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	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-130601
	New WID Introduction of Service KQI

NSN: KQI data collection mechanism is not necessary. KPI does not have collection mechanism either. Need clarification on the relation with SA4 26.944. Seems the proposed content will be very much like 26.944. Operators may not necessarily need to standardize the KQIs. 
Cisco: ITU, SA1 and other organizations have addressed similar things. Some preliminary investigation needs to be done to avoid duplication between different organizations.
ALU: Need to be clear on the scope, what needs to be standardized here? Many KPIs based on QCI have been already defined in other groups. 
Ericsson: How can we define counters with no algorithms defined? NGCOR is not clear what they plan to do. Need to wait until NGCOR is clear to start work in SA5. The proposed scope is bigger than Itf-N, this includes some other factors like the influence from apps. 32.450 has addressed E2E user experience KPI already, why not just add to 32.450?
Orange: KQI for converged network is not an accurate word. The related domain should not only be “access network”.
NEC: The KQI is very much related with which application is used. Need clarification on how to define the KQI. 

Huawei: The intention is to try to simulate the user experience with indicators which can reflect them e.g. how many stops during watching the movie, time delay when you see the first screen of the movie. With this information, it could nearly reflect the customer experience. The KPIs defined in 32.450 are not differentiated by services. NGMN discussed that PM KQIs need to consider the atomic KQI scenarios instead of the complex scenarios. The complex scenarios can be addressed with combination of atomic KQI scenarios. There is no intention to standardize the algorithm on how KQI is calculated.
Conclusion: Need update and more discussion. Noted
	Huawei

	S5-130609
	New WID Enhancements of SON management

Ericsson: What is the relevance of Inter-RAT energy saving management here?

NSN: It is part of SON generally speaking. Inter-RAT was actually defined in SON. 

The Chairman commented that Energy saving is part of the SON building block, but SON and Energy Saving are different WIDs. They are from the SON family but we split it into different WIDs and we should not mix them in a single WID.

NSN: Inter-RAT load balancing is also part of SON.

Ericsson: We could do it in Small Enhancements and then we would not need a WID.

Cisco: Some study should be performed before starting the specification. Some parameters should have been specified by RAN groups but they are not here. eICIC has some elements that haven't been defined. Some elements that are related to the topology of the network haven't been addressed in this case.

NSN: We see no need for a study case. We are not addressing new functionalities.

Cisco: eICIC functionalities are defined but not fully. There is a list of definitions that can be presented to support his point.

NSN: This is not SA5 competence to study that list.

Cisco: We can ask RAN3.

Chairman: What Cisco wanted to say is that the functionalities are not clear enough to start the WID in SA5. 

Ericsson: We supported Cisco's arguments. When RAN3 wants to standardize something in OAM they contact SA5. It hasn't happened in this case.

NSN: We can communicate through LS, it's straight forward and we don't need to wait for them to contact us.

Huawei: In RAN3 there are some solutions for eICIC, but their intention may not be to interface with OAM. 
NSN: There are OAM requirements, but it is up to us not to RAN3 to discuss whether we want to standardize this. The discussion is needed.

Huawei: The LS exchange is a better approach.

ALU: Is the WID really needed to answer these questions? If CRs are not enough, if we need a different architecture, then we need more discussions.

Ericsson: It would be a good idea to have a study phase. Maybe it is better to have a Study Item.

NSN: Then we cannot start the work until the Study is not fully finished. Network Sharing is an example of what we don’t want.

Ericsson: We could do both, no need to wait for the end of the Study Item.

Chairman: It looks too wide, not precise enough, and the study wouldn't be a bad idea after all. Maybe we end up concluding that only CRs are needed. Energy Saving should be removed.

Conclusion: Need update and more discussion. Noted
	Nokia Siemens Networks
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