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1 Reason for Contribution

At the Vienna meeting I was given an action to look into the current PoC 2 RD with regard to resolve the inconsistent terminology referencing PoC entities throughout the document. 
2 Summary of Contribution

The attached document, which is based on the RD version from 5th August (OMA-RD_PoC-V2_0-20050805-D) tries to accomplish that task.
In addition a figure and some explanatory text is proposed for the (informative) section 4 of the RD, that explains the roles and system entities in PoC.
Some slight modifications in the definitions section (3.2 and 3.3) were seen necessary

Also the consolidated text in the appendix needed some alignment to the used terminology

Revision R01 contains changes, that were made based on the comments received at the Montreal meeting. 
These are:
Figure does not contain “Remote PoC access” 
Several parts of the table can be ‘greened’, as they are already consolidated

We should not merge “PoC Subscriber” and “PoC User”, but rather explain the difference 
Editors note in B.2.3.5 should be removed

Changes in B.2.4 not accepted

Second Editors note in B.2.6.1 should be removed

In B.2.9 the bullet should read “The PoC Service Provider SHALL be able to restrict PoC subscribers (his own and PoC Subscribers of other PoC Service Providers)  access to certain groups to having a minimum necessary QoE profile”
Also the Editors note should be removed

In B.2.11.2 the green color of the first two bullet points of contributions “OMA-REQ-2004-1026R01
OMA-REQ-2004-0044R03 OMA-REQ-2005-0044R04” in the table has been taken off, as they seem not to be consolidated yet (see also contribution 67).
In addition to the above, from an editor’s point of view it is seen to be necessary to start resolving the many editor’s notes that exist in the consolidated text. For the meetings convenience, they have been copied below.

3 Detailed Proposal

1. To discuss and agree the changes in the attachment.
2. Below is a list of editor’s notes that currently exist in the consolidated text. They need to be resolved soon ! Editor’s notes in the non-consolidated text have not (yet) been taken into account.
Green: … Seems to be resolved.   Yellow … please look into that !
Some Editor’s Notes are NEW, as they have been newly added by me (the editor), going through the text and finding problems there. 

· In B.2.1: Editor’s Note: … to those Participants of the PoC Session, that are able to receive and display images or series of images.
(similar for live-streamed video and files)
· In B.2.1: Contributor’s Note: The definitions of the terms synchronous and asynchronous mentioned above needs to be discussed
(can be removed, as these words don’t appear any more)

· In B.2.2:  Editor’s note, because section still empty
· In B.2.3.1: Editor’s Note. It is FFS, if the first part of the previous bullet “A PoC Client SHALL support receiving of  PoC Session invitation(s), which MAY include media component(s).” is needed
Editor’s Note. Charging the use of the media components and authorisation of receiving the media components are FFS.
Editor’s Note. Limiting the size and type of the media component is FFS (seems to be solved by the consolidated text)

· In B.2.3.2: Editor’s Note:  The privacy is FFS …. 
(please note, that “Identity Information of a PoC” user is not defined. However the user’s “PoC address” is defined.  The whole section “B.2.3.2 Invited parties identity information” makes no sense unless this is clarified. 
· In B.2.3.4.2: Editor’s Note:  It should be clarified which presence parameters may be used in Session barring conditions
· 
· In B.2.5: Editors note: Privacy is FFS
and: Editors note: Definitions needed for Session Data and PoC Session Control Data
· In B.2.6.1: Editor’s Note: 1) It is FFS, if PoC Clients may have same PoC Addresses or always different
2) It is FFS how signalling is routed in the case that PoC User has more than one PoC Clients with the same PoC Address

and: Editor’s Note: The file transfer is FFS
and: Editor’s Note: We need a definition for SIP based client. We have to study if we want to expand this functionality to any client
· In B.2.8.1: Editor’s Note:  The “additional information” shall be clarified.  Also it is open, who is allowed to add this information
· In B.2.9.1: Editor’s note: details on how prioritization and pre-emption relate to these QoE profiles is FFS. It has to be clarified that pre-emption is not really the way to achieve differentiation between  profiles, but an additional feature that will probably be used in especial cases such as crisis handling situations. Differentiation between profiles should be done e.g. by requesting QoS capabilities from the underlying network.
NEW: Editor’s Note: The last bullet needs some rewording/rethinking, as the PoC Client is not aware of and cannot select Network resources
· In B.2.12.2: Editor’s note: We need to specify the set of services support only if out intention is to test these issues in the IOP Test Fests
and: Editor’s note: Authentication and authorisation is FFS
and: Editor’s note: Security and Privacy are FFS
· 
· In B.2.12.6: Editor’s Note: we need to consider to reach the same – or different - terminal for PoC as for the voice call
and: Editor’s Note: In case of the group CS teleconference the interaction with the POC service is FFS
· In B.2.13: Editor’s Note: The performance figures marked [*] are to be defined but are expected to be significantly better (where already defined) than those for PoC V1.0.
and: Editor’s Note: PoC V2.0 SHALL investigate the methods to minimize the Start-to-Speak(StS) time, such as the use of shorter floor control messages
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

A: it is proposed to go through the changes in the attached document and agree on them
B. The delegates are urged to try to resolve the editor’s notes as soon as possible.
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