
 Introduction 
This contribution provides comments on TR 23.716. A number of items may require further discussion. We believe this would be a good time to consider moving many conversations to the joint mailing list.
Comments in Response to Editor’s Notes in TR 23.716
[bookmark: _Hlk526309504]Section 4.2.1
Editor's note:	The Identities provided/available for non-3GPP managed devices behind a 5G-RG/5G-CRG are FFS.
In residential scenarios, most end systems connected to a premises network are unmanaged devices, and the only persistent identification offered to the RG and possibly the 5GC is the Ethernet MAC address of the interface of attachment to the home network.  The BBF kindly ask SA2 to take this information into account and to provide a 3GPP definition of  “non-3GPP managed devices”.
Section 4.2.2.1
Editor's note:	Impacts to architecture principles due to security requirements for wireline access are FFS and require input from BBF.
We would observe that a 5G-RG itself would be subject to 3GPP security requirements. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Section 4.2.2.2
Editor's note:	Whether the scenario is applicable is FFS and require input from BBF.
Such scenarios do exist.
Section 4.2.2.5
Editor's note:	Whether the scenario is applicable is FFS and require input from BBF.
The BBF considers the scenario of providing support for 5GC capable UEs connected via an FN-RG to be applicable.
Section 4.2.2.6
Editor's note:	Whether the scenario is applicable is FFS and require input from BBF.
The BBF considers the scenario of providing FN-RG access to the 5GC to be applicable, and that premises devices that are also not using 3GPP procedures will connect to a DN via the connectivity established to support the FN-RG. For wireline this is the high running use case for FN-RG support.
Section 6.1
Editor's note:	The definition of network element included in W-5GAN (e.g. Optical termination, BNG, etc) and functionalities needs to be agreed with BBF.
There are significant variations in the equipment deployed in the W-5GAN. At this point we would not consider a BNG to be part of the W-5GAN. We would observe that there are two deployment scenarios that actually matter and are considered by the BBF:
1) Where there are already deployed access nodes (PON OLTs, DSLAMs etc.) which are not amenable to modification, and are specified in TR-101 or TR-178.  Older generation TR-59 ATM based equipment will not be addressed by the BBF for FMC.  This a-priori deployed equipment has capabilities that the BBF will specifically consider when specifying the protocol structure for UP and CP transport between the FAGF and the 5G-RG.
2) Where access nodes that will support 3GPP procedures are deployed. This scenario of course permits some simplification to the internals to the W-5GAN as constraints are relaxed, but our intention would be that 5GC and 5G-RG implementations do not need any knowledge of the deployment scenario in order to operate correctly; it would be transparent to specified procedures.
Editor's note:	For all figure above whether the UPF is equivalent to the BNG is FFS and needs to be verified with BBF.
We are not clear on what “equivalent to the BNG” means. In currently specified networks the BNG is a policy enforcement point and a home network gateway (in the 3GPP interpretation of the term ‘home’), and therefore is logically analogous to a home UPF, and therefore could be considered to be equivalent.  There are also scenarios whereby it could be considered to be analogous to a visited UPF.
Section 6.3.3
Re: Editor's note: BBF needs to provide feedback if multiple user plane connections are needed for QoS and what a FCP UP connection is (e.g., a separate VLAN identity).
A minimum functionality in a deployed, BBF specified wireline AN would be support for 802.1Q P-bit marking providing strict priority queuing of up to 8 traffic classes (with a minimum implementation of 4 queues). More sophisticated implementations will identify IETF Diffserv marking in packets and provide the appropriate behaviors.  Therefore it is expected that QFI mappings to differentiated packet marking would be supported in the context of a single session, hence multiple connections to provide QoS differentiation is not required.
The actual delineation of PDU sessions in BBF networks is still a topic for study. Hence we are not ready to comment on the relationship between VLANs and PDU sessions.
Section 6.19
Editor's note:	whether roaming scenario is applicable to FWA is should be discussed in BBF.
These items are still under discussion at BBF.
Editor's note:	Whether and how BBF wholesale model or 3GPP roaming model is applied to FWA is should be discussed in BBF.
Section 6.20.1
Editor's note:	The ACS may also send QoS object to the RG including QoS policy (L2 and L3 marking, see details in BBF TR-198) to some specific flows. Whether the 5G-RG receives both the QoS object from the ACS and the QoS rule from the 5GC, and the coordination between them are FFS.
BBF will study a solution that should ensure that coordination between ACS operation and NAS would not be required; the RG would not receive conflicting information with respect to the same managed function from both NAS and the ACS.
Section 6.22.1
[bookmark: _Hlk526260106]Editor's note:	BBF terminology used in migration scenario may change, L-AGF (legacy AGF) is used as interim term for the AGF.
We are in the process of clarifying our terminology with respect to FN-RG support. We will communicate this clarification as soon as possible. 
Section 6.23
Editor's note:	BBF terminology used in migration scenario may change, L-AGF (legacy AGF) is used as interim term for the AGF.
<see 6.22.1>
Section 6.24.2
Editor's note:	the disconnection of the FN-RG will trigger the FAGF to release the PDU session and de-register the FN-RG; however this shall be delayed to avoid unnecessary signalling for short disruptions in connectivity. It is FFS (in BBF), what timer value should be used for the PDU session release/de-registration. The timers used will influence whether the 5G-RG could be connected before these actions are executed.
We suspect this is a moot point. The FAGF should be able to distinguish the equipment change irrespective of whether it occurs before or after the deregistration timer expires and invoke the appropriate procedures. Which is if the FN-RG was replaced with a 5G-RG all FAGF initiated sessions would be torn down, and 5G-RG initiated sessions would take their place.
Editor's note:	It is FFS whether reverse migration to FN-RG mode shall be supported as well. This may be required where customers are allowed to use BYO device for RG and may (knowingly or unknowingly) revert to an FN-RG, after already using a 5G-RG. If reverse migration is to be supported, step 8 is not applicable and the procedure for the reverse migration itself is FFS.
We can also postulate additional scenarios where reverse migration on a specific line-ID (which does not change with a subscriber change on the same access facility) would need to be supported.
Section 7.1
The BBF would like to understand the relationship between a TNAP and the W-5GAN. Is the TNAP simply a generalized form of the concept of wireline access to the 5GC?



