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1. Introduction
Since the conclusion of Release 16, Siemens has engaged in many a discussion of cyberCAV- and eCAV-related requirements (TS 22.104 and TS 22.261). In particular, Siemens joined an external discussion about related definitions and conceptual models. During this course, shortcomings of TS 22.104 and TS 22.261 were noticed (see S1-211022, S1-211024, S1-211027, S1-211028, S1-211031, S1-211032, S1-211033, and S1-211034). Also, a missing influence quantity was identified (see S1-211029). In addition, the definition of communication service availability was found lacking and also the model of distributed applications and the discussion of the communication service interface.
2. Update of communication service availability definition (S1-211025 and …26)

The current definition in TS 22.261 reads (the highlighted areas are addressed below):

communication service availability: percentage value of the amount of time the end-to-end communication service is delivered according to an agreed QoS, divided by the amount of time the system is expected to deliver the end-to-end service according to the specification in a specific area.
NOTE 3: The end point in "end-to-end" is assumed to be the communication service interface.

NOTE 4: The communication service is considered unavailable if it does not meet the pertinent QoS requirements. If availability is one of these requirements, the following rule applies: the system is considered unavailable if an expected message is not received within a specified time, which, at minimum, is the sum of maximum allowed end-to-end latency and survival time.
There are several issues with this definition (highlighted areas):

· This definition should not only work for agreed QoS but also for other variants, for instance required QoS, offered QoS, achieved QoS, perceived QoS (see clause F.1 in TS 22.261).
· Change (see below): we choose instead the adjective specified.

· The communication service interface is not assumed to be the end point, it is the end point.

· Change (see below): the phrase “assumed to be” is deleted.

· The delivery has to happen to all of the specified QoS parameters, not only the specified area.

· Change (see below): the reference to specific area is dropped.

· Note 4 is circular: availability is a requirement of the communication service availability.

· Change (see below): the sentence is turned into an example.

· Messages not only need to be received, but the messages need to be correct.

· Change (see below): the adjective correctly is introduced.

· It is not clear what “expected message” refers to.

· Change (see below): the adjective expected is dropped.

· The specified time is not at minimum the sum of survival time and maximum allowed end-to-end latency, it is the sum of survival time and maximum allowed end-to-end latency.

· Change (see below): the adjective minimum is dropped.

The new version of this definition reads:

communication service availability: percentage value of the amount of time the end-to-end communication service is delivered according to a specified QoS, divided by the amount of time the system is expected to deliver the end-to-end service.

NOTE 3: The end point in "end-to-end" is the communication service interface.

NOTE 4: The communication service is considered unavailable if it does not meet the pertinent QoS requirements. For example, the communication service is unavailable if a message is not correctly received within a specified time, which is the sum of maximum allowed end-to-end latency and survival time.

3. Update of clause C.1 in TS 22.104 (S1-211030)

During many discussions we encountered the following problems with the distributed model in clause C.1.
· Figure C.1.1-1 is mistaken for an architecture diagram.
· It is not clear, how data networks and LANs interface with the 5G system.

· The relationship between reference interface and communication service interface is unclear.

· It is not clear, how reference interface and communication service interface are placed in different placements of the distributed application.

· The relationship between logical link and connection is unclear.

To that end, we reworked clause C.1.1 (conceptual model of the distributed application) and clause C1.2 (logical link). Furthermore, we introduced a new clause (C.1.5), which illustrates the relationship between logical link, reference interface, and connection for different placements of the distributed applications.
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