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1 Introduction
In this contribution, we discuss on remaining issues in QoE measurement for NR-DC.
2 Discussion
In RAN2#123bis, RAN2 made the following agreement:
	Agreement in RAN2#123bis
· When UE cannot send RVQoE report because the configured RVQoE specific SRB is not available, UE is not required to buffer the RVQoE report.


According to this agreement, UE may buffer the RVQoE report, when the configured RVQoE specific SRB is unavailable. However, the RVQoE report may become outdated while UE stores it, and it could be no longer useful by gNB. Nevertheless, if UE buffers and sends the RVQoE report later, gNB may misunderstand the RVQoE report is up-to-date information. As RVQoE report does not include any time information, there is no way for gNB to distinguish whether the RVQoE report is old one or new one. As a result, gNB may perform network optimization based on outdated RVQoE reports, and give a wrong network configuration for the UE.
Observation 1. If UE buffers RVQoE report and sends it to gNB later (after the RVQoE report gets outdated), gNB would misunderstand it is an up-to-date RVQoE data. As a result, gNB g may perform network optimization based on outdated RVQoE reports, and give a wrong network configuration for the UE.
Based on Observation 1, RAN2 needs to prevent UE from buffering RVQoE report when the configured RVQoE specific SRB is not available. Therefore, we propose a mandatory UE behavior i.e., UE “shall” discard the RVQoE report.

Proposal 1. When UE cannot send RVQoE report because the configured RVQoE specific SRB is not available, UE “shall” discard the RVQoE report. 
Next, we would like to discuss a scenario: When performing RRC segmentation via leg 1 (ex, SRB4 or SRB5), UE receives the leg switch indication towards leg 2 (ex, SRB4 or SRB5). In this scenario, there could be 2 cases according to whether leg 2 allows RRC segmentation.

· Case 1 (Leg 2 allows RRC segmentation): In this case, as an option, if UE has already sent some segments (ex. Segments 1 to N) via leg 1, UE can start sending via leg 2 from the subsequent segment (ex. Segment N+1). However, it requires RAN3 to define the transfer of the segments (ex. Segments 1 to N) between MN and SN. We think it seems optimization, so prefer to define a simple UE behavior, i.e., Even if UE has already sent some segments via leg 1, UE should start sending via leg 2 from the 1st segment.
· Case 2 (Leg 2 does not allow RRC segmentation): In this case, UE should not send any segment via leg 2. Therefore, UE should stop sending any segment via leg2 and discard all the segments.
Proposal 2. If UE receives leg switch to leg 2 when performing RRC segmentation via leg1,

· If leg 2 allows RRC segmentation, UE starts reporting via leg 2 from the 1st segment.
· Otherwise (i.e., leg 2 does not allow RRC segmentation), UE stops sending the segments and discards all the segments.
3 Conclusion
Based on the above, RAN2 is requested to discuss on the following proposals:
Observation 1. If UE buffers RVQoE report and sends it to gNB later (after the RVQoE report gets outdated), gNB would misunderstand it is an up-to-date RVQoE data. As a result, gNB g may perform network optimization based on outdated RVQoE reports, and give a wrong network configuration for the UE.

Proposal 1. When UE cannot send RVQoE report because the configured RVQoE specific SRB is not available, UE “shall” discard the RVQoE report. 
Proposal 2. If UE receives leg switch to leg 2 when performing RRC segmentation via leg1,

· If leg 2 allows RRC segmentation, UE starts reporting via leg 2 from the 1st segment.

· Otherwise (i.e., leg 2 does not allow RRC segmentation), UE stops sending the segments and discards all the segments.
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