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1
Executive Summary:

1.1
General

At SA1#26 it was requested that a structured email discussion be held to resolve some of the outstanding issues within the work on the AIPN Feasibility Study in TR 22.978. This document provides a report of the email AIPN discussion based on this request held from 1st – 26th November on the SA1 AIPN email exploder (3GPP_TSG_SA_WG1_AIPN@LIST.ETSI.ORG).
The scope of the email discussion was clarified prior to the beginning of the email discussion by the AIPN Rapporteur. The topics discussed during the email discussion period are described below:

1. Clarification of the general principles of an AIPN
a) Scope of an AIPN e.g. is it just a core network system or does it also include parts of access networks as well? This discussion should include consideration of the concept of a 'Core Network' and 'Access Network' within an AIPN, including whether these definitions are needed or not, and what the appropriate terminology is (i.e. 'Core Network' and 'Access Network' may not be the correct terms to use?). Identifier: [AIPN SCOPE]
b) Terminology improvements i.e. meaning of 'seamless', and 'centralised network operator control'. Identifier: [TERM]
c) High-level consideration of Moving Networks, ad-hoc networks and PANs. Identifier: [MAPs]
d) User identification i.e. where is the User Identification stored (in the UICC ?), the relationship between the user identity within an AIPN and existing identities and numbers. Identifier: [UID]
2. Improvements in the clarity of TR 22.978
a) All the editor's notes within TR 22.978 v0.6.0 that are not included within issue type#1 above. Identifier: [EDNOTE]
b) Issues from S1-040860
i) Clarification of ‘duplicated technologies’ and vision of terminal convergence in chapter 5.1.1.3. Identifier: [5113]
3. Refinement of text describing objectives of an AIPN. Identifier: [AIPN OBJECTIVES] (from 3rd week of the email discussion only)
The discussion focused on the discussion topics within item 1 ‘Clarification of the general principles of an AIPN’. However, issues under item 2 ‘Improvements in the clarity of TR 22.978’, and item 3 ‘Refinement of text describing objectives of an AIPN’ were also considered as appropriate. Discussion of each of these topics took place in parallel. In order to separate the discussion of each topic the identifiers provided above were used within the header field of each email provided to the SA1 AIPN email exploder to identify the topic to be addressed.

A document representing the output of the email discussion on each of the topics was produced and will be submitted to the next physical meeting of the AIPN SWG by the AIPN Rapporteur. An updated version of TR 22.978 for submission to the next AIPN SWG meeting was also produced based on these output documents. The updated version of TR 22.978 has been produced based on all the output documents from the different email streams apart from [MAPs]. This is because it was felt that the subject requires further work hence the output from the [MAPs] email discussion stream should be considered a ‘work-in-progress’.
Although the email discussion was a bit sporadic (some days a lot of emails, some days very few) in general good progress was made on each of the discussion topics.

Details of the content of the email discussion that took place during each week of the email discussion period are provided in the appendix to this report.
Although good progress was made in the email discussion it was felt that a meeting of the AIPN SWG before the next SA1 Plenary meeting (SA1#27) would be appropriate. It is proposed to hold this meeting in the week before SA1#27 (10-14th January 2005) in Europe. This will allow people travelling from Asia and North America to have a ‘stop-over’ on their way to SA1#27 in Cape Town, South Africa and provides a cost effective method for holding an ad-hoc AIPN SWG meeting
1.2
Future Meetings

	Meeting
	Date


	Venue
	Comment 

	AIPN SWG
	Week of 10 – 14 January 2005 (Provisionally Thursday 13th to Friday 14th January 2005)
	Europe (possibly London or Frankfurt)
	Arrangement details (Invitation, Agenda etc…) to be provided to SA1 mailing list as soon as possible

	SA1#27 
	17 - 21 January 2005
	CapeTown, South Africa
	8 sessions (2 days) requested.


1.3
Output Documents:

	TDoc
	Title
	Source
	Result

	S1-050006
	Update of TR 22.978 based on [AIPN SCOPE] email discussion
	AIPN Rapporteur
	To be submitted to the next AIPN SWG meeting.

	S1-050007
	Updates to TR 22.978 based on [TERM] email discussion
	AIPN Rapporteur
	To be submitted to the next AIPN SWG meeting.

	S1-050008
	Updates to TR 22.978 based on [MAPs] email discussion
	AIPN Rapporteur
	To be submitted to the next AIPN SWG meeting.

	S1-050009
	Updates to TR 22.978 based on [UID] email discussion
	AIPN Rapporteur
	To be submitted to the next AIPN SWG meeting.

	S1-050010
	Updates to TR 22.978 based on [EDNOTE] email discussion
	AIPN Rapporteur
	To be submitted to the next AIPN SWG meeting.

	S1-050011
	Updates to TR 22.978 based on [5113] email discussion
	AIPN Rapporteur
	To be submitted to the next AIPN SWG meeting.

	S1-050012
	Proposed changes to the Objectives in TR 22.978
	O2
	To be submitted to the next AIPN SWG meeting.

	S1-050013
	Updated version of TR 22.978 based on the AIPN email discussion.
	AIPN Rapporteur
	To be submitted to the next AIPN SWG meeting.

	S1-050014
	Report of AIPN Email discussion
	AIPN Rapporteur
	To be submitted to the next AIPN SWG meeting.

	S1-050015
	Summary of the Report of AIPN Email discussion
	AIPN Rapporteur
	To be submitted to the next AIPN SWG meeting.


Note:
S1-050013 ‘Updated version of TR 22.978 based on the AIPN email discussion.’  has been produced based on the output documents from each of the email discussion streams apart from [MAPs] (S1-050008). This is because although good progress was made within the [MAPs] email discussion stream it was felt premature to include any text within TR 22.978 based on this discussion at this time. Further input to the next AIPN SWG meeting on the [MAPs] topic is expected this will include discussion on the AIPN email exploder (independent to this email discussion) as appropriate.
2
Appendix: Weekly email discussion summaries
2.1
Week 1
The following is a summary of the email discussion during the period of 1st – 5th November 2004.

2.1.1
General

The AIPN Rapporteur provided emails to kick-off the discussion of ‘Clarification of the general principles of an AIPN’. Emails were provided for the topics with the identifiers [AIPN SCOPE], [TERM], [MAPs] and [UID].
2.1.2
Discussion of individual topics
2.1.2.1
[AIPN SCOPE]

The email provided by the AIPN Rapporteur to kick-off discussions contained a proposal that the capability to access the AIPN is not a capability of the AIPN itself and so not within the scope of an AIPN. In line with this thinking it was proposed to introduce a new term ‘access system’ to TR 22.978 and the proposed definition for this term was also provided. Additionally it was proposed that an ‘access system’ as defined in the proposal is not within the scope of an AIPN.

In addition to this it was proposed to define AIPN as a network system and a definition for this term was also proposed.

2.1.2.2 [TERM]

The email provided by the AIPN Rapporteur to kick-off discussion contained a proposal for the thinking associated with the terms ‘seamless’ and ‘centralised operator control’.

Steve Vardy (Motorola) provided a response to this email providing further clarification of the meaning of the term seamless and some thoughts on the capabilities that future mobile telecommunication systems should provide. A key point of this email was that the determination of ‘seamlessness’ will depend on the service as perceived by the user rather than the performance of the technology used to provide it.

Based on the email from Steve Vardy the AIPN Rapporteur proposed to progress clarification of the term ‘seamless’ by producing a definition for the term that could then be incorporated within TR 22.978 and provided a proposed definition for ‘seamless’ with a note to clarify the points raised in Steve Vardy’s email.

There were some comments to this definition ‘including the note from Steve Vardy (Motorola) and Enric Mitjana (Siemens). The current definition for ‘seamless’ is provided below:

Seamless: continuous user experience across a change in the mechanisms used to provide services to a user.
Note:
The determination of whether something satisfies the requirement for being seamless or not is dependent on the user's (e.g., human end-user, protocol, application, etc.) perception of the service being received and not necessarily the technology used to provide the service."
In addition to the above Kunle Ibidun (Orange) proposed the following definition for ‘seamless session’:

Seamless session: A session that is maintained during a change in access system, with no perceivable interruption from a user perspective, while adapting to the capabilities of each access system.
2.1.2.3 [MAPs]

The email provided by the AIPN Rapporteur to kick-off discussion provided an explanation of his understanding of moving networks, ad-hoc networks and PANs. A request was made to provide use cases and high level scenarios in order to clarify the understanding of these different types of networks. 

Steve Vardy provided a response to this email containing an explanation of PANs and moving networks. Based on this email the AIPN Rapporteur proposed that PANs and the case of a moving network in which the moving network acts as a (single) gateway for connectivity to the AIPN (re-)provided to users within the moving network (i.e. the owner of the moving network acts as a broker for connectivity to the AIPN) is no different from the current situation in which multiple TEs are included within the same UE. In this sense there is nothing new to be considered from a standardisation perspective (there are several interesting considerations from a business perspective though!). However, a moving network acting as a point of connectivity to the AIPN based on individual subscriptions to the AIPN does appear to be interesting and further use cases/high level scenarios were requested to clarify the understanding of this case. For example, how does this differ from a stationary point of access to the AIPN?).

2.1.2.4 [UID]

The email provided by the AIPN Rapporteur to kick-off discussion contained an overview of the current tasks to be studied based on the content of TR 22.978 and the work item description (WID).

It was suggested that the identities that should be considered with the email discussion are:

1. Service Identification (e.g. MSISDN, IMS public identity, email addressing format MMS address, email address etc....) 
2. 3GPP subscriber identification (IMSI and IMS Public Identity)  

3. Terminal Identification (IMEI) 

4. User Identitification (?)
The first 3 types of identity are already available within the 3GPP system it is necessary to investigate whether there are any new requirements associated with these identities for an AIPN. The forth one is not currently provided within the 3GPP system so it is necessary to consider if this is needed and if so what are the scenarios that this identity should satisfy.

Also, when the identities that need to be considered are clarified the relationship between them needs to be investigated. Other issues such as where these identities should be stored (e.g. in the UICC?) also need consideration.
Steve Vardy (Motorola) provided a response to this email providing a description of Service, 3GPP subscriber, terminal and user identification. A consideration of multiple users for a single subscription and the possible need to enhance the UICC-Terminal interface to enable more detailed identification of the user e.g. using biometric means. A description was also provided of a scenario in which a user profile can remain with a user across multiple devices (4 user profiles all stored on four individual UICCs that are placed within 4 terminals belonging to a family of 4 people – as the devices are passed around the members of the family each individual identifies themselves to the UICC and activates their user profile accordingly).
2.1.2.5 [EDNOTE]

No discussion of this topic so far.
2.1.2.6 [5113]

No discussion of this topic so far.
2.2
Week 2

The following is a summary of the email discussion during the period of 8th – 12th November 2004.

2.2.1 Discussion of individual topics
2.2.1.1 [AIPN SCOPE]

Peter Bleckert (Ericsson) proposed some changes to the definitions of All-IP Network and Access System and Network System. Some comments to these changes were provided by Atsushi Sato (NTT DoCoMo) and there were further comments from Michael Boote (Lucent), and Joerg Swetina. The content of the discussion is summarized below.

· A definition of ‘Network System’ was felt to be unnecessary and the explanatory text should be included within the definition of All-IP Network

· The current status of the definition for All-IP Network (AIPN) is:

All-IP Network (AIPN):  A collection of entities that provide a set of capabilities for the provision of services to users based on IP technology where various access systems can be connected. The AIPN provides a set of common capabilities separate to access systems (including mobility, security, service provisioning, charging and QoS) which enable the provision of services to users and connectivity to other external networks. Although the AIPN always requires an access system to provide services to users the access system itself is not part of the AIPN.
· The current status of the definition for Access System is:

Access system: An entity or collection of entities that provides the capability to access the AIPN (e.g. UTRAN, GERAN, WLAN ...).
2.2.1.2 [TERM]

A response to the definition for ‘seamless’ proposed by Steve Vardy (Motorola) was provided by Atsushi Sato (NTT DoCoMo). There was some further discussion between Atsushi Sato and Steve Vardy and the current status of the definition for ‘seamless’ is as follows:

Seamless: A user experience that is unaffected by changes in the mechanisms used to provide services to a user.
Note:
The determination of whether something satisfies the requirement for being seamless or not is dependent on the user's (e.g., human end-user, protocol, application, etc.) perception of the service being received and not necessarily the technology used to provide the service.
2.2.1.3 [MAPs]

No progression of the discussion on this topic this week.

2.2.1.4 [UID]

Chris Sachno (AIPN Rapporteur) provided a response to an email from Steve Vardy (Motorola). This email included an indication toward previous work within 3GPP on the subject of the terminal identification and its usage to ascertain terminal capabilities. 

Additionally, the following points were identified as requiring clarification:

· Are there aspects of User/Terminal Identity applicable to an AIPN other than the need to handle an increasing large number of diverse terminals? For example, the need to identify terminal capabilities based on terminal identification.

· On the subject of user identification is this just an expansion of the UICC access mechanism to include schemes other than a PIN code?

Or,

Is there are need to identify the user explicitly i.e. do we need a specific user identity?

Or

Are we taking about the need to associate a user with a specific subscription (this would be similar to the definition for ‘user’ produced for GUP)

This email also provided a correction to a previous email.

2.2.1.5 [EDNOTE]

No discussion of this topic so far.
2.2.1.6 [5113]

No discussion of this topic so far.
2.3
Week 3

The following is a summary of the email discussion during the period of 15th – 20th November 2004.

2.3.1 Discussion of individual topics
2.3.1.1 [AIPN SCOPE]

Juan Noguera (NEC) provided some further modifications to the proposed definition of ‘access system’. Chris Sachno (AIPN Rapporteur) provided some feedback that the latter part of the definition was a bit detailed and contained some considerations outside the scope of SA1 and it was agreed to remove the second sentence of this definition. Joerg Swetina (Siemens) provided some feedback that he was happy with the current definitions of AIPN and access system and pointed out that a definition of AIPN Operator would help to resolve the issue of whether there are several AIPNs owned by several operators or just one AIPN. It was felt that the former was the more appropriate and a definition of ‘AIPN operator’ (together with update of the content of TR 22.978 in accordance with the definition) was proposed.

Chris Sachno pointed out that in general an AIPN operator and a network/PLMN operator would be the same company and proposed to include an extra sentence in the definition of ‘AIPN Operator’. Peter Bleckert (Ericsson) expressed a preference for the extra text to be included in the definition.

Peter Bleckert also provided some thoughts around the subject of access system definition and commented that some enhancements may be needed to the existing 3GPP access networks (UTRAN and GERAN) in order to enable all the functionality of the AIPN to be utilised. Based on this thinking some new text was proposed for inclusion within chapter 5.1.1.2 together with a return to the definition of access system proposed by NTT DoCoMo on 12th November 2004. Juan Noguera provided a response to this and asked whether Ericsson would prefer to de-couple the evolution of core network and access networks as opposed to coordinating it under the same umbrella? Juan Noguera also pointed out that as the scope of SA1 was services the SA1 work could have an impact on both the access network and core network and the architectural work (in SA2) would need to decide which parts of the system will be impacted by the requirements defined in SA1.

Furthermore, Steve Vardy (Motorola) provided some alternative modifications to the definition of ‘All-IP Network’. Jim Garrahan (Telcordia) commented that the changes proposed seemed to be very similar to a previous incarnation of the definition.

2.3.1.2 [TERM]

No further discussion of this subject this week.
2.3.1.3 [MAPs]

Hiroshi Dempo (NEC) provided some use cases and definitions for Personal Area Network (PAN). Ad-hoc Network and Moving Network to the mailing list for discussion. Based on this changes were proposed to the chapter 3 of TR 22.978 to include definitions of these types of networks and a new annex to include the use cases. 

Keiichi Hibi (Sharp) provided a further use case for PANs and some modifications to the definition. 

Mauro Recchia (Ericsson) provided some enhancements to the definition of Moving Network.
2.3.1.4 [UID]

No further discussion of this subject this week.
2.3.1.5 [EDNOTE]

Chris Sachno (AIPN Rapporteur) provided some commentary on the Editor’s Notes currently contained within TR 22.978 and some changes to the content of TR 22.978 to enable the removal of some of those not directly related to other topics of the ongoing email discussion. In some cases it was proposed to remove the Editor’s Notes without modifications to the text as these addressed issues considered in the early stages of the work and were now no longer relevant or no proposals had been forthcoming to address the issues identified.

Jim Garrahan highlighted some editorial mistakes in the proposed updates and Hiroshi Dempo provided some feedback on the proposed changes together with some editorial corrections.

Joerg Swetina provided some proposed updates to the text in chapter 4.3.3 to improve the clarity and also requested some clarification of some of the content of this chapter.

2.3.1.6 [5113]

Chris Sachno provided some proposed changes to chapter 5.1.1.3 to clarify the meaning of the text. Enric Mitjana (Siemens) requested some clarification regarding the proposed changes. A response to these questions was provided by Chris Sachno together with some refinement of the changes proposed to chapter 5.1.1.3.

2.3.1.7 [AIPN OBJECTIVES]

Chris Friel (O2) provided some modifications to Chapter 4.1 to clarify the High Level Objectives of an AIPN. Although not one of the original topics for the email discussion it was suggested that these changes be discussed during the current AIPN email discussion until Friday, 26th November 2004. Peter Bleckert expressed support for the proposed changes.
2.4
Week 4 (Final week)
The following is a summary of the email discussion during the period of 22nd – 26th November 2004.

2.4.1
General

Chris Sachno (AIPN Rapporteur) provided a document containing a proposed result of the email discussion to each of the email discussion streams individually ([AIPN SCOPE], [TERM], [MAPs], [UID], [EDNOTE], [5113], and [AIPN OBJECTIVES]). Comments to the documents were requested before completion of the AIPN email discussion at midnight GMT on Friday 26th November 2006.
Additionally Chris Sachno proposed that a SWG meeting be held in the week before SA1#27 (i.e. 10th -14th January 2005) in order to progress the work in line with the schedule provided within the AIPN Feasibility Study WID (SP-040303). No comments against this proposal were received and the AIPN Rapporteur agreed to provide the arrangement details (Invitation and Agenda etc…) for this meeting as soon as possible.
Regarding the email summaries for each week provided by the Chris Sachno (AIPN Rapporteur) Kevin Holley (O2) requested that the summaries be provided within the body of emails as opposed to attachments. It was also highlighted that the large number of emails with attachments may hinder the progress made in the work. Chris Sachno replied that he would try to provide the email summaries within the body of emails in the future (as well as an attachment). Chris Sachno also explained that the reason for the large number of emails with attachments being sent out was that as this was the final week of the email discussion period there was a to bring together the work on each topic in the form of proposals to update the content of TR 22.978. This required the use of attached documents to show the proposed changes to TR 22.978. 

On the final day of the email discussion (Friday 26th November 2004) Chris Sachno clarified the schedule for providing the output of the email discussion to this AIPN and SA1 email exploders.

2.4.2
Discussion of individual topics
2.4.2.1
[AIPN SCOPE]

Steve Vardy (Motorola) provided some comments to one of the alternative definitions for AIPN within the proposed result of the [AIPN SCOPE] email discussion. 
Kevin Holley (O2) provided some feedback on one of the proposed definition that regarding the acronyms such as ‘WCDMA’, ‘TDMA’, and WLAN and suggested that these terms may be ambiguous and that the exact meanings of the acronyms and their intended meaning should be checked. Based on this email Juan Noguera (NEC) proposed to remove the examples in brackets from the definition of ‘access system’ and to remove references to the separation of access systems and the AIPN from the definition of AIPN. Peter Bleckert (Ericsson) pointed out that if the changes proposed by NEC were made to the definitions then this email discussion would have failed in its task to resolve whether the AIPN includes the access network or not ? It was suggested that UTRAN and GERAN were good examples of access systems and that the new text proposed to chapter 5.2.1.1 should satisfy the concerns of NEC. Joerg Swetina (Siemens) also added his support to the use of UTRAN and GERAN as examples of access systems and pointed out from the point of view of SA1 the consideration should be the service impacts and that with AIPN the one of the aims should be to provide a looser coupling between the core network and the access network. In line with this argument some text was proposed to the definition of AIPN to clarify that access systems are not part of the AIPN. The discussion regarding the use of UTRAN and GERAN as examples of access systems and its relevance to the work of SA1 and the overall evolution of the 3GPP system continued. 
From this discussion it became clear that the including examples of access systems within the definition would have architectural implications and as such was outside the scope of SA1 to consider. Additionally, it was important to highlight that even if the AIPN does not include access systems then access system aspects still need to be considered within the evolution of the overall 3GPP system. Based on this the Chris Sachno proposed some changes to the definitions of access system and AIPN as well as the new text proposed to chapter 5.2.1.1 to reflect this understanding. Juan Noguera provided some additional feedback to improve the proposed changes.
Based on content of the email discussion Chris Sachno provided an updated version of the proposed output of the [AIPN  SCOPE] discussion this included selection of one the alternative definitions of AIPN and access system, clarification of the new text proposed to chapter 5.2.1.1 and some additional correction of terminology with TR 22.978 in line with the new definitions.
Kevin Holley provided some consideration of the use of the term ‘access system’ and proposed that the term ‘access network’ be more appropriate. Chris Sachno provided some clarification of the reason for proposing this term originally and Juan Noguera explained that he would prefer not keep the term ‘access system’ as it is a service based definition and ‘access network’ is term with a well understood meaning in 3GPP which is different to what is intended by the introduction of the term access system into TR 22.978.  Based on this understanding Chris Sachno suggested that the term ‘access system’ not be changed at this late stage of the email discussion although proposals on this subject to the next AIPN SWG on this subject would be very welcome. Kevin Holley did not think that adequate time had been given to the discussion although he did not really have any problem with use of the term ‘access system’. However, he pointed out that the present definition was not good and suggested an alternative.  Chris Sachno responded that he felt it inappropriate to reconsider of the definition at such a fundamental level at this late stage. However, he welcomed contribution to the next AIPN SWG meeting if it was felt that the current definition required improvement as well some discussion on the AIPN email exploder separate to this email discussion. Kevin Holley pointed out that his contribution to the discussion was provided within the time period of the email discussion and was yet to be challenged and suggested that a discussion period and an approval period be clearly stated and two days in the week of 29th November to 3rd December be allocated to approval of the output of the email discussion.
<<After completion of the AIPN email discussion at midnight GMT 26th November 2004 Chris Sachno responded to Kevin Holley’s email and pointed out that there was no intention to make any decisions during this email discussion and so an approval period is not necessary. All the output documents from this email discussion will become inputs to the next physical meeting where they can be re-discussed and formally agreed/not agreed. However, as a compromise it was suggested that the new definition proposed by Kevin Holley be included within the document representing the output of this email discussion as an alternative definition for ‘access system’ together with an Editor’s Note stating that one definition needs to be selected to from the 2 alternatives at the \next meeting>>
2.4.2.2 [TERM]

No comments to the proposed output of the [TERM] email discussion provided on Monday 22nd November 2004 by Chris Sachno (AIPN Rapporteur) were received.
2.4.2.3 [MAPs]

Chris Sachno provided a request to bring together the discussion of this topic in the form of changes to TR 22.978 and requested this was done by considering the proposed output of the [MAPs] email discussion to be provided to the email exploder at the beginning of this week.

Hiroshi Dempo (NEC) requested some clarification of the term ‘service session’ mentioned in a previous email by Steve Vardy (Motorola). Steve Vardy clarified the intended meaning of this term and also provided some updates to the proposed output document for [MAPs] (separate emails of Monday 22nd and Tuesday 23rd November respectively). Akito Fukui (Panasonic) provided some comments to the proposal from Steve Vardy to clarify some aspects of the definitions for PAN, Ad-hoc Network and (Moving) Structured Network. It was also asked if the term ‘structured network’ was a well recognized term? Based on the feedback received Steve Vardy provided some further improvements to the proposed output document and explained that the term ‘structured network had been invented to highlight the difference between this type of network and an Ad-hoc Network which did not have a structure.
Keniichi Hibi (Sharp) asked whether it was correct to assume that when talking about user identity without mentioning subscription it was valid to assume that multiple devices within the PAN would hold subscription data and be capable of connecting to an access system? If this was a correct assumption then the AIPN would see a PAN as a collection of devices under the control of the same user. He also suggested that the use case for PAN for a family was very complicated and therefore only cases with a single user should be considered. Steve Vardy responded that the location of the subscription data should was an implementation issue outside the scope of SA1 and that the AIPN is only concerned with the fact that multiple service sessions may be initiated from the same user, the quantity of devices and how they are connected are not relevant. Regarding the family use case for PAN it was noted that this does not really consistent with the concept of a PAN but did also not seem to fit in the category of Ad-hoc or Structured Networks either. For this reason a new category may be needed? It was suggested that as the issues were complex it was unlikely that a common understanding would be reached within the timeframe of this email discussion. Steve Vardy agreed to lead an activity to produce an input to the next meeting on this subject and provide the proposal to this email exploder before the meeting in order to clarify issues in advance. Based on this suggestion Chris Sachno proposed that work on the email discussion output document be continued until the end of the week but that this document not be used to update TR 22.978. Work on this subject could then continue up until the next meeting. Chris Sachno also strongly encouraged input to the next meeting on this subject. Keniichi Hibi provided some further feedback on that the AIPN would appear to the AIPN a group of functions and applications, which will consume AIPN services, provided by a set of terminal devices involved under the control and identity of the same user and that the difference between a PAN and a Ad-hoc/Structured Network is that logically it is considered as being under the control of one user.
Ericsson provided some further input to the proposed output of the [MAPs] email discussion. This provided further clarity to the definitions and use cases and included to return to the definition of ‘Moving Network’ rather than ‘Structured Network’. Steve Vardy and Hiroshi Dempo provided some feedback on these changes and Hiroshi Dempo proposed a new use case for moving network named ‘mobile router’. 

Chris Sachno provided an updated version of the proposed output document from this email discussion and provided the following questions as issues that would need clarification within this subject in future:
1. The relationship between user and subscriber.

- Is there a need to identify the user within an AIPN? If so how?
- If there is not a need to identify the user is there a need to associate subscriptions i.e. link subscriptions together in order to support PANs, and ad-hoc networks etc....?

- Is it acceptable to allow access to the AIPN by devices that do not contain subscription data to the AIPN?

2. What capabilities are needed within the AIPN to support Moving Networks, ad-hoc networks and PANs? Of these what new capabilities are needed? In other words, what do we need to include within chapters 5 and 6 of TR 22.978 based on the use cases we are currently investigating.
Armin Toepfer (Vodafone) expressed his support for proposals provided by Peter Bleckert the comments to the definition of PAN from Keniichi Hibi. He also expressed concern that the new ‘mobile router’ use may add complexity rather clarity. In a separate email Armin Toepfer also raised some issues regarding the latest version of the output document responses initial responses to the questions posed by Chris Sachno were also provided. Stefan Schmid (NEC) provided a response to some of the points raised by Armin Toepfer and proposed to update the output document accordingly. An adjustment to the figure for moving networks was also proposed. Chris Friel (O2) also provided some feedback to the questions posed by Chris Sachno.
Based on the discussion so far Steve Vardy provided an update of the proposed output document addressing all the issues raised so far as well as providing clarification of the use of the terms user, subscriber and subscription defined within TR 21.905. Some further refinements were provided by Chris Sachno before the end of the email discussion period.
2.4.2.4 [UID]

No comments to the proposed output of the [UID] email discussion provided on Monday 22nd November 2004 by Chris Sachno (AIPN Rapporteur) were received.

2.4.2.5 [EDNOTE]

Peter Bleckert (Ericsson) provided some feedback to the questions raised by Joerg Swetina (Siemens). Chris Sachno updated the output document for this email discussion stream accordingly.
2.4.2.6 [5113]

No comments to the proposed output of the [5113] email discussion provided on Monday 22nd November 2004 by Chris Sachno (AIPN Rapporteur) were received.

2.4.2.7 [AIPN OBJECTIVES]

Atsushi Sato (NTT DoCoMo) provided some comments to the original proposal from Chris Friel (O2). These were reflected within the proposed output of the [AIPN OBJECTIVES] email discussion stream by Chris Sachno and no further comments were received.
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