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1. [bookmark: OLE_LINK9]Introduction
In SA2#150e meeting, several solutions have been agreed. However, several aspects need to be re-visited, because the agreed solution and architectural assumption are contradicting with each other. 
2. [bookmark: _Toc519004414]Discussion
Q1: Can ProSe mechanism be used between PEGC and PINE?
As stated in architectural assumptions, the PIN Elements assume to use non-3GPP access for direct communication with PEGC and PEMC and the PEMC can use 5G ProSe Direct Communication and non-3GPP for direct communication with PEGC. 
In solution#12 (clause 6.12.2.1), step 2 says ‘The PINE establishes direct connection with the PEGC using the parameters obtained in management procedure addresses KI#3. The direct connection could be WiFi, BT, PC5, etc.’ and step 5 says ‘The U2N Routing Info includes packet filters that the PEGC is able to relay and may include service requirements for the PINE associated with the packet filters.’ 
It is observed that the wording “PC5” and “U2N Routing Info” are re-using the definition in ProSe. Solution#12 and above-mentioned architectural assumption are therefore contradicting.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK13][bookmark: OLE_LINK14]It is necessary to achieve the consensus that ProSe mechanism is not used for the communication between PIN Elements and PEGC. Instead, a possible solution can be to consider a PIN layer combined with Wi-Fi/BT transport layer for PEGC and PIN Element communication. Figure 6.X.1-2 in Solution#6 can be an instance. Above the transport layer, if protocol stacks are in PINE user plane towards DNN via PEGC, IP/Ethernet layer is needed. If protocol stacks are in PINE control plane between PEGC and PIN Element, an IP/Ethernet layer and a PIN layer are both needed. Figure6.X.1-3 and Figure6.X.1-4 in solution #6 can be a reference for a possible realization.  
Proposal#1: ProSe mechanism is not used for the communication between PIN Elements and PEGC
Q2: Is there a limitation on the number of PEGC/PEMC within a PIN for R18, e.g., assuming there is only one PEGC and/or PEMC in a PIN Network?
Most of solutions in TS 23.700-88 consider the one PEGC/PEMC scenario. The architecture assumptions support one or more PEGCs/PEMCs in a PIN. If there is more than one PEGC in a PIN, PEMC will be responsible for managing the association between PEGC and PINE. Otherwise, the communication between PIN Elements via PEGC may be a forwarding concern. 
There is no a clear restriction about only one PEGC/PEMC in a PIN Network, the proposed solutions should still work in the multiple PEGCs and PEMCs scenario. For instance, if there two PEGCs in a PIN, and there are assigned to different PIN Elements, the pre-configured association may be like that: PEGC 1 is for PINE 1, and PEGC2 is for PINE 2. The communication between PINE 1 and PINE 2 is transferred to the communication between two PEGCs. If the two PEGCs can communicate directly by PC5, we can reuse R18 ProSe multi-hop relay as the solution. If the direct communication between different PEGCs is not supported, the traffic data may be routed via UPF. In this scenario, we make the assumption that the serving UPF is the same in a specific PIN. 
Proposal#2: A single PIN can have multiple PEGC(s). For a given time, a PINE can be associated to only 1 PEGC. For PINE associated with different PEGC, the communication between PINEs can be achieved via direct communication between PEGCs. 

Q3: Shall PEGC and PEMC be in the same PLMN? (PEGC and PEMC are non-roaming, and access to the same PLMN)
Since the scope has limited the scenario to non-roaming situation, it might be necessary to focus on PEMC and PEGC belongs to the same PLMN. However, in some current solutions, e.g. solution #6.8.9, there is no operation to restrict the PLMN of PEMC and PEGC when a PEGC joins the PIN.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK17]In order to enforce the restriction. For example, in solution #8, the determination can made by PINMF whether to send PIN configuration to PEGC or not. And in solution #9, PEMC can determine whether PEGC can join the PIN by comparing PEGC’s PLMN ID and PEMC’s PLMN ID.
Proposal#3: It is assumed restrict the PEGC and PEMC to be in the same PLMN
3. Conclusion
[bookmark: OLE_LINK19][bookmark: OLE_LINK18]The discussion paper lists some issues about the restriction in communication between PEGC and PINE, extension of the number of PEGC/PEMC, and judgment of the same PLMN, and we need to clarify or solve them in the 5G_PIN in order to get a better understanding of the study.
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