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Introduction

This contribution intends to discuss the remaining issues on todo RILs. Proposed solution is also included in conclusion part. 
Discussion
RIL issue E214
In previous meeting, some companies have shown concerns on the usage of RAN-VisibleParameters, which contain IEs with different Need codes. For example, numberOfBufferLevelEntries has Need R. If the gNB wants to release numberOfBufferLevelEntries which was previously configured, it will send a new RAN-VisibleParameters with numberOfBufferLevelEntries absent. In other words, UE application layer will keep the configured value as long as it is not instructed to release the value, and the release of numberOfBufferLevelEntries in the UE AS layer cannot take  effect in the UE application layer. The previously configured value of numberOfBufferLevelEntries in the UE application layer will be maintained.

Then, some companies propose to have a Note to clarify that once the value of a parameter included in an RVQoE configuration has been forwarded to the UE application layer, the value of the parameter will be maintained in the UE application layer unless explicitly released. However, in our understanding, the corresponding behaviors if needed, shall be specified by CT1. A note in RRC specs doesn’t help. Without this note, the storage and release of related parameters in the UE application layer can also work normally through UE implementation.
Proposal 1: RIL E214 is not pursued, i.e., no need to capture a note in RRC to specify UE behavior in application layer on handling RAN-VisibleParameters.

RIL issue H079
RAN2 has discussed briefly on how to check areaScope when receiving MBS service, whether to consider the RPMN of camped cell or on the cell the ,MBS service was received. Majorities’ companies agree with the intention yet would like to further check whether changing UE behavior will impact SA5 specified AreaScope definition. 

----------------------------------------- From 28405 --------------------------------

5.4
Area scope (CM)

The area scope parameter defines the area in terms or cells or Tracking Area/Routing Area/Location Area where the QMC shall take place. If the parameter is not present the QMC shall be done throughout the PLMN specified in PLMN target.

The area scope parameter in UMTS is either:

-
List of cells, identified by CGI. Maximum 32 CGI can be defined.

-
List of Routing Area, identified by RAI. Maximum of 8 RAIs can be defined.

-
List of Location Area, identified by LAI. Maximum of 8 LAIs can be defined.

The area scope parameter in LTE is either:

-
list of cells, identified by E-UTRAN-CGI. Maximum 32 CGI can be defined.

-
List of Tracking Area, identified by TAC. Maximum of 8 TAC can be defined. 

The area scope parameter in NR is either:

-
list of cells, identified by N-CGI. Maximum 32 NCGI can be defined.

-
List of Tracking Area, identified by TAC. Maximum of 8 TAC can be defined.
The parameter is mandatory if area based QMC is requested.

----------------------------------------- From 28405 --------------------------------

Based above area scope definition specified in 28.405, it is only indicates that area scope is the area QMC shall take place, which is mainly to allow NW to configure the area the service with interests take place. Based on this we observe no conflicts among specification if UE checks the RPLMN of the cell where the service is received. 

Observation 1: No specs conflict is observed if UE checks the RPLMN of the cell where the service is received. 
Furthermore, there is one concern on MDT alignment with QoE, which is no issue based on our analysis. It’s understood the areaScope of MDT for alignment could be the same as that of QoE. Assuming areaScope contains cell 2 but not cell 1, then NW collected MDT will be on cell 2. In this case, if UE camps in cell 1 but receiving broadcast from cell 2 will include QoE results of cell 2, which is aligned with NW configuration. Also UE needs to be under non-serving cell coverage in order to receive the corresponding cell performance, then the QoE of broadcast service shall be more related to the cell the service is provided instead of the cell UE is currently camping. Based on above it is more reasonable to consider the service the cell is provided instead of the cell UE is currently camping. 

Observation 2: For MDT alignment it makes more sense to consider the cell where the service is received instead of the camped cell. 

Based on above analysis, below proposal is given:
Proposal 2: UE check the PLMN of the cell where the service is received when performing QoE area scope checking.
RIL issue H171
In RAN2-124 meeting, RAN2 agreed UE should discard the RVQoE report if the report cannot be sent because the configured SRB is not available. 

	RAN2-124 Agreement:

When UE cannot send RVQoE report because the configured RVQoE specific SRB is not available, the UE should discard the RVQoE report.


Furthermore, the NOTE 2 on the above content has been added to the protocol. 

	NOTE 1:
If the SRB indicated by reportingSRB is not available or if reportingSRB is absent and SRB4 is not available, the UE may store application layer measurement report containers until the SRB is available. The UE may discard reports when the memory reserved for storing application layer measurement report containers becomes full. Reports with lower appLayerMeasPriority are discarded first. If equal or no appLayerMeasPriority is configured, older reports are discarded first.

NOTE 2:
If the SRB indicated by ran-VisibleReportingSRB is not available, the UE discards RAN visible application layer measurement reports.


However, in RIL H171, some companies think the NOTE 2 should be more clear for implementation in normative text. For this issue, we believe that the unavailability of SRB is not a common case, and the introduction of the NOTE 2 is to prevent the UE from reporting delayed and outdated RVQoE reports to the gNB once the SRB becomes available. Furthermore, from a structural perspective, the NOTE 2 corresponds exactly to the discussion on whether the SRB indication for QoE reporting is available in NOTE 1. Therefore, we believe that the current protocol, with a NOTE restricting UE behavior, is sufficient and does not require detailed description in the normative text.

Observation 3: For RVQoE reporting in cases where the SRB is unavailable, limiting UE behavior through a NOTE is sufficient, and a detailed description in the normative text seems unnecessary.

RIL issue E216
It is noticed that this RIL E216 was treated last meeting, and it is companies’ consensus that current UE behavior is clear, no enhancements in RAN2 is needed. There is no point to keep this RIL open, it is suggested to not pursed this RIL. 

Observation 4: RAN2 has already discussed RIL E216 and there is no support to consider it in RAN2’s perspective.
Based on above, below proposal is given:

Proposal 3: RILH171, E216 not pursued.
Conclusion and proposals

Based on above analysis, we have the following proposals: 

Proposal 1: RIL E214 is not pursued, i.e., no need to capture a note in RRC to specify UE behavior in application layer on handling RAN-VisibleParameters.

Observation 1: No specs conflict is observed if UE checks the RPLMN of the cell where the service is received. 
Observation 2: For MDT alignment it makes more sense to consider the cell where the service is received instead of the camped cell. 

Proposal 2: UE checks the PLMN of the cell where the MBS service is received when performing QoE area scope checking.
Observation 3: For RVQoE reporting in cases where the SRB is unavailable, limiting UE behavior through a NOTE is sufficient, and a detailed description in the normative text seems unnecessary.

Observation 4: RAN2 has already discussed RIL E216 and there is no support to consider it in RAN2’s perspective.
Proposal 3: RILH171, E216 is not pursued.

