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1. Introduction
In the last meeting, RAN3 discussed the support of R17 left-over features and had the following agreements and FFSs.
QoS flow ID(s) should be included in the RAN visible QoE report collected at the UE.
DRB ID(s) should be transmitted over F1 as the QoS flow information in the RVQoE report.
RAN3 checks with SA4 on whether RVQoE value can reflect the overall situation of the experience of an ongoing service, with multiple QoE metrics taken into account, not limited to only RVQoE metrics.
RVQoE value is used by the RAN node for radio resource optimization, and can save on uplink RRC signaling, compared with transferring multiple QoE metrics (not only RAN visible QoE metrics).
In this release, slice information (e.g. S-NSSAI) is not included in RVQoE report.
WA: Introduce buffer level as a threshold-based trigger for RVQoE reporting.
FFS the benefit and necessity of introducing threshold-based triggers for reporting playout delay for media startup in RVQoE report.
FFS the benefit and necessity of event-based triggers of RVQoE.
Further discuss OAM sends priorities of QoE measurements to RAN as a reference.
Further discuss DU participation in assembling RVQoE configuration.
Further discuss DU (de)activates the receiving of the RVQoE reports.

In this paper we further provide our views on the ‘to be continue’ issues.
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2.1 RAN visible QoE enhancements
In the last meeting, RAN3 achieved a WA to introduce buffer level as a threshold-based trigger for RVQoE reporting. In addition, it was agreed to FFS the benefit and necessity of introducing threshold-based triggers for reporting playout delay for media startup in RVQoE report.
In our opinion, we are wondering whether RAN side only cares the ‘bad’ results. For example, if RAN only cares the results when buffer level is very low, we acknowledge such trigger has some benefit for saving Uu overload. However, we are not sure such assumption is correct, thinking the results which are good may also be beneficial to RAN, so RAN understands the configurations for obtaining good RAN visible QoE results. 
Then talking about specific metrics, we can see the motivation of letting gNB collect result only when buffer level is lower than a certain threshold. However, introducing trigger for reporting playout delay makes no sense as it is measured only for one time. 
Proposal 1: It is suggested to clarify whether good results makes no use to RAN. 
Proposal 2: Not introduce threshold-based triggers for reporting playout delay for media startup in RVQoE report.
Then regarding to event-based triggers, we still don’t think the benefit of introducing such triggers is overwhelming, considering the additional complexity it will introduce and the small size of QoE report. Such trigger will lead to UE keep evaluating the trigger condition, increasing the burden of UE. Moreover, the signaling overhead of reporting RAN visible QoE reports is not big, so the benefit of saving Uu overload seems only marginal. Also considering the various types of events, we should also try to avoid introducing new reporting mechanism for many different events, where the RAN visible QoE complexity could explode.
Proposal 3: It is suggested not to introduce event-based triggers unless great benefits have been identified.

In the last meeting, enhancements on the configuration of RAN visible QoE reporting over F1 have been further discussed.
Further discuss DU participation in assembling RVQoE configuration.
Further discuss DU (de)activates the receiving of the RVQoE reports.
Regarding whether DU should participate in assembling RAN Visible QoE configuration, we think it is the CU to configure the RAN visible QoE, and DU does not need to know the RAN visible QoE configuration. In addition, RAN3 only agrees two RAN visible QoE metrics for now. In which case, we do not see great benefits to let the DU to provide a configuration suggestion. Moreover, at the stage of configuration, there is no knowledge of Qos flow, so DU can also hardly decide which kind of RVQoE configuration is desired.
Some companies think the DU can (de)activate receiving the RAN visible QoE reports to reduce the signaling overhead. In our understanding, the CU can decide whether to send the RAN visible QoE reports to the DU based on the overload in F1. We are open to further discuss this point.
Proposal 4: Introducing the (de)activation of RAN visible QoE report in F1 can be further discussed. DU does not need to provide the RAN visible QoE configuration suggestion. 

2.2 QoE reporting handling enhancement for overload scenario 
In the last meeting, most of companies agree that it is beneficial to let OAM send the priorities for the management based QoE measurements to NG-RAN.
In our understanding, this mechanism can help the RAN to select the QoE measurement to pause due to the overload of Uu. The QoE measurement is configured by the OAM. The RAN does not know the period of the QoE report and does not know the size of the QoE report. Therefore it is more suitable for the OAM to configure the priorities. In addition, RAN can only take the priority as a reference.
As to whether to introduce the priorities only for the management based QoE measurement, we do not have strong views. In our understanding, RAN3 can introduce the priorities for at least the management based QoE measurement. In order to use the unified solution, the OAM also can configure the priorities for the signalling based QoE measurement.
Proposal 5: OAM configures the priorities for QoE measurement.
Moreover, when RAN overload is solved, RAN can also select the QoE measurement to be resumed based on the priorities in order to avoid potential overload situation. Therefore the priority information is used by RAN and there is no need to send such information to UE.
Proposal 6: From RAN3 perspective, there is no need to send priority information to UE. 
The next issue is how to configure the priority, i.e. the granularity of the priority. It can be configured for each service types or slices. We suggest to configure the priority for each QoE measurement in order to provide the flexibility.
Proposal 7: Set the granularity of priority as per QoE measurement. 

3. Proposal
In this contribution, we provide the views on the R17 left-over features, and get the following proposal:

Proposal 1: It is suggested to clarify whether good results makes no use to RAN. 
Proposal 2: Not introduce threshold-based triggers for reporting playout delay for media startup in RVQoE report.
Proposal 3: It is suggested not to introduce event-based triggers unless great benefits have been identified.
Proposal 4: Introducing the (de)activation of RAN visible QoE report in F1 can be further discussed. DU does not need to provide the RAN visible QoE configuration suggestion. 
Proposal 5: OAM configures the priorities for QoE measurement.
Proposal 6: From RAN3 perspective, there is no need to send priority information to UE. 
Proposal 7: Set the granularity of priority as per QoE measurement. 
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