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1 Introduction
In this contribution, we discuss on QoE measurement for NR-DC. In RAN2#119bis-e, RAN2 made a few of agreements for QoE measurement for NR-DC as below:
	Agreements in RAN2#119bis-e:

· Observation: Rel-18 QoE configuration may be created by MN or SN. 

· Either SRB1 or SRB3 can be used for providing SN configuration to UE (at least for m-based QoE). FFS if this requires additional MN-SN coordination.




· In NR-DC scenario, both signalling-based and management-based QoE measurement collection shall be supported.

· RAN2 assumes that there is a unique ID for QoE configurations across MN and SN. This can be accomplished by MN-SN coordination (e.g. similar as was done with measIds for NR-DC)

· Use SRB4 as baseline for Rel-18 QoE. FFS how we can send QoE reports towards SN (e.g. only SRB4, define new SRB, reuse SRB3, split SRB). Discuss details in the next meeting.


2 Discussion
2.1 SRB for QoE report

According to the highlighted agreement from RAN2, RAN2 considers many options to send QoE report towards SN (i.e., SN RRC). Meanwhile, RAN3 made the following agreements for QoE reporting in NR-DC.
	Agreements in RAN3#117e:

· Which SRB can be used for QoE reporting in SN depend on RAN2.
Agreements in RAN3#117bis-e:

· Turn into an agreement the WA stating that, if QoE reports are received by the SN, the SN can forward the QoE reports to MCE directly.
· The SN can receive RVQoE reports directly from the UE.


Based on these agreements, it is observed RAN3 agreed and assumes the scenario where UE sends QoE reports and RVQoE reports to SN directly. Therefore, RAN2 can first consider SRB3 for QoE reporting towards SN. However, considering lower priority of QoE reports than other RRC messages in SRB3, we would like to define a new SRB (i.e., SRB5).

Proposal 1. For QoE reporting towards SN (i.e., SN RRC) directly, a new SRB (i.e., SRB5) is defined, which has lower priority than SRB3.
According to the highlighted agreement from RAN2, when UE sends QoE reports towards MN (i.e., MN RRC), SRB4 can be used. Introduction of split SRB4 may be discussed. Split SRB4 may increase reliability of QoE reporting by duplicate transmission, or may be useful in MCG failure. However, QoE report is not critical message so some losses can be acceptable. Thus duplication is not needed. Besides, since direct path between SN and UE is to be defined (ex. SRB5), this path can be used in case of MCG failure instead of split SRB4. Consequently, we do not see the need of split SRB4. 

Proposal 2. For QoE reporting towards MN (i.e., MN RRC), SRB4 is used. Split SRB4 is not introduced.
2.2 Switching reporting leg

RAN3 made the following agreements to support switching reporting leg in NR-DC.
	Agreements in RAN3#117e:

· QoE reports can be transmitted to either MN or SN and the reporting leg (MCG or SCG) can be changed during the application session. Send LS to RAN2.
Agreements in RAN3#117bis-e:

· In DC, the UE switches the reporting leg based on indication from network, FFS on implicit or explicit way.



We assume NW can include an explicit indication for switching reporting leg (i.e., MN or SN) as an RRC parameter. Based on the indication, UE RRC can determine which SRB (e.g., SRB4 vs, SRB5) is used for QoE reporting. 
Proposal 3. Introduce an explicit indication as an RRC parameter for switching reporting leg.
RAN2 also needs to discuss whether reporting leg 1) is common for all QoE configurations in UE, 2) can be different per QoE configuration (i.e., per measConfigAppLayerId). For example, if QoE configuration 1 is configured by MN and QoE configuration 2 is configured by SN, initial QoE reporting path for QoE configuration 1 and 2 could be defined or configured as MN and SN, respectively. However, in case of MCG failure or RAN overload of MCG, NW can switch QoE reporting path for QoE configuration 1 to SN. In that sense, it is proposed for RAN2 to discuss reporting leg per QoE configuration (i.e., per measConfigAppLayerId).  
Proposal 4. Discuss whether reporting leg 1) is common for all QoE configurations in UE, or 2) can be different per QoE configuration (i.e., per measConfigAppLayerId).

3 Conclusion

Based on the above, RAN2 is requested to discuss on the following proposals:
Proposal 1. For QoE reporting towards SN (i.e., SN RRC) directly, a new SRB (i.e., SRB5) is defined, which has lower priority than SRB3.
Proposal 2. For QoE reporting towards MN (i.e., MN RRC), SRB4 is used. Split SRB4 is not introduced.
Proposal 3. Introduce an explicit indication as an RRC parameter for switching reporting leg.
Proposal 4. Discuss whether reporting leg 1) is common for all QoE configurations in UE, or 2) can be different per QoE configuration (i.e., per measConfigAppLayerId).
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