	PR
	Company name
	Justification for change/comments
	Proposed handling after the call 22nd June

	7.0-1 (new)
	vivo
	
	After the HW comment that we seem to be missing the basic “PINEs need unique identifiers”  I added this.
A PIN Element shall have a unique identifier

	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.

DT / Nokia – Is this a 3GPP requirements
vivo what about ProSe
FW – Are we profiling?
	Assuming that the term 5G system includes PIN (3GPP only works on things in the 5G system) then there is a requirement that a PIN works when there is no external IP connectivity. (I should be able to listen to music on the airplane).  

PIN Elements within a PIN, subject to operator and user policies, shall be able to communicate when there is no connectivity between a PIN Element with Gateway Capability and a 5G network.

	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)
E/// - Authorised term is still an issue.  Def has the word authorised in it.  Do we need it?
Nokia – Similar language in 5GLAN
HW – Needs to be part of what we are doing, use similar language i.e. in 5GLAN
IDC – Same as HW.
KPN – Same as HW.
	
[bookmark: _Toc45387729][bookmark: _Toc52638774][bookmark: _Toc59116859][bookmark: _Toc61885678][bookmark: _Toc68279239]This seems to be what 5GLAN uses
6.26.2.3	Creation and management
The 5G system shall enable the network operator to add an authorized UE to multiple independent 5G LAN-VNs.

5G Lan also uses the term “member”

Walter also discovered that we should state you can communicate concurrently as well at the same time

The 5G system shall support a mechanism for a PIN Element to be a member of more than 1 PIN. When authorised for more than 1 PIN, the PIN Element shall be capable of concurrent communications in more than 1 PIN.

NOTE:	Concurrent operations is subject to PIN Element capabilities.


	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.  

FW -  Already covered (existing) unless multicast
Phillips – Not clear in definition, multicast needs to be added.
IDC – PIN is new, what does “existing” mean?
HW – The standard will need these capabailities on all forms of sidelink (PIN direct connections)
KPN – We need to be more clear (multiple direct connections or multicast).
Nokia – existing capabilities that apply to PINs, rather that re-write all existing requirements.
IDC – Agree with Nokias proposal 
Intel – Agree with Nokia/IDC, what about SIMless devices?
E/// - Do we set requirements on non3GPP protocols.
Intel – No.
KPN – We have massive number specs for non 3GPP access.
E/// - So we have to modify e.g. BT?
KPN – Solution space.
IDC – We need to keep it in mind that stage 2 should not put themselves in a corner (UEs only)
	This should be split

The 5G system shall support a PIN element that can support:
· simultaneous unicast to multiple PIN Elements
· multicast

	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.

KPN – Routing issues / topology (multi hope relays), how do they work?
Nokia – route appropriately based on the service being used.
Amanda -  Could be already covered.
	

	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.

Nokia – Is this something downstream group needs to do?
KPN – How you use multiple gateways, can you use 1 or more at a time?
Nokia – Did we cover this already with relay? What is missing
KPN – ATSS functionality is something to look or is this IP level?
DT – I don’t think if we have in relay (simultaneous transmission)
Convida – See ehealth usecase.
DT – Its not clear
Phillips -  Not only about ATSS, is this a prose relay? (there is nothing that says this).  No requirement to even say you have to have at least 1 GW.
	Yes SA3 would need to look at this.

A PIN Network may include at least one PIN Element with Gateway Capability.

	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
	
	DT – Via non 3GPP access was removed, add it back.
	

	7.1-4
	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.

Nokia – Think it is saying “we need to be efficient in signalling for discovery”
KPN – Existing discover in LANs are inefficient.  Be ok if we generalise it.  “efficient discovery message e.g. when connected to the public network” (discovery should be efficient when connected to the public network)

FW – seems slightly solution orientated.  What is efficient?
	Not sure if this is better or worse, but tried to say when you got a PIN Element that’s in the cellular system disovering capabilities behind a gateway you need to be efficient.

When a PIN Element is using direct network connection for communications with other PIN Elements, the 5G system shall support an efficient way the PIN Element to discover other PIN Elements and their capabilities when those other PIN Elements use PIN direct connections for communications.



	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
KPN – We might need multihop to get to GW, routing topology.
Nokia – was this in multi-hop relays.  What is the route to get me to the end point I want to reach.
FW – Maybe security impact.
HW – No requirements that PIN Element has a unique identity. You need to disover it and what is exposing what services they are being exposed.
IDC – I don’t “e.g.”, PIN network topology is nice and goes nicely with the NOTE that was removed.
E/// -  Supported applications / security mechanism – are these 3GPP things.
KPN - 22.261 Relay / UE selection  - network selects to. Could be useful language to borrow.
E/// - Agree that example list is to long, else should be a list.
KPN – Supported applications and services is important.
E/// - if you keep them all delete e.g. else just 2 would be sufficient.


ENDED HERE ON 22nd JUNE CALL.
	Propose to remove the “e.g” and make it a list.

Topology -> if a relay allows a PIN Element to reach the desired endpoint PIN Element based on the service being used.

	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.
	Added in “two or more” as the communications does not have to be limited to just 2 PIN Elements

	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.
	If PIN Elements need to be authorised to access a PIN then you need to make sure who that PIN Element is (authenticate them).  This needs credentials.  If you have no 5G connectivity are we now saying you cant use your earbuds on the plane to listen to the movie on your phone?

Put back

	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.
	If you have 2 or more PEMCs you need a way to sync the data across them, this is for sure impacts stage 2 and stage 3 work.

Added back

	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.
	Created one dedicated network operator policy setting (new requirement under this).  

[bookmark: _GoBack]The 5G system shall support mechanisms for a network operator to configure the following policies in a PIN: 
· Configure Connectivity type (e.g. licensed or unlicensed PIN direct connection) a PIN Element can use.


I also received comments offline that authorising / deauthorizing is separate to adding and removing.  Do we want to use terms that we traditionally seen with supplementary services?

	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.  

	PEMC stores data regarding the PIN e.g. PIN identity, if it can use licensed PIN direct connection, is it allowed to communicate with the internet et etc.  This is all data that is needed for the PIN to operator independent of the application (e.g. door sensor).  An operator can provide value by backing this up and facilitating in the migrating of data between PEMCs (upgrading).  

	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

	



