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Introduction
In R18 WID, the following objective for QoE list some leftover features in R17. In this contribution, we’d like to further discuss the RVQoE value, which we think it’s important but it’s not supported in R17.
Left-over features from Rel-17, as well as the enhancements of existing features which are not included in Rel-17 normative phase, should be supported in Rel-18 if consensus on benefits are reached [RAN3, RAN2].
· Specify per-slice QoE measurement configuration enhancement.
· Specify RAN visible QoE enhancements for QoE value, RAN visible QoE trigger event, RAN visible QoE Report over F1.
· Specify QoE reporting handling enhancement for overload scenario.
As we think the RVQoE value have some relation to scheduling, which is also related to RVQoE report over F1. Based on the above, the following two aspects will be discussed in this contribution.
· Thinking on RVQoE value definition
· RVQoE collection for scheduling
Discussion
Thinking on RVQoE value definition
In R17, we had discussed the RVQoE value but had no consensus on which entity to generate the RVQoE value, as it’s hard for UE to calculate a MOS value (i.e. one form of RVQoE value) defined by SA4, and it’s hard for gNB to have a comprehensive QoE metrics to calculate a MOS value. And no matter how, coordination with SA4 is needed, which may delay the whole discussion. It seems the discussion is between a rock and a hard place, maybe we can seek for some new angle and possibilities for RVQoE vale definition in R18. 
Observation 1, it’s hard to make progress if we stuck on the history discussion of RVQoE value. 
Firstly, we should think about why we need RVQoE value when we already have RVQoE metrics which also reflect the UE experience that gNB cares about. We should identify the real requirements for RVQoE value first, and then define what kind of RVQoE value is really needed, feasible and useful from RAN perspective. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 1, RAN3 to identify the key points of RVQoE value compare to RVQoE metrics used for RAN optimization.
In our understanding, compare to RVQoE metrics, the RVQoE value should be used for different cases and scenarios, for example, RVQoE value can be a simplified version to reflect the UE experience, or it can have less signalling overhead, or it may be transmitted faster than the RVQoE metrics for some real time optimization. From RAN perspective, we suggest RAN3 define the RVQoE value in a way that suitable and useful for RAN optimization, and the RVQoE value can be different from the one defined in SA4 as the RVQoE value is only for RAN use, and we should make it useful from RAN perspective.
Proposal 2, RAN3 discuss the following key points for RVQoE value defined by RAN.
· RVQoE value is kind of simplified version to reflect UE experience
· RVQoE value should save signalling overhead than RVQoE metrics
· RVQoE value can be transmitted faster than RVQoE metrics
· The definition of RVQoE value should minimize the involvement with SA4
RVQoE collection for scheduling
In R17, some RVQoE metrics (i.e. buffer level, initial playout delay) had been defined and introduced over Uu and F1AP, and additional assistant info is also introduced for network optimization, e.g. including PDU session ID in RVQoE report. However, current RVQoE mechanism doesn’t well support the network scheduling optimization, which is one of the main aims to introduce RVQoE in R17.
In current mechanism, the RVQoE report including the RVQoE metrics will be sent via RRC message and the RVQoE information can be used in MAC layer where the scheduler is allocated, it will be transmitted over F1 in split architecture. The transmission latency would be very high comparing to the scheduling periodicity. As we know that the scheduling periodicity is within 1 TTI (normally 1ms or even less), it means that the information for scheduling should be transmitted at least close to 1 TT1, otherwise it may not be useful for scheduling. So, the transmission latency of the RVQoE information would be an issue for RVQoE aware of scheduling. 
On the other hand, currently only PDU session ID is included in RVQoE report, while the scheduling is per DRB level, which means PDU session ID is only useful for scheduling optimization in case the PDU session only maps to one DRB.
Observation 2, there’re two issues needed to be solved when RVQoE is used for scheduling.
· Issue 1, the transmission latency of RVQoE information cannot satisfy the requirement for scheduling.
· Issue 2, the PDU session ID cannot be useful for scheduling when PDU session mapped to multiple DRBs.
Proposal 3, RAN3 further discuss how to reduce the transmission latency of RVQoE information for scheduling. 
Proposal 4, RAN3 further discuss how to support DRB level RVQoE information reporting for scheduling.
For the above two issues, we’re wondering maybe we can solve it after we have a clear understanding of RVQoE value, which may be used in forms of simplified version for scheduling, and may support low latency and indicating DRB related info implicitly.
Proposal 5, the transmission latency and DRB related info should be considered when RAN3 defines the RVQoE value 
Conclusion
In this contribution, we shared our thoughts on how to define the RVQoE value from RAN perspective, we hope it can help RAN3 to have a clear direction for the discussion of RVQoE value. On the other hand, we also identified some issues that are needed to be solved for RVQoE aware of scheduling, we hope those issues can be considered when defining the RVQoE value. The following are the observations and proposals.
Observation 1, it’s hard to make progress if we stuck on the history discussion of RVQoE value. 
Proposal 1, RAN3 to identify the key points of RVQoE value compare to RVQoE metrics used for RAN optimization.
Proposal 2, RAN3 discuss the following key points for RVQoE value defined by RAN.
· RVQoE value is kind of simplified version to reflect UE experience
· RVQoE value should save signalling overhead than RVQoE metrics
· RVQoE value can be transmitted faster than RVQoE metrics
· The definition of RVQoE value should minimize the involvement with SA4
Observation 2, there’re two issues needed to be solved when RVQoE is used for scheduling.
· Issue 1, the transmission latency of RVQoE information cannot satisfy the requirement for scheduling.
· Issue 2, the PDU session ID cannot be useful when PDU session mapped to multiple DRBs for scheduling.
Proposal 3, RAN3 further discuss how to reduce the transmission latency of RVQoE information for scheduling. 
Proposal 4, RAN3 further discuss how to support DRB level RVQoE information reporting for scheduling.
Proposal 5, the transmission latency and DRB related info should be considered when RAN3 defines the RVQoE value 
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