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1 Reason for Change

Document OMA-RD_PoC-V1_0-20040205-A introduces use cases J: Mobile Fixed Inter-working and O: Corporate Chat. 
The analysis of use case J does not identify the need to support VoIP between the game terminal and the game service provider. Use case O does not identify alternate flow involving corporate employee that are not with the same service provider or on a wireless network.

The derived requirements seem to be limited to section 6.3.3, that explicitly categorizes as out of scope what would naturally be the most natural type of interoperability: between a traditional voice device (e.g. involving VoIP phone or soft-phone or voice chat enabled IM) and PoC devices.  
Service Interworking is driven by market demand.  PoC is defined as a service enabler that is based on subscription with a mobile operator (see. 6.1.9.4).  It is not about what voice-enabling technology is used with the PoC Client.  The application scenario for PoC is definitely not a free-for-all, public internet type of service application.  If that had been the case, then there would not have been necessary at all to specify any PoC subscription and (later in the AD) user registration.  Consensus was achieved when these service applications were agreed as the basic premise for the RD. 
As a result, and although it has not been stated nor especially motivated anywhere else in the document, the RD assumes that PoC clients and technology will not be based on traditional VoIP technology as widely deployed today over the internet or in corporate networks.   
Again, the issue is NOT about technology, rather it is about market driven requirements for specific Service Interworking arrangements.
We believe that such changes are also consistent with the need to pay attention to the need for interoperability with enterprise infrastructure and solutions as discussed as part of the enterprise BOF activity 
A BoF is an exploratory activity, not an approved work item, it has no bearing on any existing work in OMA, unless it is approved.  That said, while extending PoC service interworking to more types of systems is intrinsically beneficial, the inescapable reality is that unless we have the basic PoC enabler using public mobile network operational, there is no foundation upon which additional service interworking with PoC can be developed.  Hence, the phased approach and a sharply focused PoC Rel-1). Use cases and discussions of the need to address such issues where discussed in particular in OMA-TR_IMSinOMA-V1_0-20030912-A (Approved recommendations – Section 9.1 and appendix C). This may be true about the IMS architecture in OMA; however, the PoC service enabler is an application on the IMS architecture and is not trying to alter the IMS architecture itself.  as well as use cases on Streaming between enterprise and mobile network and on corporate chat discussed by the enterprise BOF.
This CR aims at correcting the assumptions and use case analyses made in the PoC RD to maintain freedom to select appropriate technology and solutions and accordingly broadens the requirements. As it is a correction of the analysis, the CR is categorized as class 1.
2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

None, PoC is in its first release development of its specification suite.
3 Impact on Other Specifications

None from the proposed changes as no specification work should have committed any technical direction prior to approval of the RD.
4 Intellectual Property Rights Considerations

None known on the changes submitted.
5 Recommendation

The OMA group currently managing changes to the PoC RD considers these changes and approves them. If this is not REQ, we request that REQ communicate the CR to the appropriate WG.
6 Detailed Change Proposal
Marked-up changes
Section 1.
Scope
(Informative):

This Requirement Document (RD) defines the requirements for the Push to Talk over Cellular. This document captures the overall service description, primarily from the service subscriber's and user's points of view, but its scope does not include the details of the human interface itself. The information contained in this RD is applicable to network operators, service providers (including enterprises) and terminal and infrastructure manufacturers.

This RD contains the core requirements for the Push to Talk over Cellular enabler as specified by OMA. By means of this enabler, together with other OMA service enablers, a service provider SHALL be able to provide a complete service or interoperate with the service provided by other service providers.  Disagreed.  Service Interworking requirements are specifically market driven – this is simply prudent for managing limited development resources against market priorities (see  OMA-TP-2004-0046r01 Prioritising the 2004 OMA Work Plan).  
The term PoC in this document refers to the Push to Talk over Cellular enabler offered via an OMA compatible environment.
This document does not ore-suppose the technical solutions used to support the PoC enabler.   **In principle, this is a true statement, except that consensus was reached in the scope of the RD about what its priorities were.  Currently the preponderance of application scenarios for PoC is over the public mobile networks predicated on established global standards (“Push to Talk over Cellular”), hence the reference in chapter 6.3.1  “…SHALL be possible to make use of ….. 3GPP and 3GPP2 (or UMTS and CMDA2000) networks”.  These are the de facto public mobile network standards; there are in fact no other recognised open standards with global applicability for packet-switched public mobile networks.
Section 3.2:

	PoC enabled Internet terminals
	A voice enabled internet terminal that interoperates with PoC services  Disagreed.  There is no assumption made about the technology used in a PoC enabled terminal, which (if a definition was needed) would have been something like …  “A PoC enabled terminal (delete internet) is one that contains relevant functionalities of a PoC Client to support PoC service enabler from a terminal perspective.”
The type of Layer 1 bearer technology over which the PoC Client operates is separate from the terminal functional definition.   Otherwise, there would be various PoC terminal definitions subject to the specific bearer technology, including: 2G & 3G mobile terminals, fixed internet terminals, Wi-Fi terminals, Blue Tooth terminals etc.   It is proposed to keep the PoC terminal definition above the Layer 1 bearer technology.  

	
	

	PoC Service Enabler
	Allows Push-to-Talk application by a half-duplex form of communication whereby one participant communicates with other(s). The PoC Service Enabler may (Disagreed) utilise UMTS and CDMA packet switched networks as well as other VoIP technologies. (Disagreed.  See comments in the above **).  VoIP as a technology is not a distinguishing factor.  In fact, VoIP is being utilised in the user plane of the SIP/IP IMS core endorsed by both 3GPP and 3GPP2.


	Subscriber
	A service provider subscriber who may be the candidate to be a PoC service participant.  (Disagreed.  The central issue remains that the public mobile network operators must recover the costs of radio spectrum & infrastructure.  It should be obvious, that some kind of subscription and validation is a pre-requisite for a PoC subscriber.  One could expand the definition of a PoC subscriber as proposed, but it would then become necessary to include the following qualifier:

“A service provider subscriber who may be a candidate to be a PoC service participant, subject to subscription & its validation by a mobile network infrastructure provider.”
One has to question the purpose of this proposed modification.  It is unrealistic nor rational to think that one can fine tune the definition of a ‘subscriber’ to abstract away the implicit and basic need for charging mechanisms (i.e. starting with a validated subscription) being a fundamental part of the PoC service enabler.  The prerequisites for both valid subscription and charging mechanisms apply intrinsically to any other service enablers which rely on use of mobile network spectrum as a scarce resource.


Section 5.10.2
Actors:   Procedurally, this seems a bit strange and somewhat inappropriate to have a use case, linking to certain requirements already accepted in the RD, being modified to justify new proposed requirements.  I would think it is more appropriate to propose a separate use case that justifies one’s new proposal; this comment applies to all use cases in section 15 as below.)  Procedurally, it should be preferable that all proposed changes within Section 5 in its entirety be re-submitted as new standalone use cases, if so desired.
Incidentally, it was agreed in REQ Group some time ago that there need not be a 1-to-1 correspondence between Use Case requirements (informative) and the Chapter 6 Requirements (Normative), which are in many instances based on practical or operational requirements identified by the operators, e.g. network management, or charging.  Ultimately, what went into the normative requirements were discussed and agreed by consensus during the iterative RD writing process.   
· Participants: Jake, a member of the White Knights death match team and the Dark Lords death match team all with PoC enabled Internet terminals (A voice enabled internet terminal able to connect to the game service provider)
· Participant: Alexandra, a member of the White Knights death match team and a mobile subscriber with a PoC enabled mobile terminal

· Host: Benjamin is the head of the White Knights death match team

· Network Operator: Network operator with PoC service

· Service Provider: Online gaming service

Section 5.10.3 Pre-conditions:

The online gaming service live talk feature can interoperate with Alexandra’s network provider’s PoC service

The gaming consoles of all participants include a two-way voice interface such as a speakerphone or headset and VoIP capabilities between the terminal and the game service provider.
Alexandra’s online gaming service profile includes her PoC URI

Benjamin’s online gaming service account is enabled to use the PoC connection

Section 5.10.7 Operational and Quality of Experience Requirements

1) The online gaming service live talk feature (e.g. VoIP, voice enabled IM, …) is capable of connecting with a PoC network.

2) The network operator should be able to exchange charging information for a PoC session with the online gaming service.
Section 5.15.6
Alternative Flow:
· An alternative situation Mike forgets to warn his co-workers of what he is planning.

· His attempt to schedule a meeting finds only a small subset of the team available.

· Those that are left and have successfully connected to the PoC service, discuss the situation.

· They have the discussion; Mike decides to call off the trade.  He then sends an e-mail, or Instant Message to the team to inform them what has happened.

Other alternatives include:

· Mary is a subscriber with another service provider and still she can be part of the discussion group, invited by Mike and able to join the discussion.
· Mary at his desk, using the corporate voice-chat (e.g. intranet VoIP) enabled IM application and still she can be part of the discussion group, invited by Mike and able to join the discussion through the voice chat.
· Mike is at his desk, using the corporate voice-chat (e.g. intranet VoIP) enabled IM application. Mike is able to setup a PoC session and invite corporate IM users as well as PoC users to participate in a voice chat.
· It is possible that one of the subscribers is away from the office and inviting or participating through a fixed phone line.

Section 5.15.7
Operational and Quality of Experience Requirements:
· The PoC service entity should allow the subscribers company to affect and authorize the groups that can be used by the user.
· The PoC capable terminal should have a headset in addition to the speaker. 

· The PoC service entity should allow corporate PoC calls to have integrity and confidentiality.

· The PoC service entity  should allow the  company to manage naming identities that are commonly used within the company 

· The PoC service entity should allow the company to use a name space within the company that is independent from the addressing used within the PoC network.

· The PoC service should support interoperability with VoIP or IM Voice chat services deployed over the internet.  Disagreed.  A similar previous proposal from Microsoft citing VoIP led to discussion that uncovered the central issue being not about what voice-enabling technology was used, but rather that the scope of Service Interworking was market driven and should be as determined by consensus in the group.  There is nothing inherent in this RD at all that would prevent use of VoIP as a technology; in fact, as explained previously, it is already utilised as part of the user plane in IMS (3GPP/PP2).
· The PoC service may offer some interoperability with PSTN calls.  Disagreed.  Again, the consensus of putting this out-of-scope was intended to manage the PoC Rel-1 deliverables.   It however does not prevent any PoC compliant system (e.g. a Corporate Network with PoC client interfaces) from interconnecting with the PoC service entity which, in turn, provides an external Interworking Function (IWF) to allow connectivity between PoC and some other types of networks (e.g. Private Corporation CS or VoIP networks).  In effect, such an implementation would be emulating the PoC client interface towards the PoC service entity and providing an IWF towards the non-PoC compliant networks.  In so far as the PoC network provider is concerned, the end point of PoC functionalities would effectively terminate at such a system (as a client) and would have no visibility of the non-PoC compliant side. 
Section 6.3.3
Inter-working with fixed connections: 

· PoC service entity MUST inter-work with the fixed IP network Instant Messaging services (Voice chat) with enhanced streaming audio functionality.  This may enable a substantial extension to PoC coverage for both PoC and IM users.
· PoC service entity MUST inter-work with VoIP network deployed over the internet or intranets.

· PoC service MAY interwork with traditional voice services.

Disagreed.  The same point has been answered in several instances in the above.  The decision of expanding the scope of PoC service interworking is not technology driven, but rather it is marker driven.

Accepting these changes as proposed in 6.3.3 above would effectively impose business relationships between the public mobile network PoC operators and the fixed network service providers involved.  No mobile network operators have to date identified such market requirements; to the contrary the consensus from the operator community has been to limit the scope of PoC service interworking as stated in the current texts in 6.3.3 & 6.3.4.  Such trepidation may indeed be justified, considering the unresolved fundamental challenges of mixing half-duplex with full-duplex voice traffic from various aspects, including but not limited to: Rating models, Subscription based PoC interconnecting with Internet typically “AYCE” usage model, Charging mechanisms, control plane mapping of signalling, user plane synchronisation, Quality of Service, Operational Support Requirements, Privacy, Security, Regulatory mandatory support requirements & reporting associated with traditional voice services etc.   
To recap, the central issue remains that ‘the scope of PoC Service Interworking’ is fundamentally market driven and is determined by consensus in the group in order to manage the PoC Rel-1 deliverables.  ALL types of possible enhancements and evolution to PoC Rel-1 may be discussed and considered in due course.  No enhancements of ANY sort would be possible if PoC Rel-1 does not get done in the time scale that meets the market window as conveyed in the PoC WID and WISPR or does not become a sustainable service in the public mobile network domain.  All supporters of PoC Enabler are therefore urged to support keeping the PoC WG deliverables realistic and achievable to meet the Rel-1 time frame as stated in the WISPR.  Specifically, this means not accepting the proposed changes in CR Doc# 0169 for PoC Rel-1 and deferring any such enhancement discussions to future releases.
�Comment that may be removed when introducing the text in the RD: This may not introduce any additional requirement as if VoIP interoperability is achieved it is possible to link PSTN calls with the PoC session through enterprise applications, without requiring any PoC additional capabilities.
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