	PR
	Company name
	Justification for change/comments

	7.0-1
	Futurewei
Rapporteur
Nokia
	Rewording to use service requirement style. 
Rapporteur – changed operator managed to licensed as this is the term used in 22.261

Nokia: If there is no connectivity to the 5G network, there is no work for 3GPP, hence the requirement should not be on the 5G system.

	7.0-2
	Futurewei
Nokia
	This not only related to authorization, but also how one PIN element can comnicati with other PIN elements in different PINs.  ( maybe fore release 18, only for single PIN case). 
[rapporteur]  -In the new text you use word device, what do you mean as this is not specified?  Do you mean PIN Element?

Nokia: membership in a PIN is by authorization, 3GPP can provide a mechanism to support multiple such authorizations (see 22.261 for 5GLAN)

	7.0-3
	Futurewei
Nokia
	if this multicast, suggest change to “ transmit with same content ” to avoid confusion, also rephase to “ 5g system shall ….”
[rapporteur]  - This is based on PR 5.3.6-1 which was originally written as:
For intra-PIN communications, a PIN Element shall be able to transmit media to one or more PIN Element at the same time

Nokia: I actually question whether this is a new requirement or something that can be captured in text as an existing capability that also applies for PINs (ala the User identity). The 5G system can already support simultaneous transmissions to multiple endpoints, provided of course the UE is capable of such transmission.  

	7.0-4
	Futurewei
	This requirement is too general, nothing new.  may be better to use KPI requirement.

	7.0-5
	Futurewei
Nokia
	not clear what faults need to be considered. need to rephase to specific the fault issue, is management faults? or connection fault? Or implementation fault management.  3GPP system already have many mechanisms for different fault handling, so maybe it can be considered this already covered. Maybe packet error rate KPI?
[rapporteur]  - This was the case that a PIN Element may have multiple communication routes to reach another PIN Element – maybe this is better wording? (Usecase inHome is example)

Nokia: the clarification from the rapporteur is not obvious from the requirement.  It sounds more like something that should be captured in a KPI format rather than a requirement. Perhaps both -4 and -5 can be conveyed in text as again applying existing capabilities to PINs.

	7.1-1
	Futurewei
Nokia
	Rewording to use service requirement style.

Nokia: is this really a requirement that will translate into stage 2/3 work?  It seems like something that can be captured in text, where the requirements for a PEGC then can be applied to multiple such UEs.

	7.1-2
	Futurewei 
	is this general for all 5G connectivity? Is this already be covered? 
Also, how to define loss of connectivity? E.g.no data during certain period time?

Suggest considered this has already been covered.  

[rapporteur] 7.2-1 covers this.


	7.1-3
	Futurewei 
Nokia
	Is this the same about optimization of discovery to avoid congestion, can be merged. 

Also, current wording restricts to certain service discovery solution, such as using service discovery message. Suggest to make the requirement more general.
[rapporteur] You mean 7.1-4, I changed the 1st column to reflect this.

Nokia: for 7.1-4, it now reads like a solution rather than a requirement.


	7.2-1
	Futurewei 
Nokia
	Rewording to use service requirement style.

Add 5.11.6-2 which is covered by this. 

Nokia:  the need for discovering PIN network topology from another PIN element is still not clear to me. Adrian was going to provide some explanation, perhaps I missed it while on vacation. 
The need for Note 2 is also not clear, it reads rather solution oriented

	7.4-1
	Futurewei

IDCC
	Merge 5.11.6-4, which allow different secure communication within a PIN
. 
IDCC - Aligning NOTE with NOTE 2 in 7.2-1

Nokia: the added clause about different solutions sounds like a solution, SA3 can determine what is appropriate.  The note also reads like an SA3 solution.

	7.4-2
	Futurewei
	Rewording to use service requirement style.

	7.4-3
	Nokia
	The requirement is not clear.  Does it mean to say The 5G system shall support authentication of a PIN Element with 3rd party credentials when using PIN direct connections?

	7.4-4
	Futurewei
	Rewording to use service requirement style.
Nokia: If there is no connectivity to the 5G network, there is no work for 3GPP.

	7.4-5
	Nokia
	This should be captured in text, indicating that the 5G user identities can also be used in PINs.

	7.4-6
	Nokia
	Rephrased for readability

	7.5-2
	Futurewei 
Rapporteur
Nokia
	Rewording to use service requirement style.
Rapporteur - changed operator managed to “use licensed spectrum” as this is the term used in 22.261

Nokia: rephrased for readability


	7.5-3
	Rapporteur
Nokia
	Changed non operator managed and operator managed to non-licensed and licensed.

Nokia: rephrased for readability

	7.5-4
	Futurewei 
Nokia
	Rewording to use service requirement style.

Nokia: the requirement is unclear, is this indicating there should be service continuity when PE-A transitions from communicating with PE-B to communicating with PE-C? What can be continued in that case?  PE-C has no idea what was already communicated to PE-B.
If it intends to address the situation when PE-A is communicating with PE-B and there is a change of path (e.g, adding/removing a relay), this would be an existing capability which can be captured in text to indicate it also applies to PIN.


	7.6-1
	Futurewei 

IDCC

Nokia
	It’s default that there is QoS management association with the 3GPP link? This seems already be covered.

IDCC – Do not see this requirement covered. P.R re-instated with some rewording.
Aligning NOTE with NOTE 2 in 7.2-1

Nokia: the note seems to imply some solution


	7.7-1
	Futurewei

Nokia
	Rewording to use service requirement style.

Nokia: is this really a requirement that will translate into stage 2/3 work?  It seems like something that can be captured in text, where the requirements for a PEMC then can be applied to multiple such UEs.

	7.7-2
	Futurewei
Rapporteur
Nokia
	Merge 5.11.6-1 into this. 
Rapporteur – The following have been added (from PR 5.11.6-7), they were lost in Betsys suggestion to put into this requirement.
· Connectivity type a PIN Element shall use.
· If a PIN Element is allowed external connectivity and if that is Local Break Out (LBO) or via 5GS
Also added PR 5.x.6-1 in the “original requirement column” as this 7.7-2 current formulation also covered that.

Nokia:  termination/modification of the PIN is vague – is it anything not already covered in the list?  
It needs to be clarified if some of these bullets are only available to the network operator or 3rd party – if both can do all of them it needs to be made clear which takes precedence in case of conflicts.  In Resident, for example, there is a list for the network operator related to the use of licensed spectrum and a list for the 3rd party which is the user stuff. 
Some rewording of bullets for clarification.  Its not clear what ‘connectivity type’ means, some clarification is needed but I don’t know what the original contributor was thinking here so did not propose a clarification.

	7.7-3
	Nokia
	Providing a backup service is an application layer issue, not something requiring 3GPP development – e.g., my network operator today can provide backup service for my smartphone (at the application layer) without need for specific 3GPP standards.  


	7.7-4
	Convida Wireless

Nokia
	Added CPR 7.7-4; it was previously commented that this was mobility or load sharing and covered by existing reqt. Clarify that this is not mobility or load sharing and the PR tries to capture a PEMC assisting a PE with re-establishing 5G connectivity after the PE has discovered it has lost connectivity; the PEMC in this case is not a UE
 
Nokia: this requirement is not clear. Is this something different than the service discovery capability to find another PEGC?  If so, why do we need multiple ways to do this?


	
	Futurewei 

	Rewording to use service requirement style.


	7.7-5
	Futurewei 
Nokia
	This is from PR-5.11.6-5, and it is different than 5.1.5-1 and not be covered. prefer to be alone. 

Nokia: this sounds like an application layer issue




