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1 Reason for Contribution

Request for information and clarification on issues the IOP PoC SWG have, with regard to the ETS for PoC 
answers provided by POC WG
2 Summary of Contribution

Document contains excel matrix with highlights in Blue and Yellow requesting information. Those in white are requesting updates to the ETR 
answers of POC provided in column G in the attached excel file
3 Detailed Proposal

See the attached documents.  



4 Intellectual Property Rights

Members and their Affiliates (collectively, "Members") agree to use their reasonable endeavours to inform timely the Open Mobile Alliance of Essential IPR as they become aware that the Essential IPR is related to the prepared or published Specification.  This obligation does not imply an obligation on Members to conduct IPR searches.  This duty is contained in the Open Mobile Alliance application form to which each Member's attention is drawn.  Members shall submit to the General Manager of Operations of OMA the IPR Statement and the IPR Licensing Declaration.  These forms are available from OMA or online at the OMA website at www.openmobilealliance.org.

5 Recommendation

It is recommended that this excel spreadsheet be reviewed and comments to the questions fed back to the IOP PoC SWG
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			Note: - SAA is for Same As Above


			Section			Title			Doc / Feature			Test Requirement			Issues			Comments


			5.1.1.1			Re- Registration			Error Flow[01] Failure of re-registration during session (3GPP TS24.229)						No section provided for this reference. No 3GPP document version specified.(SIP related)			Removed


			5.1.1.2			PoC Session Initiation, Joining and Termination			Error Flow[09]: PoC Client not available during session setup			Verify that the event is detected; the involving entities release the relevant resources and transit to the initial state in this procedure.			No references provided for these. It is difficult to work out from these what initial states in this procedure are defined as? The next section 5.1.1.3, repeats this as error flows but does not provide any normal flow information? (SIP related)			tOM to clarify requirements in thr ETR


			5.1.1.2			PoC Session Initiation, Joining and Termination			Error Flow[10]: Connection between PoC Servers torn down during session setup			Verify that the event is detected; the involving entities release the relevant resources and transit to the initial state in this procedure.			SAA			All seesions cleaned up by the server


			5.1.1.2			PoC Session Initiation, Joining and Termination			Error Flow[11]: PoC Client mal-function during session setup			Verify that the event is detected; the involving entities release the relevant resources and transit to the initial state in this procedure.			SAA			Sumio to remove malfunctions


			5.1.1.2 [01]						POC ETR						CP reference 6.1.3.2  is incorrect (preestablished sessions), should be 6.1.3.3.1


			5.1.1.2 [03]						POC ETR						CP reference 9.2.1.1 is incorrect, should be  9.3.1.1 & 9.3.2.1


			5.1.1.2 [06]						POC ETR						AD reference 9.2.2.3 is incorrect, should be AD 9.3.1.1 & 9.3.2.2


			5.1.1.2 [07]						POC ETR						AD reference 8.17 is incorrect should be 8.18.x


			5.1.1.2 [08]						PoC ETR						AD reference 8.17 is incorrect should be AD 8.19, 8.27, 8.27.2, and 9.14


			5.1.1.2 [19]						PoC ETR & CP spec						CP reference 7.2.1.16 is incorrect for this case. I could not find any CP section that covers this but did see it covered in RD 6.1.4.3, RD 6.2.2, AD 8.3, RFC 3261. The CP spec probably should be more clear about this.


			5.1.1.2 [20]						PoC ETR						CP reference 6.1.3.2.3 & 6.1.3.3.3 are incorrect, should be 6.1.3.3.2.


			5.1.1.2 [21]						PoC ETR						according to CP section 6.1.7, for multiple user invites there is no notify message, so this ETR case seems invalid. I think this case should be removed or rewritten.


			5.1.1.2 [22]						PoC ETR						UP reference 6.3.4 is incorrect for this case


			5.1.1.2 [23]						PoC ETR						missing spec reference in ETR


			5.1.1.2 Error Flow [03] and [08]						PoC ETR & CP spec						Missing CP spec references

[CP spec section 7.2.1.5] it looks like section 7.2.1.5 of the CP spec is missing the check to see if they excede the max number of participants in the session. Basically they need to copy item 2 from section 7.2.1.8 into section 7.2.1.5 to make it complete.


			5.1.1.2 Error Flow [03]						PoC ETR						missing CP spec reference in ETR


			5.1.1.2 Error Flow [08]						PoC ETR						missing CP spec reference in ETR


			5.1.1.2 Error Flow [09]						PoC ETR						missing spec reference in ETR


			5.1.1.2 Error Flow [10]						PoC ETR						missing spec reference in ETR


			5.1.1.2 Error Flow [11]						PoC ETR						missing spec reference in ETR


			5.1.1.3 Error Flow [01]-[03]						PoC ETR						The cases described in here are exact duplicates of the ones described in 5.1.1.2 Error Flow [09] - [11]. The ones in 5.1.1.3 should be eliminated shouldn’t they???


			5.1.2.2 [02] [03]			PoC Session-related Features			Subscription to Participant information for current status (one off request)						Where are One Off and continuous subscriptions in the SCR and / or specifications? All that can be found is a (Client Subscription) to the conference state package			ref to IETF spec


			5.1.2.3			PoC Session-unrelated Features			[01]: Treatment of PoC Alert if Instant Personal Alert Barring is active.			Verify that PoC Alert is rejected and an error message is sent to the originating PoC user.			No reference provided


			5.1.2.3			PoC Session-unrelated Features			[02]: Sending of Group advertisement (AD /CP 6.2.5)			Verify that PoC Client is able to send Group advertisement messages.			No AD reference section provided.


			5.1.2.3			PoC Session-unrelated Features			[03]: Receiving of Group advertisement (AD /CP 6.2.5)			Verify that PoC Client is able to receive Group advertisement messages.			No AD reference section provided.


			5.1.2.3			PoC session unrelated features			[01] Treatment of PoC alert if instant personal alert barring is active			Verify that the PoC alert is rejected and an error message is sent to the originating PoC user			How do we know a client's Instant Personal Alert Setting? There is nothing in the specifications that tells the client how to manage the setting			PoC group to update spec


			5.1.2.3			PoC session unrelated features			[04]  Hiding of PoC group identity			Verify that the PoC group identity is hidden for (a) and (b)			Where in the specification is the group ID being hid from participants found? Or is it hidden from us participants?			Jan to refer back to IOP Poc


			5.1.2.5			Talk Burst Control (queuing)			[01]: Talk Burst request during a session (AD /UP 6.4.4.1.2.e, 6.4.4.3.3) queue support:Request when floor is not idle -> Talk Burst request queued -> Talk Burst granted			Verify that Talk Burst request is not denied but queued indication is sent. Later Talk Burst is granted.			No AD reference section provided.


			5.1.2.5			Talk Burst Control (queuing)			[02]: Talk Burst request during a session (AD /UP 6.4.4.1.2.e, 6.4.4.3.3) queue + priority support: Request when floor is not idle -> Talk Burst request queued indication -> Talk Burst granted according to priority			Verify that Talk Burst request is not denied but queued indication is sent. Later Talk Burst is granted according to priority.			SAA


			5.1.2.5			Talk Burst Control (queuing)			[03]: Talk Burst request during a session queue + timestamp support:Request when no one has permission to send a talk burst -> Talk Burst request queued indication -> Talk Burst granted according to a timestamp value at the same priority level.			Verify that Talk Burst request is not denied but queued indication is sent. Later Talk Burst is granted according to a timestamp value at the same priority level.			No reference provided.


			5.1.2.5			Talk Burst Control (queuing)			[04]: Talk Burst request during a session queue + timestamp support: Request when no one has permission to send a talk burst -> Talk Burst request queued indication -> Talk Burst granted according to a timestamp value at the same priority level.			Verify that PoC Client can include the same timestamp value of the original Talk Burst request in the resending Talk Burst request.			SAA


			5.1.2.6			Multiple Sessions									No references provided to optional tests. There are 15 tests features/requirements specified but no references for any.


			5.1.2.6 Error Flow [02] [03]			Multiple Sessions									Can find no way to test this can it be removed from the ETR			Sumio to update ETR


			PoCCPSpec-CBF-S-003						CP SCR						Requirement references for this item are all Mandatory and there is no reason to reference them here. If kept the logic should not be AND, but rather OR. Prefer to remove them all.


			F.2.9.3						CP SCR						Section F.2.9.3 "PoC Session Policy" is a duplicate of section F.2.5 "PoC Session Policy" and one of them needs to be removed.


			PoCCPSpec-CRE-S-006						CP SCR						There is an incorrect Reference to section 7.2.1.3 here, it should have been to 7.2.1.2


			F.2.3						CP SCR						This section is missing a reference for the case where Autoanswer is used with Confirmed indication. Note this is tied to a bigger issue the IOP PoC group has about Answer Mode and Confirmed/Unconfirmed use cases are tied together in the specs and in the ETR.


			6.1.2.3						CP						In step 2 of 6.1.2.3, the last sentence should read "perform step 5", not "perform step 4".


			7.2.1.15						CP						CP spec is missing rules which restrict who can be "added" to a pre-arranged session. These are needed due to RD-6.1.2
RD section 6.1.2: " The participation in a pre-arranged PoC group session SHALL be restricted to the members of the PoC group."
Tapio should be submitting a contribution to correct this (2005-0314).


			7.2.1.16, 7.3.1.13						CP						is SIP Session expiry timer (7.3.1.13) same as the poc session timeout defined in 7.2.1.16??
This effects ETS test cases 285-288


			7						CP & ETR & ETS						Auto Answer vs Confirmed: CP spec doesn’t cover automatic answer with confirmed mode, in fact it says specifically that it has to be done in unconfirmed mode, however unconfirmed mode is optional. 
Looks like Sumio submitted a contribution to remove these test cases from the ETR. (i.e. cases 5.1.1.2 [01]-[03]). However it is still unclear to IOP PoC just how the Answer Mode is tied to the Unconfirmed/Confirmed setting. Should this be unimportant unless AnswerMode=Manual? If so, then rather than removing these test cases cant we just remove the part that says test these with Confirmed?  The big question for the ETS is: for cases which use Auto Answer is there any difference between when unconfirmed is supported or not supported to the client and would there be any impact to the ETS test case descriptions?			Input document 0308R01


			PoC_UserPlaneV1-PTI-S-002						UP SCR						The function as described here is inconsistent with itself. Timer 15 is not a Talk Burst Taken Retry Timer but rather it is for Connect. Function statement needs correction, and depending on how you resolve this the requriement reference may also need to be modified.


			PoC_UserPlaneV1-CTB-S-002						UP SCR						The function here says "Joining a Chat PoC Group is not regarded as an implicit Talk Burst request" but this does not match the text in the reference chapter (6.4.2) which clearly says that it IS an implicit talk burst request. These need to be consistent.			Change to Connect?


			Appendix B						UP						Section numbering in this section is messed up (there are lots of 1.0's)


			6.1.5.6						RD						RD Section 6.1.5.6 - 3rd bullet  has Invalid spec reference to non-existing section (6.2.4.4). Not sure what the correct reference should have been as I can not find it anywhere.


			PoC-1.0-int-M-0230						ETS						Condition being tested is not valid per the specs. Any verifications in other test cases that check that you get individual status from a multi user invite need to be modified as there are no itemized results unless you subscibe to participant info and even then you only find out when invites are successful and people join, not when they reject or can not join for another reason.


			PoC-1.0-int-M-0265						ETS						this test is no longer valid as there are no longer reject lists associated specifically with chat groups. A restricted chat group can be defined but it doesn’t restrict who is "added" just who joins. We already have test cases for this. Suggest eliminating this test case.


			Other issues IOP have


			PoC ETR missing"Key Participants" Data Semantics (Part of Talk Burst) UP															Distinguished Participants


			In the access list what is the meaning of "Pass" status															Resolved


			) In PAG, the PoC-XDMS Spec included Static Conformance Requirements for the PoC-XDM server.


			The PoC-XDMS of 02 Feb contains only client SCR. ETR requires testing of PoC XDM client and server.


			Need to restore XDM server SCR items.


			2) Default setting for two parameters defined in PoC Group Data Semantics reduces usefulness of PoC.


			2a) <join handling> default is <block>. This affects Pre-arranged and Chat Group sessions, at start and re-join of the former. My reading of the requirements in [OMA-POC-CP] 7.2.1.3-6, 7.2.1.4-4, 7.2.1.5-5, is any member on a group list who is not set to <allow> is blocked from joining any type of group call. Surely the appropriate default is <allow>, so that each member of a group is allowed to join sessions?															Need to discuss with PoC group again


			2b) <allow-initiate-answer> default is <false>. This affects Pre-arranged Group sessions. Any member on the group list who is not set to <true> cannot initiate a session with the group. Surely in most group scenarios, whether consumer or enterprise, the group is created so that any member can initiate a session with their friends or work team, in which case thte default should be <true>?															Futher discussions with Chris


			3) Default setting for the Access Policy in contact list management is "reject". The default is therefore that all users are on the reject (black) list, unless explicitly (white) listed and set to "accept" or "pass". Surely PoC would be more generally useful if users could originate a 1:1 PoC session to anyone, with the safeguard that the invite will always arrive in manual-answer mode, even if the target UE is set to automatic-answer? In that case, the default Access Policy should be "pass".															Resolved
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