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1 Introduction
CB: # QoE2_Activation_Deactivation
- Final decision on whether to decouple QoE framework from Trace framework based on SA5 LS
- Signaling procedure to support NR QoE
- MBS and XR service types are not supported in Rel-17?
- Check Lsin, provide reply LS if needed.
- Capture agreements as TP for BL CRs, if agreeable
- List open issues if any
(ZTE - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-215866

Please Note: 
Two rounds of discussion.
The first round email discussion is to be ended by Thursday (24:00 UTC, 2021-11-05).
The second round email discussion is to be ended before the email deadline at second week (12:00 UTC, 2021-11-09).

2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose to capture the following:
QMC function is separated with Trace Function.
Decouple QMC framework from Trace framework. Define new IEs named ‘QMC Activation IE’ and ‘QMC Deactivation IE’ to support the activation and deactivation of NR QoE. The specific solution can be described as: 
Include QMC Activation IE inside the following messages over NGAP:
- INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST
- UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST
- HANDOVER REQUEST
- HANDOVER REQUIRED (FFS)
Include QMC Deactivation IE inside the following message over NGAP:
- UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST
MBS and XR would not be supported in R17.

To be continued:
[bookmark: _GoBack]TP to BL CR(s), e.g. TP to 38.410 BL CR, TP to 38.300 BL CR

4 Discussion (2nd round)
4.1 Continue with the framework discussion
During the first round discussion, companies still cannot get a consensus on how the solution for NR QoE activation and deactivation. According to the comments, moderator summarized 3 options proposed by companies.
 For Option B, moderator think it’s the most nasty solution, which would need further consideration on how to separate QMC and Trace/MDT. For example, how to make sure QMC and Trace/MDT always use unique NG-RAN Trace ID without collision, we cannot just simply assume that SA5 would support this for us. Another company proposed to introduce a CHOICE structure for Trace ID and QoE Reference. First of all this is a NBC correction from functional point of view, which is not preferred, let alone the fact that it would also lead to the changes of Trace specification; and how to handle the trace related IEs still remain unsolved. In a word, Option B would bring way too much impact on specifications not only in RAN3 but also in SA5. SA5 would have to update their specification on the scenarios, e.g., when QMC is reused in the Trace related messages, how to deal with the other trace related features when activating QMC. It is clear that more interaction with SA5 is needed, if option B is selected. Besides, if the Trace related messages are reused while keeping the Trace/MDT and QMC separated, Trace Deactivate message would have to be further modified, if we want to deactivate QMC without deactivating Trace.
Option C is a compromised solution based on companies comments, which uses new IEs for the activation and deactivation of QoE, while using Trace related signaling. It would also affect the current description of Trace, at least stage 2 specifications would be affected. Likewise, the mandatory IE(s) in trace related messages might also be affected in this option.
The three options are listed as below:
Option A: decouple QMC and Trace framework, to define new IEs like ‘QMC Activation IE’, do not reuse Trace-related procedures. The specific solution can be described as:
Include QMC Activation IE inside the following messages over NGAP:
- INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST
- UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST
- HANDOVER REQUEST
- HANDOVER REQUIRED (FFS)
Include QMC Deactivation IE inside the following message over NGAP:
- UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST

Option B: Still reuse Trace-related procedures, include QoE related configuration inside the Trace Activation IE, and capture in stage 2 spec that QMC and Trace are separated. The specific solution can be described as:
Include the QoE related configuration inside Trace Activation IE of the following messages over NGAP:
- INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST 
- TRACE START 
- DEACTIVATE TRACE
- HANDOVER REQUEST
- HANDOVER REQUIRED (FFS)

Option C: Define new IEs like ‘QMC Activation IE’, while still reusing Trace-related procedures, along with UE context related procedures.  The specific solution can be described as:
Include QMC Activation IE inside the following messages over NGAP：
- INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST 
- UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST
- TRACE START 
- DEACTIVATE TRACE (FFS, the mandatory IEs would need to be ignored if QoE related IE is included.) 
- HANDOVER REQUEST
- HANDOVER REQUIRED (FFS) 
Note: Inside the Trace related messages, the QMC Activation IE is in parallel with Trace Activation IE.
Include QMC Deactivation IE inside the following messages over NGAP：
- UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST


Q1: which option do you prefer for the (de)activation of NR QoE?
	Company
	Option
	Comments

	ZTE
	Option A
	This is the most clear and straightforward way to handle the activation and deactivation of NR QoE, without affecting on the current Trace mechanism, considering that SA5 thinks Trace is not reusing for QMC. The other two options would bring much more impacts on current specifications about Trace, we don’t have much time left to consider about the impacts and details, e.g., how to deal with the mandatory IEs inside Trace related messages when activating Trace.  

	Qualcomm
	Option A
	Agree with the moderator that Option B would involve further LS exchanges with SA5 and has more significant RAN3 impacts.
For example, even if SA5 agrees that “Each signalling-based job configured at a UE (MDT, QMC) is assigned a unique NG-RAN Trace ID”, RAN3 signalling should be enhanced to propagate multiple NG-RAN Trace IDs during handover as discussed in Q4-4 of CB # QoE4_Mobility.
To keep it simple, we can follow SA5 decision and decouple QoE framework from trace framework.
Also, in our understanding, there is not much difference between Option B and Option C (it’s just different names of the child IEs).

	Nokia
	Option A
	agree with ZTE and QC

	Huawei 
	Option B
	This was the current BL structure which is also in line with LTE, and also the simplest way.

	Samsung
	Option C
	We think option C is a compromise way, which not only solves the concerns of function decoupling, but also has less spec impact. But UE context related messages should be FFS.

	CATT
	Option B
	We should follow the LTE framework. It simply and has merit for signalling . For Option A and option C, in my understanding, only TRACE START and DEACTIVATE TRACE is difference between them. If separate QoE IE defined, option C  is quite same as option A



Summary:
3 companies select Option A;
2 Companies select Option B;
1 company select Option c.
Moderators proposal: Option A is used for the (de)activation of NR QoE, i.e., to decouple the QMC framework from Trace framework.

4.2 Signaling procedure
There is still no consensus on the framework for NR QoE. Let’s discuss the signaling which might be needed to be enhanced no matter which option is selected.
[4][5] propose that HANDOVER REQUIRED can be enhanced for the activation of NR QoE.  In the view of [4], it cannot be assumed that AMF can always have the QoE configurations, so it is preferred to include the QoE related configurations in HANDOVER REQUIRED message for mobility cases. [5] hold the view that AMF might not have a tight control in QoE as in MDT and if HANDOVER REQUIRED message does not include the QoE related information, there would be some consequences for target node. [3][6] think HANDOVER REQUIRED message can be FFS.
Proposal 4-1:  NGAP HANDOVER REQUIRED message is enhanced to include the information about QoE measurements configured at the UE.

Q2:  Do companies agree with the proposal above?
Please provide your view on the 3 proposals down below.
	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Q5-2 of CB # QoE4_Mobility is already discussing this. We should decide in that CB.

	Nokia
	We believe that enhancement of NGAP HANDOVER REQUIRED message is needed, but indeed better to handle this question under QoE4.

	Huawei 
	Should not this one be discussed in CB # QoE4_Mobility. But technically maybe we should discuss what info to be included, if we take LTE as base line, there is no need to include any explicit configuration info in this message, since configuration info are included in the container.



Summary: 
3 companies think this can be discussed in CB#QoE4.

Conclusion: Whether NGAP HANDOVER REQUIRED message is enhanced can be left to CB#QoE4.

If you think there is any other message to be enhanced, you can provide it down below.
	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	



4.3 TP to BL CR(s)
4.3.1 TP to 38.300 BL CR for basic framework
According to the chairman notes, we should try to capture agreements into BL CRs, if agreeable. So far we have no consensus on the basic framework for activation and deactivation of NR QoE. Any other corrections on the BL CR would be added based on the agreements we achieve at this meeting.
4.3.2 TP to 38.410 BL CR
A TP to 38.410 was provided in [12]. Companies can provide further comments here.
	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	TP provided in [12] seems OK as a baseline.

	Nokia
	OK

	Huawei
	No strong opinion, but it seems that we just specified tracing but not mentioned further sub-functions in LTE…



4.3.3 TP to 38.300 BL CR sub-functions
Two stage 2 TPs[13][14] on QoE sub-functions like reporting, per-slice QoE were submitted at this meeting. Moderator merged the two TPs into a draft TP in the folder and companies are welcome to share further opinions on this draft TP, or you can also edit in the draft and upload your new version.
	Company
	Comments

	Huawei
	Yes. We need descriptions for each sub-function.

	
	



3 Discussion (1st round)
3.1 Whether to decouple QoE framework from Trace framework based on SA5 LS
At RAN3#112-e meeting, an LS[1] has been sent to SA5 to check their views on whether current Trace Function could support QoE mechanism and some other issues concerned by companies. Before this meeting, RAN3 has received the reply LS[2] from SA5. In the reply LS, SA5 has confirmed that Trace mechanism is not reused for QMC function.
	Q1: Whether and how the Trace mechanism can handle, or be enhanced to handle, the scenario that QMC is triggered after legacy trace for one UE, while the legacy trace and/or MDT still need to be kept? In this case, will the TR/TRSR for the QMC session be different from the TR/TRSR used for legacy trace and/or MDT session? If yes, will the TR/TRSR for the QMC session and the TR/TRSR used for legacy trace and/or MDT session exist simultaneously for one UE?
SA5: The trace mechanisms defined in TS 32.422 are not reused for QMC. The mechanisms of QMC control and configuration are defined in TS 28.405.  The content in the latest version of 28.405 is for UMTS and LTE, it will be enhanced to support NR in release 17.



In [3][4], companies follows the response of SA5 and propose to define new IEs like ‘QoE Activation IE’, ‘QoE Deactivation IE’ for the (de)activation of NR QoE, which allows the separation of QoE from Trace mechanism.
In [5], It is proposed to capture in a stage-2 specification that QMC and Trace/MDT are distinct, logically separated features, but trace-related signaling IEs are still preferred to be used. And To avoid Trace ID conflict, it is proposed that each signalling-based job configured at a UE (MDT, QMC) is assigned a unique NG-RAN Trace ID, even if some or all of these jobs are configured by the same entity. Moderator’s view is that this ‘logically’ separation cannot become an acceptable solution in standardization work, which would just mess up specifications.
Some other papers [6][7][8] tend to ignore SA5’s reply and still propose to reuse Trace for the activation and deactivation of NR QoE.  [6]  recognizes that from SA5 point of view, QMC and QoE are separated for UMTS, LTE and NR, but Trace is still considered of benefit and more feasible from RAN3 point of view in this paper. It is claimed in [7] that SA5 didn’t understand the intention of our question correctly and the reply LS cannot be used for our decision. [8] hold the view that although SA5 confirms Trace is not reused for LTE QoE, they actually did not exclude the possibility that trace mechanisms can be used to support the NR QMC. Moderator’s view is, with the confirmation from SA5 that Trace is not reused for QoE, how to deal with the trace-related IEs in the QoE activation and deactivation would become an issue.
Based on the reply of SA5, Moderator think it is quite clear that, to decouple QoE framework from Trace framework is the most suitable solution which matches the requirement of SA5 without messing up the Trace and QoE function. To achieve effective work on this WI, it is proposed that we take decoupling QoE from Trace as a base line solution and work on the signaling design based on this baseline. After that, other solutions like reusing trace can be considered as an enhancement.
So, Moderator provide two proposals here:
Proposal 1-1: RAN3 should work on decoupling QoE framework from Trace framework as base line.
Proposal 1-2: Whether to reuse Trace as an enhancement can be discussed later.

Q1-1: Do you think the proposal 1-1 can be taken as an agreement?
Please provide your view here. 
	Company
	Yes/No
	comments

	Qualcomm
	See comments
	As the moderator points out, it does seem like SA5 said QoE framework is different from Trace framework. But RAN3 might need to discuss few more things before we make a decision (maybe even need to send a follow-up LS SA5):
i) If decoupled QoE framework is used, what do we do with LTE QMC then? RAN3 LTE specs currently uses trace framework for LTE QMC. Do we also change LTE QMC or keep it as it is? 
ii) In TS 28.405, why does the definition of QoE reference and PLMN target mention trace activation request or trace session from management system 
5.2	QoE reference (M)
The QoE reference parameter specify the network request session. The QoE reference shall be globally unique therefore it is composed as follows:
MCC+MNC+QMC ID, where the MCC and MNC are coming with the trace activation request from the management system to identify one PLMN containing the management system, and QMC ID is a 3 byte Octet String.
5.3	PLMN target (CM)
….
Note that the PLMN Target might differ from the PLMN specified in the Network Request Session Id, as that specifies the PLMN that is containing the management system requesting the Trace Session from the NE.
iii) Trace framework can be potentially used for QMC if SA5 can agree on the following as highlighted in:
 [5] “each signalling-based job configured at a UE (MDT, QMC) is assigned a unique NG-RAN Trace ID” and 
[8] “The QoE measurement can use a new reference which is different from the legacy ongoing trace procedure”
        Need to check if bullet iii) is acceptable by SA5. And can check with SA5 if trace framework was used for LTE or it was just a misunderstanding on RAN3 part.

	ZTE
	Yes
	Seems the history about Trace and QMC function is still not clarified. I try to put some discussion history here to help companies understand why or how Trace was put to be ‘reused’ for QMC. 
In RAN2#99-bis, RAN2 made the decision that QMC is to be performed by reusing Trace, a CR(R2-1712074) was agreed, with the change that “in section 19.2.1.17, QoE Measurement Collection for streaming services is added into Trace Function”.
At the same time, RAN2 decided to let SA5 know their progress on LTE QoE, so an LS R2-1712035 (R3-174271) was sent to SA5 and several other WGs including RAN3. However, in this LS, which is a bit surprising, reusing Trace was not mentioned at all. So, SA5 has never been notified that trace is reused for LTE QMC in RAN2, let alone any confirmation from them.
Meanwhile, SA5 has their own WI for QMC function, if you check their discussion history, it can be found that SA5 has excluded the solution to reuse Trace for QMC during their discussion. In a word, in SA5, Trace function has never been reused for QMC, no matter UMTS, LTE, or the future NR that they would support. And I think the reply LS we received this time has also made things clear that, SA5 don’t think Trace can be reused for QMC.
I hope the history I introduced above can explain why RAN3 thought Trace is reused for LTE QMC while SA5 states that Trace is not reused for QMC. A further LS to check is not needed.
Now considering the LS from SA5 this time, it would be better that we follow their understanding and let’s work together to make things right.

	Samsung
	
	Although we have similar view as QC, considering the limited left time we have, we’d like to end this repeat discussion, we propose to go for a compromise way. We can accept decouple the Trace Activation IE and QMC Activation IE, but there’s no need to introduce new messages, we can reuse the trace related messages, such as Trace Start and Deactivate Trace message.

	Huawei
	No
	SA5 just indicated that they have different specs for QMC and Trace, while in RAN3, signaling-wise, we use trace procedure to activate/de-activate QMC/MDT, and it works well. Our understanding, different mechanisms doesn’t mean have to use different procedure. So, we would like to suggest that we just go for reusing Trace approach, as what we did in LTE, which is also preferred by majority.

	CMCC
	
	We have sympathy on having two messages for Trace and QMC separately, for the reason of clearer design logic for the alignment of MDT and QoE.
As a compromise, we could accept to reuse the existing message signaling-wisely, namely, include QMC configurations in the Trace Activation IE.
However, according to the reply LS from SA5, it seems that at least Trace ID IE as defined in Trace Activation is not applied to QMC, and we believe the length of Trace ID (8 octets including Trace Reference and TRSR) is designed by SA5 just for the purpose of Trace; as pointed out by QC, if QMC needs to be uniquely identified also by Trace ID, then another round of LSes is expected; however, considering we only have roughly 2.5 meetings left, we just put ourselves in a situation that such basic feature cannot be supported in R17 by giving the judging right to other WGs.
So our preference is to find a way forward within RAN3 based on what we have discussed and acknowledged so far, and in our opinion the current input is enough for us to provide a clean approach.
In addition, we assume that anyway our agreement needs to be reflected by stg2 description, which is in our understanding also the purpose of this CB. So if Proposal 1-1 is controversial to many companies, we suggest to just capture the answer from SA5 stating that ‘The trace mechanisms defined in TS 32.422 are not reused for QMC.’ as a NOTE in the stg2 BLCR, as a way forward.

	ZTE2
	Yes
	It has been pointed out in our previous comment how Trace was thought to be reused for LTE QoE and the fact is that SA5 has never confirmed to reuse Trace for QMC. But we don’t know why it seems to be ignored by companies insist on reusing Trace. I apologize if the font of my comment above is too small to be read.
We also noticed from above comments that some companies was trying to brought up some kind of ‘compromise’ which still reuse Trace. Even on the compromises to reuse Trace, companies have different opinions.
For the solution proposed by SS, to decouple the Trace Activation IE and QMC Activation IE, but still reuse Trace related messages, we actually don’t get the point. Now that QMC activation IE is decoupled with Trace Activation IE, which means the activation of QMC is nothing related to Trace, why should trace-related message be used? It’s totally unnecessary in our view.
For the solution proposed by CMCC, as Moderator has mentioned in the text above the question, only to separate QMC and Trace in stage-2 is not enough and would just mess up the specifications. Let’s imagine the situation if we agree on this proposal — when you have clarified Trace is not reused for QMC in the stage-2 spec, but the trace mechanism is still used for the (de)activation of QMC in stage 3 specifications..Wouldn’t it be contradictory and confusing? We don’t think this is a good way to move forward.
As mentioned by CMCC, we only have 2.5 meetings left, which would not allow us keep discussing on this issue. As we can remember, at last meeting, companies all agreed to wait the reply from SA5 for the decision. Now we got the reply of SA5 to confirm that Trace is not reused for QMC, then we can just follow the reply of SA5 and move forward. We honestly don’t think it’s a hard decision to be made.

	Ericsson
	No
	Our view (we try to be brief):
· SA5, in the response to Q1, tells us (paraphrasing) “RAN3’s concerns, related to coexistence of MDT and QoE in a UE are not valid because they are two different things”. So, MDT and QoE are already decoupled.
· SA5 does not own QoE. Two proofs: 1) in the past they have corrected their specs due to requests from RAN 2/3; 2) UTRAN QoE does not reuse Trace, and LTE does, as per decision by RAN2, quoted by ZTE.  
· Please note that the point of our LS to SA5 is to resolve the concerns we had with reuse. Does the LS indicate that any of our concerns is unsolved?
· LTE QoE uses Trace signalling.
· Reusing Trace signalling for QoE does not preclude logical separation between the two.
· Logical separation is a very well-known concept in RAN3, e.g., a RAN node is a logical, not a physical concept. It does not mess up the specs, it is a pillar of the RAN3 specs. 
We propose:
· Reuse Trace signalling for QoE.
· Agree the following from [5]: Proposal 2: Each signalling-based job configured at a UE (MDT, QMC) is assigned a unique NG-RAN Trace ID, even if some or all of these jobs are configured by the same entity.
· Capture in stage2 that QMC and Trace/MDT are distinct, logically separated features, even if they use the same signalling IEs.
We think that the above WF makes both sides equally (un)happy.

	Nokia
	Yes
	Our initial preference was to reuse Trace IEs and procedures, but following the reply LS from SA5 we believe this could lead to cumbersome specification e.g. because we think that the NG-RAN Trace ID will have to be ignored in case of QMC. Now that it is confirmed from SA5 that separate framework is used (which we believe is not optimal…), we should also separate on network signalling side. Our feeling is that proposal 2 in the comment from E/// will not work from OAM point of view.

	CATT
	No
	From SA5’s perspective, it is ok to define QMC and trace separately because they are two different features. But in RAN, it is better to align LTE to reuse the Trace procedure as many companies said. It work well in LTE. The RAN group can decide which procedure is used for the QMC. Regarding to the issue introduced by the reusing, we can find solutions. Such as the ID usage.
Agree with CMCC, we capture sth in stage 2 to clarify the MDT and QMC framework.

	
	
	



Summary:
Companies all accept that Trace mechanism is not reused for QMC, which is pointed out by SA5 in the reply LS. But there is still no consensus on the final solution for QoE (de)activation yet.
2 companies think RAN3 should follow the reply LS from SA5 and decouple QoE framework from Trace framework.
1 company acknowledged of the separated framework from the reply LS but still has concern on the relationship between Trace and QMC in LTE, and would like to further check with SA5. 
1 company thinks separated mechanisms does not mean separated procedures and insist on reusing Trace procedures.
3 companies think we can capture in Stage2 spec that QMC and Trace are separated while still use Trace-related signaling procedure.
1 company proposes a compromise that separate Trace Activation IE and QMC Activation IE, while still reusing Trace-related messages.

Moderators proposal: 
We capture in the agreement Trace mechanism is not reused for QMC, and continue to discuss the the solution signaling-wisely in the second phase.
 
Q1-2: Do you think the proposal 1-2 can be taken as an agreement?
Please provide your view here. 
	Company
	Yes/No
	comments

	Qualcomm
	See comments
	Don’t think we should support two different frameworks. Either we reuse trace or support a new framework for NR QMC.

	Samsung
	
	Let’s first fix the Q1-1.

	Huawei
	Not needed
	As commented above, we think we could just turn the WA of last meeting into agreement, i.e. just reuse the current trace procedure, so that we move forward.

	CMCC
	
	See answer in Q1-1.

	ZTE
	Not needed
	As commented above, we can just follow SA5’s reply and clearly decouple QMC and Trace.
And we want to make a correction on HW’s comment that we actually don’t have any WA about reusing Trace, at previous meeting.

	Ericsson
	No
	Please see our answer to Q1-1.

	Nokia
	
	Agree with ZTE

	CATT
	No
	We just go to one approach



Summary:
Companies don’t accept two approaches.

If we follows the base line solution which separates QoE and Trace, the QoE-related IEs should be included in other signaling IEs instead of Trace- related IE. In [3][4], companies proposed to define new IEs like ‘QMC Activation IE’, ‘QMC Deactivation IE’ for the (de)activation of NR QoE, which allows the separation of QoE from Trace. 
Q1-3: Do you agree to define new IEs like  ‘QMC Activation IE’, ‘QMC Deactivation IE’ for the (de)activation of NR QoE?
Please provide your view here. 
	Company
	Yes/No
	comments

	Qualcomm
	Yes if decoupled framework is agreed
	

	Samsung
	Depends on Q1-1
	

	Huawei
	Not needed
	If we reuse the trace procedure, as we could see from the BL CR, the procedure should work well.

	CMCC
	
	See answer in Q1-1.

	ZTE
	Yes
	This is the best way for the (de)activation of QoE, following the reply LS from SA5. 

	Ericsson
	No
	Well, we already have the BL CR for TS 38.413 defining such two IEs, but where they will be placed is being discussed here.

	Nokia
	Yes
	We think this is needed for a well working solution.

	CATT
	No
	Depend on the result of Q1. Propose to discuss Q1-1and Q1-2 first.



Summary:
No consensus yet. Depends on the final solution we take.

If we are to reuse Trace, there still exists some issues:
- Since SA5 has confirmed Trace function is not reused for QMC function, how can RAN3 assume that OAM would include QoE configuration in Trace related IEs?
- If Trace is reused for QMC, how can we deal with the Trace related IEs in the case that Trace is only used for the activation of QoE.
- How can Trace mechanism can handle the scenario that QMC is triggered after legacy trace for one UE, while the legacy trace and/or MDT still need to be kept? 
- How can Trace support multiple QMC activation/deactivation towards one UE at same or different time?
- How to ensure that a Trace deactivation message does not necessarily deactivate the QMC configuration previously activated with the Trace message bearing the same NG-RAN Trace ID?
- How to decouple legacy Trace/MDT related failure from QMC-related failure?

Some of the issues are from the LS[1] we sent to SA5 in RAN3#112-e. It is noticed that [8] has provided some view on how Trace can handle some of the issues mentioned above. Companies are welcomed to share more views here.
Q1-4: How can Trace handle the issues listed above, if we are to reuse Trace for QMC function?
Please provide your view here. 
	Company
	comments

	Qualcomm
	As highlighted in Q1-1, Trace framework can be potentially used for QMC if the QoE measurement can use a new reference which is different from the legacy ongoing trace procedure and SA5 can support Trace framework for QMC.
Regarding the issue on how to use trace for multiple QMC configuration, OAM can try to configure QoE and MDT/Trace together. But if a new QoE config is to be added later, OAM can use a different Trace Reference for the new config. Anyway, QMC modification (delta signaling) is not planned to be supported over Uu by RAN2; so, it doesn’t matter whether it was one Trace activation command or multiple trace commands.

	Samsung
	See comment in Q1-1

	Huawei
	In general, technically we don’t see any issues (just check LTE spec).
For the issues listed above, actually there are no issues at all:
- Function and signaling are two different issues, we are talking about signaling design, RAN3 could use Trace signaling to trigger trace, MDT and QMC at the same time or different time towards a UE in a flexible way. 
- Mandatory IE for trace already allows to indicate that “should not be traced”. 
- OAM could send more than trace message towards the same UE; 
- we already agreed to introduce QoE reference ID which is a unique ID for a QoE measurement for a service type, and it is also allowed to configure multiple QoE measurement towards the same UE at the same time or different time. 
- QoE reference ID is also used for deactivation. And, MDT and QoE are using different ID

	CMCC
	A quick reply to QC’s comments: as far as we know, RAN2 is now revisiting whether to introduce modification of QoE configuration according to the reply LS from SA4 in R3-214717 (which is also CCed to RAN2).
-For the first bullet, we share view with HW on function and signaling are two issues, and we can choose to use the same message to support both functions as long as we have clear specification.
-For bullet two, we still have concern on if we could allocate unique Trace ID only for QMC purpose. In addition, since we’ve already had a unique QoE Reference for a specific UE/area, it is questionable if we would additionally need another unique Trace ID for the same purpose. So we would propose to make some update in signaling from this aspect, such as adopting a CHOICE structure of signaling either Trace ID or QoE Reference.
And the other bullets can also be solved if we figure out a way of clearly signaling these IDs.

	ZTE
	Sorry to jump in. Although our company support to decouple Trace with QMC and do not want to discuss how trace can be reused or enhanced to support QMC, we just want to point out that maybe HW and CMCC didn’t get the point of the first bullet.
It has concerns on the situation that, since SA5 don’t think Trace is reused for QMC, they would not include the QMC configuration in Trace related messages from the OAM side. Then how can RAN3 deploy the signaling procedure based on Trace for the first place? That’s a contradiction. 
For the function and signaling separation mentioned by companies on this issue, to clarify here again, we don’t think it’s a good way to move forward in standardization work, which would just make the specifications messed up. 

	Ericsson
	We can take the discussion in the second phase, but we believe that most, if not all, issues above can be resolved if the following is agreed:
Proposal 2: Each signalling-based job configured at a UE (MDT, QMC) is assigned a unique NG-RAN Trace ID, even if some or all of these jobs are configured by the same entity.
The above implies that MDT has its own NG-RAN Trace ID, and QoE has its own. No collision. The activation/deactivation of individual configurations can be done based on their respective and unique QoE reference.

	Nokia
	We believe proposal 2 from E/// above doesn't follow SA5's intention, and for sure there is no Trace ID in current TS 28.405. On the other side if SA5 can confirm such update when they are going to cover NR in TS 28.405, this might work in principle. But this will need an additional round with SA5, not sure we have time?

	CATT
	Agree with E///, different ID assign for different job as SA5 specified. When reuse the trace, we can follow the LTE principle for the trace related IE. Also for the ID, we simply ignore the trace ID when QoE ID present. We don’t see any issue cannot be solved when it reuse the trace



Summary:
No common understanding yet. Let’s continue the discussion in the second round.

3.2 Service Types to be supported
Contributions [5][9] mentioned that MBS and XR should not be supported in R17and propose to remove the editor’s note in the stage 2 TP.
Q2:  Should MBS or XR be supported in R17? Comments on other service types can also be provided down below.
Please provide your view here.
	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	No need to support MBS or XR in R17

	Samsung
	No need to support MBS or XR in R17

	Huawei
	This was also captured in another CB#3, our understanding is that MBS and XR could be left for R18.

	CMCC
	Prefer to leave for R18 due to the time limitation.

	ZTE
	No need to support MBS or XR in R17

	Ericsson
	Agree with ZTE.

	Nokia
	Agree with all companies above.

	CATT
	No need to support MBS or XR in R17



Summary:
Companies all agree that MBS and XR would not be supported in R17. 
Remove the corresponding Editor’s note in stage 2 TP.

3.3 Check LS(s) in 
	R3-214717
	LS Reply on requirement for configuration changes of ongoing QMC sessions (SA4)
	LS in
Move to 15.2.1.1

	R3-214981
	[DRAFT] LS Reply on requirement for configuration changes of ongoing QMC sessions (Ericsson)
	LS out To: SA5 CC: SA4, RAN2
Move to 15.2.1.1



In the reply LS [10] to RAN3, SA4 provides their answers on the questions related to the configuration changes of ongoing QMC sessions. Specifically,  SA4 confirms the requirement of the configuration modification of ongoing sessions and RAN3’s assumption that QMC configuration release can be used to stop QoE configuration and reporting, even in the middle of an application session.
Contribution [11] provided a draft LS to SA5 to ask their opinion on whether it is useful to receive QoE reports where some RAN-invisible parameters are changed in the middle of the application session.
Q3:  Do you think we can agree to send the draft reply LS in [1011] to SA5?
Please provide your view here.
	Company
	Yes/No
	comments

	Qualcomm
	
	This is the question posed to SA5 in [1011]:
RAN3 would like to ask SA5 the following follow-up question:
 Does SA5 think that it is useful to receive QoE reports from a UE when RAN controllable parameters and included in a QoE report sent from the UE (not visible to RAN, e.g., S-NSSAI in case of per-slice QoE measurements) are changed in the middle of an application session?
The question is not clear to us. 
· What does it mean to say that “whether it is useful to receive QoE reports when these RAN invisible parameters are changed in the middle of an application session”?  QoE report will be sent at the end of the session or as per the configured periodicity. What has that got to do with if RAN invisible parameters change or not?
· What does it mean to say that “S-NSSAI is changed in the middle of an application session”?


	Huawei
	Pending
	As we could see there are so many LSes which really made the discussions mixed up, our suggestion would be that when we reach further agreements, we could have one LS to one group (if needed), capturing agreements and possible questions.

	CMCC
	Pending
	Share similar with HW.
And in our understanding, if RAN WGs decide to adopt the principle that the ongoing session will be unaffected by the modification of QoE configuration, then there’s no need to check. Maybe more explanation is needed.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	The point of the question:
· Slice scope is agreed for NR QoE
· Legacy (non-QoE) NGAP signalling enables S-NSSAI change during a session
· If the new S-NSSAI, assigned in the middle of a session does not fall into the Slice scope, the reports sent post change will pertain to S-NSSAI outside the Slice scope.
· Hence, we ask SA5: are these reports (post-S-NSSAI change) useful?
The above is discussed in our paper 4727.

	Nokia
	prefer to avoid
	We believe we should now limit additional LSs as much as possible. E.g. for the scenario described by E/// above, if the basic Rel-17 framework includes the slice id in the QoE report, the TCE may filter out reports if needed.

	CATT
	pending
	Agree with HW



Summary:
Most companies do not think we should send the LS[11] to SA5 at this meeting.

Other issues:
If there are any other concerns not covered in the discussion above, please list in the table here.
	Company
	concerns

	Ericsson
	From [5]: Proposal 5: NGAP HANDOVER REQUIRED message is enhanced to include the information about QoE measurements configured at the UE.

	ZTE
	Reply to Ericsson: As highlight below, the signaling procedures would be discussed in the second round. NGAP HANDOVER REQUIRED would be discussed than.

	
	



Note: the signaling procedures and TP for BL CR(s) would be discussed in the second round.

4 Conclusion, Recommendations
See section 2.
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