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1 Introduction

CB: # 33_QoE2_Leftissues

- LS to RAN2 discussed above?

- Check R3-230773?

(HW - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-230927
Please provide your view in draft SoD before Friday. 

2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Agree LS out to RAN2 in R3-230984
Agree TP to 38.300 in R3-230997  (a revision of R3-230957)
3 Discussion

3.1 RVQoE value

During online session, the following has been agreed:

In case assistance information for handling of QoE reporting upon RAN overload is sent to the RAN, it is sent together with QoE measurement configuration. RAN3 to further discuss what the assistance information is. From RAN3 perspective, there is no need to send assistance information to UE. 

The only controversial part is whether a LS shall be sent to RAN2 to inform RAN3’s understanding?
Moderator thinks it is quite beneficial to inform RAN2 about RAN3’s understanding, considering RAN2 has relevant issues under discussion, and would like some info from RAN3.

Q1: Do companies agree to send a LS, which has been uploaded for review, to RAN2, informing our progress?

	Companies
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei
	Yes
	Please opponents note that, RAN2 has the following agreed proposals, which indicate the need of LS:
P7: RAN2 to postpone the discussion of the QoE reporting enhancement for overload scenario to the next meeting (based on the progress of RAN3).  
P8: FFS on whether to send the priority information 1) UE and gNB or 2) only to gNB

As the leading group of QoE WI, why we not inform RAN2 about the things that they are caring about? This could reduce unneeded effort in RAN2, and lead their discussion. 

	ZTE
	
	Ok, it seems no harm to have this LS, if the intention is to inform RAN2 about RAN3’s understanding on whether to send the priorities or anything else as assistance information to UE...

	Ericsson
	OK
	Needs following rewording:
RAN3 thinks that, if specified, the assistance information used in the scenario of RAN overload would be used by RAN, and there would be no need to send such information to UE.

	CATT
	May send until have the clear information. No harm to RAN2 wait for more time for the thing  which no action needed 
	If  we have the LS, we should help RAN2 make the conclusion on their study. If we just provide rough information to them, may introduce one round LS back to ask RAN3 what the assist information is and why UE is not needed

	Qualcomm
	OK to send LS (this is just to update RAN3 current status and can help in RAN2 parallel discussion)
	I think the 3rd paragraph in the LS (which E/// tried to reword above) Is not needed as the 2nd paragraph already covers the agreement in green; no need to repeat this.
Can we add “e.g., priorities for QoE configuration” after assistance information in the 1st para so that RAN2 knows what we are talking about?

Added comments directly in the LS too

	Huawei2
	
	To CATT: This LS serves exactly the purpose to help RAN2 make the conclusion on their study. What RAN2 is caring about is whether the assistance information should be sent to UE or not, now RAN3 has a conclusion for this, it is beneficial to inform RAN2. The content of assistance information or priority is another issue, which should anyway be discussed..  

	Xiaomi
	OK to send LS
	


3.2 Others

As moderator, honestly, we notice that there are several proposals of different companies which have not been discussed in this meeting. To be fair, and considering it is already Thursday Afternoon, I would not open the discussion for any other remaining technical issues. We simply go through the next two contributions provided by ZTE, to check if any quick consensus can be made.

Q2: Is the TP in R2-230773 agreeable?

	Companies
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei
	
	At least the following parts can’t be agreed:

1. We have no agreement on which layer to do the threshold evaluation yet.

2. We have no agreement on we only introduce threshold-based trigger for buffer level yet. 

3. There are several typos to fix, for example, the word ‘threshold’ has been appeared for multiple times, but at least two of them are wrongly spelled. 

Basically, this TP contains many changes which are not agreed by RAN3 yet. What is the urgency for capturing all these in stage 2?

	ZTE
	
	Reply to Huawei’s comments:

1. Our TP actually did not touch the details about which layer to deal with the threshold evaluation. If you mean the last sentence added by our TP as captured below, we can remove it to avoid specifying too much details about the UE behavior at current stage, which might need further discussion.
When the threshold-based trigger for buffer level is configured, the UE would not collect or report the measurement result of buffer level until it exceeds the threshold.

2. With the two agreements from last meeting, I suppose buffer level is the only metric that is defined as the threshold-trigger in this release.
Introduce buffer level as a threshold-based trigger for RVQoE reporting.

Do not introduce the threshold-based trigger for reporting playout delay for media startup.

3. Thanks for pointing it out. No problem, we can revise the typos.
Please see our revision in the CB folder. I think the current version is quite a general one to capture the agreement of last meeting into stage-2.


	Ericsson
	See comment
	There are agreeable parts, but Huawei’s comments should be addressed first.

	CATT
	Postpone to next meeting
	

	Qualcomm
	See comments
	We can try if a revised draft can be agreeable. But OK to postpone too

	Xiaomi
	Postpone to next meeting
	Prefer postpone

	
	
	


Q3: Is the LS attached in R3-230772 agreeable?

	Companies
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei
	No
	I can be pretty sure that, just in this week, in Athens, RAN2 has discussed the buffer level threshold related issues in length, e.g, which layer to do the threshold evaluation, etc… which means, RAN2 fully aware RAN3 has the agreement indicated in the draft LS. Then, similar to the comments to Q2, the LS contains something that RAN3 has not achieved, i.e. “There is no need to introduce other trigger events for RAN visible QoE in this release.”.

	ZTE
	
	OK to just note this LS, if RAN2 has already started the discussion on buffer level.

	Ericsson
	Needs revision
	The following was never agreed: “There is no need to introduce other trigger events for RAN visible QoE in this release. ”

	Qualcomm
	No need to send LS
	LS is not necessary as RAN2 already knows RAN3 agreement.
We can discuss other things like whether we need Time-to-Trigger (TTT) for buffer level as proposed in our paper and we can LS RAN2 next meeting with more details if needed.

	Xiaomi
	No need to send LS
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


