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1 Reason for Contribution

During the formal review on the PoC RD recently, there were two related questions raised about: a) the interpretation of ‘Mandatory’ versus ‘Optional’ requirements in the RD, and b) how such interpretation should impact on the scope of technical specification development in the PoC WG.  
This contribution clarifies these two issues in the context of RFC 2119 (March 1997) “Key words for use in RFCs to Indicate Requirement Levels”, which was referenced in the PoC RD.  This contribution will fulfil the action point assigned to the author.
2 Summary of Contribution

Clarifications are provided on two issues:

a) ‘Mandatory’ versus ‘optional’ requirements in the PoC RD.

b) The impact of such interpretation on the scope of work in the PoC WG.  Confirmation of this interpretation by the PoC WG is also recommended. 
3 Detailed Proposal

Issue #1 – Interpretation of requirements in the PoC RD.

Throughout the development of this RD, all ‘Normative’ requirements in the document have been expressed following the convention as below:

Capitalised “SHALL” is used to indicate a mandatory feature or requirement.
Capitalised “MAY” is used to indicate an optional feature or requirement.
Capitalised “SHOULD” is used to indicate a feature or requirement that is highly recommended, but remains as optional, as opposed to mandatory.  
The above convention in the PoC RD is intended to be aligned with RFC 2119 (as stated in Chapter 3.1 of the RD).  When these terms are not capitalised in the text of the RD, they are interpreted generically, i.e. either used in their ordinary meanings, or in the context of ’Informative’ descriptions.  Based on a careful reading of the RFC, use of the above terms in the PoC RD is found to be completely aligned with the explanations of these terms as given in the RFC.  

Proposal #1

No further actions or changes are required in the PoC RD insofar as use of the above terms is concerned. 
Issue #2 – Impact of requirements in the PoC RD

A question was also raised as to how the requirements in the RD should impact on the scope of technical specifications work in the PoC WG.  From a REQ Group perspective, using the RD as a vehicle towards interoperability between PoC implementations and the end user experience intended, the following clarifications or interpretations appear to be necessary:

a) The PoC WG will develop the PoC architecture & technical enabler specifications that can enable all “SHALL”, i.e. mandatory, requirements in the RD.  It is also expected that implementations claiming conformance to the OMA PoC enabler specifications must support such mandatory requirements.

b)  The PoC WG will develop the PoC architecture & technical enabler specifications that can enable all “MAY” and “SHOULD”, i.e. optional, requirements in the RD.  However, it is expected that implementations claiming conformance to the OMA PoC enabler specifications may or may not support such optional requirements.

The rationale for (b) above is that if and when such optional requirements are implemented, they can be done in a manner conforming to the PoC technical enabler specifications to ensure feature interoperability.

c) The PoC WG will develop the PoC architecture & technical enabler specifications with sufficient flexibility built in to enable basic interoperability between implementations supporting a particular option and other implementations not supporting such an option.  This basic interoperability between these implementations would include all other aspects of the PoC enabler, except of course for the particular option(s) in question.  This interpretation is aligned with RFC 2119.
Examples of optional requirements in the PoC RD are: “Multiple Group operation” or “Separate 1-to-1 PoC call while having a PoC session” (Chapters 6.2.9 and 6.2.10, respectively in the RD).  In these examples, implementations supporting ‘multiple group operation’ must be able to interoperate in all other respects with other implementations not supporting such an option; likewise for the option of ‘separate 1-to-1 PoC call while having a PoC session’. 
Proposal #2
REQ Group should review and endorse the above clarifications or interpretations.  If agreed, REQ Group should request the PoC WG to confirm such interpretations or to make any necessary modifications thereof.
4 Intellectual Property Rights Considerations

n/a.
5 Recommendation

REQ WG is kindly asked to review and endorse the above proposals and follow-up action as described.
Upon conclusion of the above clarifications on mandatory and optional requirements in the PoC RD and their intended impact on the PoC WG, these interpretations might also be applied consistently in other future RD development.
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