Meeting minutes of E-UTRAN performance measurements session:
S5-080624:

Conclusion: Agreed, not re-opened.

S5-080649: 

CMCC: In the Scope, the CSCF is not part of the E-UTRAN, so may be not a good example.
Motorola: Agree and thanks the comments from CMCC, and will update the CSCF to eNodeB as the example.

Conclusion: The skeleton will be agreed basing on the update.
S5-080659:
QualComm: Suggest to change “suitable neighbours” to “candidate neighbours”:
Huawei: Agree
NSN: For the SON use cases “Handover Optimization” and “Optimisation of the neighbourhood list”, the architecture has not been done, so why we know the measurements are needed for Itf-N.
Huawei: The contribution is for performance monitoring purpose, not SON, the related sentence in rational part is wrong.
Motorola: Some use cases are too specific for performance monitoring.
NSN: Agree with Motorola.

Huawei: Which measurements can be agreed to define?

Motorola, NSN: So far only the 1) intra-frequency outgoing handover is fine to define.
Qualcomm: All of the measurements are fine to define.

Ericsson: Generic comments for all, for the handovers, why we only need intra-frequency measurements, but no inter-frequency.
Conclusion: Need more discussion.
S5-080714:

Qualcomm: Agree with this contribution, and suggest to split the measurements per subscriber type as well.
Motorola: If everybody agrees with the subscriber type, the use case will be updated.

Huawei: 1) Editorial mistake, OoS should be QoS.
2) Agree with the use case, but the use case will be applicable for both KPI and performance measurement, so suggest to place it into KPI definition.
Ericsson: Same as Huawei.

OAM Chair: Suggest KPI and performance measurements have separate use cases in its own spec.
Motorola: Support this idea.

NSN: KPI use case can automatically support the performance measurements definition.
Conclusion: Offline discussion, and proposed to OAM plenary if get agreement, otherwise discuss at next meeting.
S5-080715:
Huawei: Support this contribution, and why to use “2 out of 3 approach”
SA5 chair: it is a traditional way.
NSN: Agree.

Ericsson: support this contribution.

Huawei: LTE should be EPS in the bullet h).
Qualcomm: In use case, it is to split to per service type and per QoS level, but the measurements are for per cause, so not match.
Motorola: The cause defined in TS 36.331 can support per service type.
Conclusion: Offline discussion, and proposed to OAM plenary if get agreement, otherwise update to next meeting.
S5-080716:

Huawei: For the trigger point, not only the SAE Bearer setup procedure can be used for SAE Bearer setup, but also other messages, like UE context setup.
Qualcomm: need double check for this.

Ericsson: for the number and “Nbr” used in the title and measurement name, it is necessary?
Motorola: it is to highlight the measurement is to count the number of SAE bearers, but not SAE Bearer Setup messages.

Conclusion: Offline discussion, and proposed to OAM plenary if get agreement, otherwise update to next meeting..
S5-080800:

Motorola: Helpful for us to define performance measurements, but need more elaboration and clarifications if to put into TS.
SA5 chair: Which TS defines the methodology for the performance definition?

Vodafone: Any specific measurements have the issues mentioned by Motorola?
Qualcomm: Same question.
Motorola: It is generic issue, for most of the measurements.

Conclusion: 1) More discussion is need on the methodology of performance measurements definition.
           2) Email discussion for S5-080800.
