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1 Introduction
This document aims at gathering and summarizing companies views for the following offline discussion:
[AT114-e][026][QoE] Configuration Reporting General (Qualcomm)
	Scope: Start from the baseline, the tdoc under 8.14.2.1, identify easy agreements, potential agreements, discussion points, open ponts. 
	Intended outcome: Report.
	Deadline: In time for CB online May 24
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	Company
	Name
	Email Address

	Qualcomm
	Jianhua Liu
	jianhua@qti.qualcomm.com

	CMCC
	Xingyu Han
	hanxingyu@chinamobile.com

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Jun Chen
	jun.chen@huawei.com

	Ericsson
	Cecilia Eklöf
	cecilia.eklof@ericsson.com

	Apple
	Pavan Nuggehalli
	pnuggehalli@apple.com

	 Samsung
	Seungbeom Jeong
	s90.jeong@samsung.com

	LGE
	SangWon Kim
	sangwon7.kim@lge.com

	Lenovo
	Hyung-Nam Choi
	hchoi5@lenovo.com

	China Unicom
	Shuai Gao
	gaos30@chinaunicom.cn

	Nokia
	Malgorzata Tomala
	malgorzata.tomala@nokia.com

	ZTE
	Liu Yansheng
	liu.yansheng@zte.com.cn

	CATT
	Chunlin Ni
	Nichunlin@catt.cn



3 	Discussion
Issue 1: QoE measurement configuration-specific aspects
Issue 1-1: QoE measurement configuration release
Contributions [1][2][4][12] discuss QoE configuration release issue and contribution [1][2] propose to it is allowed for the gNB to release a list of QoE measurement configurations in one RRCReconfiguration message to provide gNB flexibility and save RRC signalling overhead.
[bookmark: _Hlk72353663]Contributions [1] proposes if a QoE measurement configuration is released, RRC layer informs the concerned applications to release the QoE measurement configuration.
Contributions [1][4]  propose if the UE enters IDLE state, UE should release all of the QoE measurement configurations.
Then the following questions 1-3 collect companies’ view on this issue.
Question 1: Do companies agree that gNB can release a list of QoE measurement configurations in one RRCReconfiguration message?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Additional explanations

	CMCC
	Yes
	gNB could have such flexibility.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	gNB could have such flexibility

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	According to the agreement (see below) from RAN2#113bis-e, multiple simultaneous QoE configuration can be setup via a configuration list:
Add the configuration of QoE measurements by means of list to enable configuration of multiple simultaneous measurements.

It means multiple simultaneous configuration can be achieved within a single RRC message (e.g., a list of measConfigAppLayer). In our understanding, NW may want to release multiple QoE configuration simultaneously, e.g., RAN overload.


	LGE
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	China Unicom
	Yes
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	


Question 2: Do companies agree if a QoE measurement configuration is released, RRC layer informs the concerned applications to release the QoE measurement configuration?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Additional explanations

	CMCC
	Depends
	It depends on what is the implication of informing applications to release the QoE configuration from end-to-end perspective. Does it mean that APP layer needs to discard all QoE report which is the result of the forced deactivation initiated by OAM? If so, the QoE measurement configuration release over uu can only be initiated by Deactivation of QMC job from OAM. Then such behaviour makes sense to us.
However, if QoE measurement configuration release can also be triggered by RAN overload other than deactivation from OAM, it is not necessary to release the QoE measurement configuration at APP layer during such temporary situation.
Note that last meeting we’ve agreed that other WGs are responsible to define the normal system procedures for release and which nodes are responsible. If we need to follow this agreement, we would like to propose a working assumption in RAN2 that the legacy QoE configuration release shall only be triggered by the forced deactivation from OAM.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes, but
	We are generally fine with Q2. However, we think that the UE AS may also need to do something, e.g. in TS 36.331, UE behaviors are defined as below, and we think the highlighted parts should also be discussed as part of UE behaviours.

1>	if the received otherConfig includes the measConfigAppLayer:
2>	if measConfigAppLayer is set to setup:
3>	forward measConfigAppLayerContainer to upper layers considering the serviceType;
3>	consider itself to be configured to send application layer measurement report in accordance with 5.6.19;
2>	else:
3>	inform upper layers to clear the stored application layer measurement configuration;
3>	discard received application layer measurement report information from upper layers;
3>	consider itself not to be configured to send application layer measurement report.


	Qualcomm
	Yes
	If the QoE context in AS layer is released, then the ID, service type or other corresponding configuration will be released. The AS layer cannot identify any related QoE report.

	Ericsson
	Yes, but
	In general yes, but the behaviours related to pause/resume and mobility hasn’t been agreed yet, so there may be changes later.

	Apple
	Yes
	If the AS layer has released QoE configuration, then upper layers should be informed. 

	Samsung
	Yes
	RRC layer should inform app layer of release configuration so that app layer discards stored QoE configuration, as in LTE.
In LTE,

1>	if the received otherConfig includes the measConfigAppLayer:
2>	if measConfigAppLayer is set to setup:
3>	forward measConfigAppLayerContainer to upper layers considering the serviceType;
3>	consider itself to be configured to send application layer measurement report in accordance with 5.6.19;
2>	else:
3>	inform upper layers to clear the stored application layer measurement configuration;
3>	discard received application layer measurement report information from upper layers;
3>	consider itself not to be configured to send application layer measurement report.


	LGE
	Yes
	Same view as Huawei. According to the previous RAN2’s agreements, RAN node can either release the QoE configuration or pause the QoE reporting only when RAN overload. Regarding the pause procedure, RAN2 is discussing which layer, i.e. application layer or AS layer, is responsible for storing QoE reports when the UE receives QoE pause indication. 
We think the RAN can decide whether to indicate the QoE release or pause depending on whether QoE measurements needs to be continued in app layer. When the QoE measurement is released, it should be released in app layer also and As layer should discard the received QoE report.  

	Lenovo
	Yes
	To simplify matters we should not distinguish whether the release command is originated from a deactivation command from CN/OAM or RAN overload.

	China Unicom
	Yes, but
	We agree with CMCC that the legacy QoE configuration release shall only be triggered by the forced deactivation from OAM, and as Ericsson propose the behaviours related to pause/resume and mobility hasn’t been agreed yet, so there may be changes later. 

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Depends
	We believe the simplest approach should be to focus on AS behaviour: release and discard any QoE measurements that would appear coming. We are not clear with the question referring to “the concerned application” Since the interaction with App Layer goes beyond RAN2, RRC have no insight into measurements “per application. Hence, releasing “per application” may be not straightforward (assuming we keep transparent concept of QoE). But simple information to App layer about release is simple and feasible.

	ZTE
	Yes
	If a QoE configuration is released in RRC layer, RRC layer can send a notification to app layer about this. Whether to release the QoE measurement configuration in app layer is out of RAN2 scope.

	CATT
	Yes
	The release from AS layer should be informed to Application layer regardless of any kinds of release. The Application may have some action or not based on this release. How is the application behaviour performed should be specified by other team.


Question 3: Do companies agree if the UE enters IDLE state, UE should release all of the QoE measurement configurations?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Additional explanations

	CMCC
	Depends
	NR QoE has introduced more service types including MBS, for which UE can get served even in IDLE state. In addition, the SI has concluded that the discussion on services like MBS could be deprioritized, it is at least premature to answer this question from MBS service perspective.
For those services that can only be served in CONNECTED state, there’s no need to keep the configuration for UE in IDLE mode, so the release of configuration in such condition seems OK.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes, but
	We think that UE behaviours upon entering IDLE state are quite similar as release handling, so we think there could be uniform definitions.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Since we do not support QoE measurements in IDLE state, then QoE configurations should be released.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	For now they can be released. If MBS is added later, the behaviour can be changed related to that.

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	China Unicom
	Yes
	Share the same view with Huawei.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes
	We think QoE support in RRC IDLE wasn’t agreed in WID, thus, the state should not be impacted by QoE

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	


Issue 1-2: QoE measurement configuration modification
Contribution [2] proposes to discuss whether QoE measurement configuration modification should be supported from RAN2 signalling point of view, which is similar to what is already supported for RRM measurements (“AddModList”).
Question 4: Do companies think QoE measurement configuration modification should be supported from RAN2 signalling point of view?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Additional explanations

	CMCC
	
	Our understanding is that the coordination with SA5 is needed if we would like to support modification.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	From RAN2 point of view, the QoE configuration is just a container which is transparent in AS layer. We support using toAddMod and toRelease lists, but in the case of QoE configuration in case the QoE configuration with the existing entry in the list would be provided to the UE, then this would be equivalent to releasing a previous QoE configuration and providing a new one to the application layer.

	Qualcomm
	No
	One QoE configuration is linked with one Reference ID in application layer and one RRC level ID in AS layer. The modification may only be needed the Reference ID or RRC level ID is unchanged but the corresponding configuration changed. We understand this will not happen considering Reference ID is globally unique and different QoE configuration should have different Reference ID.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	We think it sounds OK to replace an old container by a new one, but only if there is no ongoing measurement. This requires the session start/stop indication from the UE, which we anyhow think is needed for many reasons.

	Apple
	No
	Agree with Huawei and Qualcomm views. Not clear what modification means in this context.

	Samsung
	
	We understand QoE configuration modification considered in [2] (e.g. the area, reporting criteria and duration for QoE measurements collection of the concerned service) seems have impact to SA4 and SA5. They do not consider this modification in LTE. The last decision may be made in SA groups.

	LGE
	No
	Release and configuration is simpler.

	Lenovo
	Yes
	Proponent. Maybe we can come back to this topic when the concept on QoE measurements configuration becomes mature.

	China Unicom
	
	Open to discuss the scenarios and benefits of QoE configuration modification.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	Agree with Huawei

	ZTE
	No
	Similar view with Huawei

	CATT
	No
	If any information insert in the QoE configuration other than container is needed to modified, the modification may be needed. But so far we don’t see any information likes this. For RAN visible QoE configuration there may be needed. But also release plus reconfiguration can be used for modification.  


Issue 2: QoE measurement configuration and reporting common aspects
Issue 2-1: QoE configuration and report form and content
Contribution [6][11] discusses which form QoE configuration/report should be applied in RRC layer and proposes QoE configuration and report are encapsulated in a transparent container in the RRC messages.
Contributions [1][6][12] discuss what parameters should be included in RRCReconfiguration for each QoE configuration and what parameters should be included in MeasReportAppLayer message for each QoE report.
Companies please provide views on the following questions.
Question 5: Do companies agree QoE configuration and report are encapsulated in a transparent container in the RRC messages?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Additional explanations

	CMCC
	Yes
	Same as LTE.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	China Unicom
	Yes
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	RAN visible report may be different


Question 6: Do companies think what parameters should be included in RRCReconfiguration for each QoE configuration? 
	Company
	Parameters
	Additional explanations

	CMCC
	At least service type, QoE ref/RRC level ID, QMC configuration container
	FFS on slice ID (signalling explicitly or by other means) to support per-slice QoE measurement. It is still unclear now whether and how UE APP can be informed of slice information.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	(1) Service type
(2) RRC level ID
	In our paper [6], we provide technical analysis for (1) and (2).

	Qualcomm
	Service type, RRC level ID
	It is FFS whether other parameters need to be added to link with RRC level ID.

	Ericsson
	At least QoE ref or RRC level ID, QMC config container, service type
	

	Apple
	Service type and some type of measurement ID 
	

	Samsung
	
	We assume multiple QoE configurations as a AddModList. Per QoE configuration, the followings should be included.
1) Service type
2) RRC level ID
3) areaConfig (FFS, but we assume UE should store areaConfig for QoE measurement in RRC_IDLE)
4) App layer configuration 
5) Pause indication



	LGE
	Service type, and RRC level ID (with comment), and pause/resume indication.
	The RRC level QoE ID is needed only when SA4/5 confirms that the multiple QoE measurements can be configured for a certain service type.

	Lenovo
	Service type, RRC measurement ID
	

	China Unicom
	At least 
(1) Service type
(2) RRC level ID
	Others parameters may be included according to other WGs.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Service type
	Similar to LTE

	ZTE
	Service type,
QoE reference ID,
QoE configuration container
	

	CATT
	At least  Service type , one ID(reference ID or any other ID, Pause/Resume indication 
	If any other parameter is included depends on the discussion output of the pause/resume, RAN visible QoE discussion, Area scope handling. Etc.


Question 7: Do companies think what parameters should be included in MeasReportAppLayer message for each QoE report? 
	Company
	Parameters
	Additional explanations

	CMCC
	At least QoE ref/RRC level ID
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	RRC level ID
	RRC level ID (or Local ID) is sufficient for the gNB to identify which QoE configuration the report refers to and to identify other parameters, e.g. service type or QoE reference ID. 

	Qualcomm
	RRC level ID
	Agree with Huawei RRC level ID is enough, other parameters can be linked with RRC level ID when configuration.

	Ericsson
	At least QoE ref or RRC level ID, QMC report container
	

	Apple
	Same ID as used in configuration
	

	Samsung
	
	We assume multiple QoE reports as a list. Per QoE report, the followings should be included.
1) Service type
2) App layer report
3) RRC level ID


	LGE
	RRC level ID
	

	Lenovo
	Service type, RRC measurement ID
	Same as in LTE we assume only one QoE report per MeasReportAppLayer message.

	China Unicom
	At least QoE RRC level ID
	As for QoE ref or RRC ID which can be included in MeasReportAppLayer message, it can be discusses online.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Service type
	

	ZTE
	At least QoE reference ID and QoE report container
	

	CATT
	ID(reference ID or any other ID,
Session start indication 
	The ID for the report handling should be included.
As specified in 28.405. When the application in the service Type starts, the QMC is initiated. The application layer sends a recording session indication that indicates that a session is started to the AS layer. The UE sends the message MeasReportAppLayer including the recording session indication to the RAN node. And then RAN node sends a notification including the recording session indication to the network.


Issue 2-2: RRC level ID format
In last RAN2 meeting, it has been agreed an RRC level ID should be introduced, but FFS for the ID format.
R2 assumes that for RRC an ID is required to identify a measurement, FFS whether this is the QoE reference ID or something else. 
Contribution[4] [11] discusses whether multiple QoE measurement configurations can be configured for a certain service type, if yes, then need to introduce one RRC ID to identify one contribution; otherwise, using service type is enough.
Companies please provide views on this issue.
Question 8: Do companies think it is possible multiple QoE measurement configurations can be configured for a certain service type?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Additional explanations

	CMCC
	Yes
	It is possible that different slices are configured with the same service type. So using service type alone is not enough.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes, but
	On one hand, we think it should be allowed to configure multiple QoE measurements for one service type. For example, for streaming service, QoE configurations may be different for different OTT providers.
On the other hand, we wonder whether we need to check with SA4 from feasibility point of view, e.g. if there are multiple QoE measurements for one service type, whether one measurement will override another or not.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Based on SA5 and SA4 specification, there could be multiple QoE sessions initiated in application layer, and one Reference ID is introduced to identify one QoE collection task; and for these QoE collection tasks, there could be different QoE configurations.
Besides, we share with CMCC view that different QoE configurations can be provided for different slices.
Even only one QoE configuration is configured for a certain service type, it still requires reference ID for gNB to forward the QoE data to the right MCE as SA5 requires.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Better not to have any restrictions related to this.

	Apple
	No
	How can RAN2 decide this? Need to check with SA groups.

	Samsung
	Yes
	We have asked this to our SA5 colleague. The answer is multiple activateAreaQMCJob can be used for single ServiceType. Thus we believe RRC ID is needed. 

	LGE
	
	It should be decided by SA4/5. 

	Lenovo
	Yes
	But to be confirmed by SA4/SA5.

	China Unicom
	Yes
	It’s better not to have any restrictions related to this. Need to check with SA4.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	Agree with Apple, AS should not have an insight into multiple configurations for the same service type, thus it would treat as repetition of the QoE configuration?
We understand an ID can be given from CN/OAM, but we are not clear it is needed for RRC. If QoE does not concern UE in IDLE, gNB should have the overall context.

	ZTE
	No
	This is out of RAN2 scope.

	CATT
	Yes 
	In SA4 and SA5 specification, no limitation for this scenario. But we need to confirm with them 


It is understood that the purposes of RRC level ID is for gNB to manage QoE configurations and forward the QoE data to the right OAM server. Some contributions [1][3][5][6][7][9][12] discuss this issue and propose two alternative types of RRC level ID should be included in RRCReconfiguration message to identify one QoE measurement configuration and the corresponding measurement report.
Type 1: Re-use Reference ID included in application layer configuration and reporting container. Reference ID is 6-bytes length and globally unique, companies has concerns on the RRC signalling overhead.
Type 2: Use a shorten ID in RRC layer to link with one Reference ID in application layer. There are two types shorten ID are proposed: 1) use QMC ID (3 bytes) 2) RRC defined ID (4 or 5 bits). This method needs some standardization work for UE and gNB to link a shorten ID to a reference ID.
Companies please provide views on the following two questions.
Question 9: Should Reference ID or shorten ID be used in RRC layer to identify one QoE measurement configuration? Should it be included in RRCReconfiguration or MeasReportAppLayer or both message?
	Company
	Reference ID or shorten ID
	Additional explanations

	CMCC
	Slightly prefer shorten ID
	We would like a unified method that can meet requirements for both legacy QoE case, and RAN visible QoE case.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Type2
	We think the overhead is the main motivation for Type2, and it is noted that the RRC level ID will be used in many places, e.g. setup/release/report of QoE. Considering that QoE reports can be periodical, we think the overhead needs to be taken into account. Also, the running CR in R2-2105895 contains the measConfigAppLayerID-r17 in the QoE configuration as it is needed for managing toAddMod/toRelease lists. This is sufficient already and no extra identifier is required in RRC.

	Qualcomm
	Type2-shorten ID
	Reference ID is 6-bytes and globally unique, and the ID size is too large for AS layer. In AS layer, it is enough the ID is unique within gNB or even within the UE, similar with existing measureID with 5bits.

	Ericsson
	
	If a shorter ID is used, it should be the one that is anyhow needed in the add/mod and release lists. RAN3 needs to be informed to include the mapping to QoE reference in Xn signalling. Alternatively, the QoE ref could be used in the RRC configuration, we are fine with either of them.

	Apple
	No strong view
	We think that QoE reference ID should work and is the simplest approach. We are not convinced that saving a few bits is going to make much difference but are OK to go with majority view.

	Samsung
	shorten ID
	We assume to have ToAddModList and ToReleaseList to support multiple configuration in a UE. RAN2 normally has an index for release and modification. So we prefer to have shorten RRC level ID. 
This ID should be included in both RRCReconfiguration or MeasReportAppLayer, and gNB store mapping between RRC level ID with QoE reference. Then when gNB receives MeasReportAppLayer from UE, it can forward the report to proper TCE server. 

	LGE
	Slightly prefer shorten ID
	

	Lenovo
	Type 2 (short ID)
	

	China Unicom
	shorten ID
	We share the same view with CMCC. For RAN visible case, shorten ID should be applied.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	See comments
	See answer to Q8. RRC Id maybe only cell centric (not always working in RNA)

	ZTE
	
	we share the similar view with Ericsson.  In addition, compared with the size of QoE container, the size of QoE reference ID can be ignored. 
We are fine with either of them.

	CATT
	
	The QoE reference ID for the legacy QoE is simple solution. TheRAN defined  ID for RAN visible QoE may be needed if the QoE is configured by RAN itself.
But the short ID is defined by RAN internal, We should consider the mobility. The mapping of short ID and QoE reference should be forwarded to target node. Another issue, the confliction should be considered. 


Question 10: If a shorten ID should be used in RRC layer, which type (QMC ID or RRC defined ID) of shorten ID should be used?
	Company
	QMC ID or RRC defined ID
	Additional explanations

	CMCC
	RRC defined ID
	We would like a unified method that can meet requirements for both legacy QoE case, and RAN visible QoE case.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	RRC defined ID
	RRC defined ID is simple and flexible and it is needed for managing toAddMod/toRelease lists anyway, as indicated above.

	Qualcomm
	RRC defined ID
	RRC defined ID will be much shorter than QMC.

	Ericsson
	RRC ID
	Use the same one that is anyhow needed in the add/mod and release lists.

	Apple
	RRC defined ID
	If we are going towards shortening ID, then we migh as well pick the more efficient solution.

	Samsung
	RRC defined ID
	We don't see specific need to use QMC ID.

	LGE
	RRC defined ID
	

	Lenovo
	RRC defined ID
	QMC ID results in unnecessary signaling overhead.

	China Unicom
	RRC defined ID
	RRC defined ID seems more simple and flexible.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Further discussion is needed
	Reference to QMC will be given to gNB by CN/OAM, if we agree a shorten RRC ID that would imply gNB needs to do some mapping and keep the mapping context also for the UEs in INACTIVE. And further to do the reverse operation (from RRC ID to QMC ID) to report the results.

	ZTE
	RRC ID
	

	CATT
	RRC defined ID
	RRC defined ID is better to align with measurement ID
RRC defined ID = QMC ID is acceptable


Issue 2-3: Container size for QoE measurements configuration and reporting
Contribution [2] discuss the maximum container size for QoE measurements configuration and reporting, and proposes to re-use the maximum container size of 1000 bytes for QoE measurements configuration and discuss whether to increase the maximum container size for QoE measurements reporting up to the maximum supported PDCP SDU size. Companies please to provide view on the following two questions.
Contribution [6] proposes to check with SA4 the maximum length of the container after compression.
Question 11: Do companies agree to re-use the maximum container size of 1000 bytes for QoE measurements configuration?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Additional explanations

	CMCC
	
	Check with SA4 (maybe internally with SA4 colleagues).

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	We are OK to check with SA4 about this, but for now we can assume the same value applies as before. 

	Qualcomm
	Yes but
	Assumes so far, can be revisited based on the further discussion.

	Ericsson
	No
	We can check with SA4 whether a maximum size is needed to be defined.

	Apple
	Yes
	OK to check with SA4

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	We are OK to check with SA4.

	Lenovo
	Yes
	To be confirmed by SA4/SA5.

	China Unicom
	
	Check with SA4.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	
	Check with SA4.

	CATT
	Yes
	We are OK to check with SA4.


Question 12: Do companies think the maximum container size for QoE measurements reporting up to the maximum supported PDCP SDU size should be increased?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Additional explanations

	CMCC
	
	Check with SA4 (maybe internally with SA4 colleagues).

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	The question is a bit unclear. Definitely, the maximum supported PDCP SDU size should not be increased. If the question asks whether QoE report can be bigger than this, then we think we can assume the current value as specified by SA4 for now, i.e. 8000 bytes. We are open to check with SA4 though.

	Qualcomm
	Depends
	Depends on whether we introduce SRB4 segmentation. If no SRB4 segmentation, then no need to increase the container size; if yes, then can discuss the necessity.

	Ericsson
	Yes, increased or removed
	We can check with SA4 whether a maximum size is needed to be defined. We would prefer having the option to send larger reports and use RRC segmentation. Certain applications, e.g. URLLC applications, may generate a lot of data.

	Apple
	No
	We don’t think segmentation is needed since with distinct IDs, reports can sent individually if the maximum PDCP SDU size is exceeded.

	Samsung
	
	It would be good if we are confirmed from SA4

	LGE
	No, but
	We are OK to check with SA4.

	Lenovo
	Yes
	Alternatively, we can define no explicit limit for the report container, then the MeasReportAppLayer message can be up to the max supported PDCP SDU size of 9000 bytes.

	China Unicom
	
	It can be checked with SA4.

	Nokia, Nokia Shnaghai Bell
	No
	Split into service types may be already a mechanism to filter out some data and it is not clear if one (assumed by SA4) report could exceed one PDCP SDU

	ZTE
	
	Check with SA4.

	CATT
	No
	Ok to check with SA4. If any benefit for them, the size of report increase can  be supported by RAN2


Question 13: Do companies think it is needed to check with SA4 the maximum length of the container after compression will exceed 8000 bytes?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Additional explanations

	CMCC
	Yes
	Maybe check internally with SA4 colleagues. LS may not be needed.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	In our paper [6], we indicate that some new services may lead to big QoE measurements (more than RAN2 limits), and then it may be a question how SA4 will handle it. We think it may be beneficial to check with SA4, but we do not have strong opinion, because perhaps it can be solved by implementation, e.g. APP guarantees that any QoE report should not exceed the limit.

	Qualcomm
	No
	SA4 defined the maximum size to 8000byte already considering the PDCP PDU size limitation. Application layer should guarantee the QoE file is not beyond than 8000byte regardless of the file format.
And seems this issue has no impact on AS layer.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	We can check with SA4 whether a maximum size is needed to be defined. We would prefer having the option to send larger reports and use RRC segmentation.

	Apple
	No
	Same view as QC

	Samsung
	Yes
	It would be good if we are confirmed from SA4

	LGE
	Yes
	We are OK to check with SA4.

	Lenovo
	Yes
	The situation is different for NR. In LTE only 2 service types are supported (streaming, MTSI). However, in NR additionally VR, MBS, XR will be supported. So, we need to check with SA4/SA5 whether reports larger than 8000 bytes are expected due to the support of new service types.

	China Unicom
	Yes
	Need to check with SA4.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	Agree with Qualcomm

	ZTE
	No
	Agree with Qualcomm

	CATT
	Yes
	We are OK to check with SA4. If any benefit for them, the size of report increase can  be supported by RAN2


Issue 3: QoE measurement report-specific aspects
Issue 2-1: Multiple QoE measurements in one MeasReportAppLayer message.
Contributions [1][4][6][9] discuss this issue and contributions [1][4] propose to support multiple QoE measurements in one MeasReportAppLayer message to save RRC header, while contribution [6] proposes only one multiple QoE measurement is included in one MeasReportAppLayer message and multiple QoE measurements should be included in multiple MeasReportAppLayer messages.
Companies please provide views on whether multiple QoE measurements or only one QoE measurement can  be included in one MeasReportAppLayer message.
Question 14: Do companies think whether multiple QoE measurements or only one QoE measurement can  be included in one MeasReportAppLayer message?
	Company
	Multiple or only one QoE measurements
	Additional explanations

	CMCC
	Slightly prefer multiple
	UE could be provided with such flexibility.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Only one
	As we analyzed in [6], we think that the applications for different QoE measurements are running independently, so it may not be likely that all QoE reports go to AS at the same time. In this case, we think it is sufficient to send only one QoE report in one UL message (follow LTE).
Allowing multiple measurements in a single message would complicate things, e.g. the maximum message size could be exceeded and we would need to discuss what happens in this case. We think having this needs some justifications and technical analysis on the complexities.

	Qualcomm
	Multiple
	From specification point of view, it should allow multiple QoE report in one MeasReportAppLayer message to save RRC message header and UE power consumption. But it should leave UE implementation whether one or multiple QoE reports will be included in one MeasReportAppLayer message.

	Ericsson
	Multiple
	Flexible for the UE to build the message in the best way. RRC segmentation may be used. 

	Apple
	Multiple
	UE implementation can decide whether single of multiple reports need to be sent; no need for RRC segmentation.

	Samsung
	One
	We see no strong need to support multiple reports within one message, although it can have a slight benefit for transfer of results collected in idle/inactive/pause. It seems just optimization.

	LGE
	Only one
	Prefer to have a simple structure, i.e. single QoE result in a single message.

	Lenovo
	One
	We don’t see the need for supporting multiple reports in a single message. How often will it happen that multiple reports are triggered by application layer at the same time? Furthermore, SRB4 is of lowest priority so “first come, first serve” looks sufficient to us. We see no need to further delay the transmission of reports.

	China Unicom
	Multiple
	It's obviously multiple QoE measurements reports included in an RRC message can save signalling overhead, but whether this is only UE implementation is still need discussion.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	One
	We consider this as an optimization, not core functionality for the first release of NR QoE

	ZTE
	Multiple
	Multiple container in one message can reduce the signalling overhead.

	CATT
	Multiple
	Save signalling overhead is motivation for the Multiple solution. Also the UE can flexibly include one or multiple if Multiple supported. The AS layer can be responsible for the reported encoded in the RRC message with or without RRC segment. 
So  we don’t need  set restriction which is  the one report in on RRC message.


Issue 2-2: Unknown Report from Application Layer
Contribution [4] discusses what AS layer should do if receiving unknow QoE report from application layer. The scenario is that UE access layer receives from Application layer a QoE report that does not correspond to any of the QoE configuration in AS. It is proposed that UE forwards to Network the QoE report for which it has valid configuration.
Companies please provide views on this issue.
Question 15: Do companies agree that UE forwards to Network the QoE report for which it has valid configuration?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Additional explanations

	CMCC
	
	It seems like a corner case in our understanding; but if it happens, the UE behaviour needs to be defined anyway.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	For the problem “UE access layer receives from Application layer a QoE report that does not correspond to any of the QoE configuration in AS”, we think the UE could simply discard such reports.

	Qualcomm
	Should clarity the scenario
	It is unclear for this scenario, why does the UE will have invalid configuration? We understand UE behaviour should follow network configuration and the network ensure the configuration is valid in UE side, that means the valid configuration should be understood consistently identically between UE and network.

	Ericsson
	
	It would probably fine to discard, but use case unclear. 

	Apple
	Yes, but
	This seems like an abnormal case for which we don’t need to specify anything.

	Samsung
	No
	RRC cannot determine whether the data from app layer is valid (i.e., corresponds to configured QoE configuration.). As RRC always forwards QoE data to gNB when SRB4 is configured, RAN2 needs not discuss this proposal.

	LGE
	
	Wonder if it really happens.

	Lenovo
	Yes
	We wonder about the scenarios addressed in [4]. If we clearly define the UE behaviour upon reception of a release command, then such misconfiguration should not happen.

	China Unicom
	
	No strong view. The scenario can be clarified.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes
	This is following RRC rules

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	It should be the rule which UE only send the report to the concerned configuration



Issue 4: Others (framework, RAN3 led issues. Capability, out of scope issues) 
Contribution [5][8] propose to reuse logged MDT framework for QoE measurement reporting. Rapporteur understands RAN2 has already agreed to reuse LTE QoE framework and has achieved some agreements in the last meeting based on this framework. Companies please provide views whether logged MDT framework is already ruled out based on the progress.
Question 16: Do companies agree that logged MDT framework is already ruled out based on the current progress?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Additional explanations

	CMCC
	Yes in this release
	Logged MDT could be useful for alignment with QoE reports for MBS services, which can be discussed in future releases.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Suggestions
	RAN2#113b-e agreed the following:
RAN2 assumes that QoE support for NR includes (as the LTE framework): activation by Trace Function, both signalling and management-based configuration and RRC procedures supporting AppLayer config and report.

We think that RAN2 has agreed on re-using LTE QoE framework for NR QoE, and our understandings are as below:
· Other frameworks are not considered for the moment
· If companies are interested in other frameworks, RAN2 may have discussions based on contributions
· In addition, it was agreed that QoE measurements in RRC ILDE/INACTIVE are not part of Rel-17, so we should not optimize for these cases


	Qualcomm
	Yes in this release
	Use LTE QoE framework in this release. Logged MDT framework could be considered in the future release for IDLE and Inactive state QoE measurement supporting.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	RAN2 has already agreed what to reuse. 

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	No
	RAN2 has never discussed transfer of stored (e.g., in pause) and logged (e.g., in RRC_INACTIVE) QoE measurement. We are open to any solution (including logged MDT framework), but it would be good to have a unified transfer procedure for all measurements (e.g., stored in paused, logged in RRC_INACTVE, and regular RRC_CONNECTED) to reduce operation complexity.

	LGE
	
	Though it is still FFS which layer is responsible for storing QoE results while the QoE reporting is paused, we think the AS layer can store the QoE results as in logged MDT procedure. However, in terms of the configuration and reporting, the LTE QoE framework should be re-used.

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	China Unicom
	Yes
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Not clear
	We are not clear what is the question intention. Logged MDT may concern several aspects:
- Trace configuration/reporting for Logged MDT
- gNB configuration for Logged MDT
- Data logging, maintenance and reporting by the UE in RRC IDLE and RRC INCTIVE 
- Logged data retrieval (availability indictor, UEInformation Request/Response)
Logged MDT in IDLE is out of scope, but  the remaining mechanisms should be discussed per need basis.

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	CATT
	
	Which part of the logged MDT framework for the QoE is rule out? It is not clear for this question. The logged MDT is for inactive mode. It cannot be used for QoE activation and deactivation. But for the report part, the method used for the report after pause/resume can be open for discussion.


[bookmark: _GoBack]Contribution[4][5][8][9] discuss some RAN3-led issues (e.g. RAN visible QoE, MDT and QoE correlation, Mobility area, UE context propagation between gNBs). According to the chairman agenda, RAN3-led issues will NOT be treated in this RAN2 meeting, therefore, these aspects are not listed in this email discussion.
Contribution [12] discusses QoE measurement in INACTIVE state for MBS service. It is understood QoE measurement in INACTIVE state is out of QoE WID scope, therefore, it is not listed in this email discussion.
Contribution [9] discusses UE capability for QoE, it is too premature to talk about UE capability at this stage.
4	Conclusion
The following is proposed based on the discussion in section 2 of the document:
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