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Discussion
At the last meeting, the conclusion for KI#1 has been approved, but there’s still an EN left to be resolved:
Editor’s note:
For PIN management, whether needs supporting with Application Function or 5GC NF is FFS

There are two possible alternatives for PIN architecture as follow:
· AF involved. 

· Non-AF involved.

As documented in the clause 8.3 of the TR, PEMC is responsible for PIN Element management (e.g., add/remove the PINE/PEGCs, etc.) and PIN management (e.g. create/modify/delete/activate/deactivate a PIN, etc.). As there’s already a functional entity (i.e., PEMC) used for PIN management, there’s no need to involve another functional entity (i.e., AF) with the same functionality.
If both PEMC and AF are included in the PIN architecture, it would be complicated to maintain the consistency in PIN management. For instance, if a PINE wants to join a PIN, how could such PINE know whether to send a PIN join request to PEMC or AF. Similarly, if a PINE receives two different PINE management messages from PEMC and AF at a similar time, such PINE would have no idea about which instruction it should follow. 
Besides, PIN profile and topology sync-up may also be a tricky problem. Whenever the PIN profile and topology on one side changes, the other side is updated accordingly. Consequently, PIN profile and topology sync-up between PEMC and AF will lead to increased signalling load and privacy concern.
There’s no doubt that PEMC would work well if there’s direct communication connection between PEMC and PINE. Although there may be some PINEs located far away from the PEMC, PEMC can send the management messages to such PINEs via 5GC.
Proposal 1: There’s no need to involve an AF or a 5GC NF in PIN management.

* * * Start of change * * * 

8
Conclusions

Editor's note:
This clause will list conclusions that have been agreed during the course of the study item activities.
8.1
Conclusion on Key Issue #1

The following interim conclusions are agreed for principles of Personal IoT Networks Key Issue #1 "5GC architecture enhancements to support PIN":
1) 
The functionality of PINE is outside the scope of 3GPP and therefore are not specified by SA2.

2)
When Application Functions are required, the differentiated traffic routing and QoS control with the corresponding 5G network capabilities exposed by 5GC may be enhanced to support PIN.
3)
The reference point among PINE, PEGC, and PEMC, no matter whether non-3GPP access or sidelink or via 5GC is used, is transparent to the 5GS and out of SA2 scope.
4)
Legacy UE acting as PEMC needs to be considered.

5)
Multi-hop P2P (i.e., communication between a chain of PINEs) and P2N relay (i.e., communication from a PINE to another PINE or to the network via an intermediate PINE) are not studied in this release.
6)
In this release, data traffic of PINE over control plane is not studied.
7) There’s no need to involve an AF or a 5GC NF in PIN management.

* * * End of change * * * 
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