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1
Discussion on Key Value / Key Value Indicators
1.1
Introduction
As discussed on the pre-SA1#105 Ad-hoc call(s) on KVIs prior to SA1 #105, as essential precursor to discussing the implementation of KV and KVIs in SA1 is a strong consensus is support of the “why” behind KV/KVIs. But before the “why” comes a question of “what”. What is being proposed, at the most fundamental level? To understand this, we should first look at what is already possible.

1.2
3GPP Working Procedures

In 3GPP, according to the working procedures [1], the method of reaching agreement on any issue, including the agreement or approval of documents, is through consensus. There are 2 critical passages in the working procedures on this. 

1) Consensus: General agreement, characterized by the absence of sustained opposition to substantial issues by any important part of the concerned interest and by a process that involves seeking to take into account the views of all parties concerned and to reconcile any conflicting arguments. (Note: consensus need not imply unanimity). (Annex A.)

2) TSGs and WGs shall endeavour to reach consensus on all issues, including decisions on Technical Specifications and Technical Reports. Informal methods of reaching consensus are encouraged (e.g., a show of hands). (Article 25.)
So, the aim of a proposal via TDoc into 3GPP is, typically, to achieve agreement via consensus. The author of a document can include any information in the document which they believe will be beneficial in that sense, including references to published research, standards, regulations, positions, or other information. In SA1, we often request that, for example, specific KPIs are backed-up by research referred to in a TDoc. This may, or may not, be required by delegates in order to reach consensus on a TDoc. In some cases, a delegate may ask for additional information to be included in a TDoc in order to achieve consensus. This is business-as-usual for 3GPP SA1 and show good peer-review and a culture of proof and openness.
Observation 1: Any optional proposal to refer to KV/KVIs is already possible and needs no formalisation.

1.3
Change to Process

In some cases, certain information is requested so frequently, or the group and/or WG leadership believes that  it is so important that a process change is made. In SA1 this can look like a specific skeleton being defined for a TR (for example, see FS_SOBOT in TR 22.916), a specific change in a use-case template (for example the clause “Existing features partly or fully covering the use case functionality” added to the use case template), or the SA2-specific guidance in the WID template clause on time units.

Change to process in SA1 is possible, as is change in process across 3GPP (for example, modifications of working group reports to SA, changes to the WID template, the excellent “Guidelines on WIDs names and acronyms” from MCC.). Changes to process at a higher level are also possible at PCG (for example the introduction of “Working Agreements”, and the “Special procedures for exceptional situations restricting travel”). All of this is to say that change is possible, if required.
Observation 2: Any proposal which required mandatory change in SA1 process should be subject to discussion in SA1.
Observation 3: Any proposal requiring 3GPP-wide mandatory change should be subject to discussion in TSG or PCG.
So the outcome of the previous observations are that, since optionally referring to KV/KVIs in 3GPP documents is already possible, the scope of this discussion needs to be about the potential for formalising some aspect of KV/KVIs in SA1 or 3GPP.

1.4
Source of KV/KVI data

Social and societal KV/KVIs are language used in the Hexa-X (Horizon Europe) [2] and the Hexa-X-II (SNS Joint Undertaking) [3] projects as a method to describe and evaluate the effect of the societal benefit of use cases. KV refers to use cases’ values important to people and society and KVI to estimate the multiplicative effect of the societal benefit of use cases. KVI is regarded a measure on how successful a use case has potential to be, and the degree of the usage and popularity [3]. 

The goal for 6G design to meet the needs of society is excellent, and the evaluation of proposals using these goals may be a guiding principle for 3GPP Individual Members to evaluate proposals in 3GPP. However, for a 3GPP perspective the objective is that “Release 21 is expected to produce the 1st set of 3GPP 6G technical specifications, and will be the release for IMT-2030 submission before 2030” [4].

In order to meet the requirements of IMT-2030 [5], 3GPP may be required to demonstrate meeting the goals of IMT-2030. This is still a work in progress, so far as the author understands, but still provides the most reliable source of KV-equivalents which are specifically attuned to the capabilities of 6G. One could also look at the UN Sustainable Development Goals (but these are broader than 6G addresses), or the work undertaken in the SNS JU Hexa-X projects (but this is regional work, not global).
However, this paper recommends that the goals of ITU-R M.2160-0 (clause 2.1) are the closest aligned KV-equivalents and should be considered as source material for any optional inclusion in 3GPP document.
1.5
Opportunities and Risks

As stated in the SA1 ad-hoc calls prior to SA1 #105, one should analyse the risks and opportunities of any such change. The following text is the option of the author of the present document on the opportunities and risks for formalising a process regarding KV/KVIs. Note that this analysis is undertaken to show the relative risks and opportunities of a formalised process vs. an optional process.
Opportunity:
1) Mandatory inclusion of KV/KVI material in an SA1 study, may be included in an SA1 TS, which may be propagated downstream into stage 2 and 3 specifications which would be the specifications submitted to ITU-R in order to meet IMT2030 requirements.

Risks:
1) SA1 do not know the external customer for KV/KVI other than potentially IMT-2030. In IMT-2030 framework and overall objectives [3], no request is made about KV or KVI other than mentioning “inclusivity” and “sustainability” as societal consideration. Further to this, SA1 does not know the potential information on KV/KVI that IMT-2030 would like to receive as part of a package submission. Further to this, the KV/KVI information is only relevant to the stage 3 implementable specifications submitted as part of the package, and not to use cases and requirement;

2) Based on the description of KVI in [1] and [2], it is a measure of the multiplicative effect of certain values brought by the use case, however the numeric value of KVI depends on the usage of the use case depending on its popularity and availability, see excerpt below.
“Step 2 – The scale of effect – identifying the KVI

For a use case, this step refers to finding a measure on how successful it has potential to be, how widespread the usage would be. The usage would depend on a use case’s popularity and availability, which would in turn determine the scale of effect. How large part of a population, of a society sector, or of an industry could realistically be served or affected through this use case? The basic rationality here is that there is a multiplicative effect at hand; more of a use case with positive effect on value will lead to more of the impacted value. This measure of the scale of effect yields what the multiplied factor to the net positive effect of step 1 is. The measure of this scale factor is then the KVI. It is important to stress that a precise relation between the KVI and the enabled effect is not within reach – the exchange rate is unknown - as there is some unknown factor determining how much value each usage of a use case enables.”

The extent of a use case’s adoption and popularity depends on adopters’ choice of business models, deployment options, as well as non-technical aspects including cost, marketing, pricing (e.g. if made inexpensive enough or free of charge, higher degree of ICT inclusivity is achieved), customer services and policies. As many of those constituents are outside of 3GPP systems or 3GPP specification scope, it is not up for 3GPP to define or recommend “KVIs”.    
3) Further to point (2), even within the standards arena (and ignoring the business, deployment, and non-technical aspects) SA1 does not have the expertise to measure specific KVIs (with the potential exception of the energy consumption aspects of sustainability); 
4) SA1 would need to spend a large amount of time on the measurement of “goodness” of proposals, time which could otherwise be spend on improving the “goodness” of proposals;

5) SA1 needs to not commit to any process which causes downstream group time drain. Further to this, and in complement to Risk 1, and process only used in SA1 will not meet the identified Opportunity 1;

6) Any proposal to use KV/KVI as a deterministic factor in the decision-making process (e.g. selection of SID objectives, selection of use cases, comparison of use cases) erodes and undermines the principle of consensus in the 3GPP Working Procedures; and

7) Not all SID/WID/use cases/requirements will be related to KV/KVIs.
2
Proposal on KV/KVI
As a result of the discussion above, and the highlighted risks of erosion to the consensus-based decision making in 3GPP, this paper proposes the following way forward on KV/KVIs in SA1:

Proposal 1: Any SID may highlight in the Justification or Objectives clause any social and societal values met or contributed to in that study or objective.

Proposal 2: Any use case may highlight in the Description clause any social and societal values met or contributed to in that use case.
Proposal 3: If 3GPP determines that a consistent set of social and societal values is needed in 3GPP, a reasonable baseline set for further study are the specific goals of ITU-R M.2160-0 (clause 2.1).
Proposal 4: It is proposed that no modification is made to the 3GPP-wide, or SA1-specific WID template, or to the SA1 Use Case template to support the above.

Proposal 5: It is proposed that the highlighting of goals met or contributed to in that study, objective, or use cases is not used in any deterministic agreement process and that the consensus of the WG remains the method for reaching agreement on all issues.
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