specs say otherwise
	Agree with QC

	
	
	

	
	
	



Is there a need to first pause/release ongoing management-based QoE measurement in case of RAN overload, or there is no need to prioritize between signaling based and management based QoE measurement
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes
	The signalling based QoE is initiated towards specific UE for some special cases. e.g. the subscriber complaint. We think the priority of the signaling based QoE measurement is higher than all the management based QoE measurement.

	Samsung 
	
	Similar view as HW

	CMCC
	
	Open to further discuss. Generally agree to the intention.

	ZTE
	Yes
	Similar view as HW.

	China Telecom
	yes
	Agree with huawei

	Qualcomm
	
	Similar view as HW

	China Unicom
	Yes
	We think the priority of management-based and signaling-based should be defined for certain scope, and the signaling-based should be always higher than management-based QoE. Then the ongoing management-based QoE measurement will be first pause/release in case of RAN overload. 

	CATT
	
	Similar view as HW

	Ericsson
	No
	Collection should not be paused  - overload is an interesting case for collection.

	Nokia
	Yes
	same view as HW

	
	
	

	
	
	



Other miscellaneous
Is there a need to introduce any additional pause indication in mobility related messages?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	No
	RAN2 has agreed to send the pause indication to the UE via the RRC reconfiguration message. The source node will send all the radio resource configurations in the RRC reconfiguration message as used in the source cell to the target node in the container of handover preparation information. Therefore we think the target node can know which QoE measurement is paused. RAN3 does not need to introduce any additional indications in the mobility related messages.

	Samsung
	Yes
	In principle, the pause indication should be transmitted to the target, if RAN2 decide include the pause indication in the RRC container, it’s also fine for us.

	CMCC
	Yes
	Not sure whether the target can know which QoE measurement is paused by current 38.331 running CR. We may keep this issue in mind until the 38.331 running CR becomes stable enough.

	ZTE
	Not now
	Let’s wait for RAN2’s progress on this issue.

	China Telecom
	No
	pause indication is agreed to be contained in RRC message during handover procedure. So there is  no need to define additional indication in RAN3.

	Qualcomm
	
	Either in inter-node RRC message in RAN2 specs or Source to Target Transparent Container in RAN3 specs.

	China Unicom
	Yes
	For the handover case, it can use RRC reconfiguration message to send pause indication to UE;
If RAN2 decide include the pause status in the RRC container, it’s also fine for us.

	CATT
	No in RAN3 spec
	RAN2 can carry it in the RRC container 

	Ericsson
	No
	

	Nokia
	Not in RAN3 spec
	RAN2 can carry it in the RRC container 

	
	
	

	
	
	



Is there a need to support roaming UEs?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	No
	Not sure the intention.

	Samsung
	No
	As we commented at last meeting, seems no need for roaming UE, we may follow the same principle as MDT.

	CMCC
	No
	Not sure whether it is in RAN3 scope.

	ZTE
	No
	Not needed.

	China Telecom
	No
	

	China Unicom
	No
	

	CATT
	No
	

	Ericsson
	No
	

	Nokia
	No specific support needed
	However the RAN can't distinguish between roaming and non-roaming UEs, so slice scope should refer to allowed slice and not requested slice.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Anything missing, companies are invited to list below.
Services supported / UE capability info indication / max number of UE application layer mesurements

We think that the following proposals from [5] should have been treated:
Proposal 1: The following service types are supported for NR QoE management in Rel-17:
· Streaming services,
· MTSI services,
· VR.
Proposal 4: Extend NGAP INITIAL UE MESSAGE and UE RADIO CAPABILITY INFO INDICATION messages with a new QoE measurement capabilities IE to include a UE Application Layer Measurement Capability and a Max Number of UE Application Layer Measurements.

Proposal 6: Send an LS to RAN2 that:
· Asks RAN2 to specify a definition and an appropriate value for “Max Number of UE Application Layer Measurements”, i.e., the maximum number of simultaneous ongoing QoE measurements a UE can perform or, alternatively the maximum number of QoE configurations a UE can be configured with.
· Asks RAN2 to specify how to pause and resume QoE reports for all services.

Issue 2



Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]
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