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1 Introduction

This report summarizes the email discussion below that took place during RAN2#115-e meeting:

· [AT115-e][045][QoE] QoE LS out (Ericsson)


Scope: LS out to S5 (cc R3) acc to on-line discussion, conclude max no of QoE configs per UE, and other details if needed. 


Intended outcome: Approved LS out


Deadline: Tuesday W2 (CB if needed)

2 Reference

3 Contact information

	Company
	Contact Name, Email

	Ericsson
	cecilia.eklof@ericsson.com

	Samsung
	s90.jeong@samsung.com

	CMCC
	hanxingyu@chinamobile.com

	Qualcomm
	jianhua@qti.qualcomm.com

	OPPO
	liuyangbj@oppo.com

	LGE
	sangwon7.kim@lge.com

	Lenovo
	hchoi5@lenovo.com

	ZTE
	Liu.yansheng@zte.com.cn

	Intel
	ziyi.li@intel.com


4 Discussion

4.1 Maximum number of simultaneous QoE configurations
The maximum number of QoE configurations that can be configured in one UE in RRC signalling needs to be defined. Later RAN2 will discuss different UE capabilities and some UEs may be defined to support a smaller number of QoE configurations. The maxNrofQoE defines the maximum number in ASN.1, i.e. a UE with the highest capability will support this number. RAN2 assumed 8, to be confirmed offline:


Send an LS to SA5 for confirmation of max number of QoE configurations per UE. Number 8 could be assumed, to be finally concluded offline..

Question 1: Do companies agree on the assumption that the maximum number of simultaneous QoE configurations in ASN.1 is 8?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Additional comments

	 Ericsson
	 Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	We support unless any issue is raised

	CMCC
	Needs more clarification
	We agree that a maximum number should be defined, but before we decide the value, we need to be crystal clear on what does it mean by QoE configurations and what is the relationship between QoE Ref, service type, slice and QoE configuration.

Our understanding is that each QoE configuration corresponds to one service type, one RRC level ID and one QoE configuration container according to latest RAN2 running CR.

And as far as we know, RAN3 is also discussing stg3 configuration details on NG interface during this meeting, and the majority view is that each QoE Ref is associated with only one QoE configuration container. If RAN2 has different understanding on this, i.e. one QoE Ref is able to associate with multiple QoE configuration containers, we’d better also ask RAN3 to further check and feedback.

In addition, we would like to check with other companies on whether the UE can be configured multiple times for simultaneous QoE configurations with different measConfigAppLayerIds, our assumption is yes and consequently the maximum number of RRC level ID could be a multiple of 8.

If we can achieve consensus on above basic understandings, then 8 would be a reasonable value in our opinion.

	Qualcomm
	No, need more values, e.g. 64
	We understand QoE reference, RRC ID, QoE container is 1:1:1 mapping, that gives clear UE and gNB behaviours and let gNB release some QoE configurations using RRC ID. Otherwise, it is impossible for gNB to manage the QoE configurations just using RRC ID.

And we will introduce per-slice QoE, UE can be configured 8 slices simultaneously, the QoE measurement configuration number could be  increased by multiple times if considering different QoE configurations for different slices. Now, we assume service type: MTSI, MBS, XR, Streaming, and then for future- extension purpose, 64 values should be reasonable.

	OPPO
	16 or 32
	We agree the intention of CMCC and Qualcomm that the mapping relationship between QoE reference ID, RRC ID, and QoE container should be clarified at first, before further decision on the maximum number of the simultaneous QoE configuration is made. If as Qualcomm said 1:1:1 is to be agreed, we think that at most 4 per slice is enough, which give the result of 32.

	LGE
	Yes
	8 seems reasonable from RRC signalling perspective. 

	Lenovo
	Yes
	The value 8 can be taken as assumption and can be revisited in accordance with feedback received from SA5 and RAN3. 

	ZTE
	_
	We share the similar view with CMCC and QCM. The mapping relationship between RRC ID, QoE container, and QoE reference ID should be clarified.

We do not know why should RAN2 define a maximum number of simultaneous QoE configurations. Based on the SA4’s explanation, this number can be based on NW implementation.

Based on the current inputs from companies, we may describe our concern in the LS and ask whether SA5 has any comment on the max number (e.g.8, 16, 32, 64).

	Intel
	Yes
	We share the same view that one QoE configuration is corresponding to one QoE reference ID from one service, also simultaneous configuration is supported in a single RRC message. 

Considering the limitation of PDCP PDU size and potential QoE configuration size, seems 8 is a reasonable value. 


Rapporteur’s summary: <tbd>
4.2 Other general comments on the LS 

Here companies may provide other general comments on the LS, e.g. whether RAN2 agreements should be included in the LS or not.

Question 2: Do companies have any general comments on the overall structure of the LS?

	Company
	Other comments

	Ericsson
	Change RAN3 to “To” as they need to implement the signalling of MeasConfigAppLayerId and QoE Reference at handover. Add SA4 as “CC” in case this has any impact on them. 

	CMCC
	Agree with E.

And as commented above, it seems that RAN2 has different understandings on the relationship between configuration container and QoE Reference. If we would like to stick to one-to-one mapping, then there’s no need to check with RAN3.

	OPPO
	In our opinion, the agreements made by RAN2 should be at first checked by SA5. If SA5 confirms the agreements, then SA5 could send LS to RAN3 for further RAN3 spec effort, i.e., Xn interface during HO. The reason why the LS should be cc to RAN3, we think, is to let them know that the RAN2 has made agreements having impact on RAN3 to be confirmed by SA5, and they should prepare starting work once SA5 confirms the feasibility of the RAN2 agreements. This is our consideration, we are OK if majority companies think RAN3 should be changed to ‘To’.

	LGE
	Agree to change RAN3 from ‘cc’ to ‘to’ since the first agreement has impact on RAN3 works.

	Lenovo
	In the drafts folder we have uploaded a revision of the LS with our suggested corrections, mainly editorial.

	ZTE
	Share same view with Ericsson. The LS is also high related to RAN3.

	Intel
	Agree with Ericsson that RAN3 should be in the “to” list, and cc SA4.

	
	

	
	


Rapporteur’s summary: <tbd>
5 Conclusion

TBD

