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1 Reason for Contribution

Document OMA-AD-PoC-V1_0-20040430-D is submitted for architecture review. 

2 Summary of Contribution

This contribution provides comments to OMA-AD-PoC-V1_0-20040430-D as part of the architecture review process.
3 Detailed Proposal

3.1 Comments on the Content of the AD

3.1.1 Analysis of content

OMA-AD-PoC-V1_0-20040430-D should consider the following factors to better match ARCH’s expectation for ADs:

1. Consider the appropriate level of detail for AD (Stage 2). The current AD contains a partially completed specification in addition to presentation of the architecture of the PoC 
2. Describe the target audiences for this document

3. Illustrate how it can support use cases, referring to the approved RD

4. Identify what PoC requirements are satisfied and how and which one may not be satisfied 

5. Provide support for phasing (or absence of phasing) of the requirements in the approved RD

6. Provide a high level architecture to:

· Illustrate different roles, actors involved and usage options

· Illustrate interactions and relations with other enablers

· Illustrate dependencies on other enablers

7. Describe the logical architecture of the PoC enabler in the AD:

· Provide logical architecture that identifies the logical entities (from PoC enabler and other enablers) that are involved in the support of the supported requirements as discussed in 3.1.1#4

· Replace Figure 2 and the proposed updated Figure 2 in OMA-AD-PoC-V1_0-20040430-D.doc with a logical picture needed for evaluation. The current AD only demonstrates a particular realization of the PoC enabler 
· Particular realizations / implementations can be provided as supporting material but are not sufficient by themselves 

8. Illustrate how the components (among each others and with other enablers) would interact to support use cases and requirements discussed in 3.1.1 #3 and #4

9. Section 6 on function entities is not usable without first providing a logical architecture and logical flows as discussed in 3.1.1 #7. It is key that the different systems and sub-systems relate to such logical entities and logical flows: 

· The description of functional elements introduces concepts and roles that have not been logically described and for which no logical flow has been presented 

· Some concepts have not been logically introduced or illustrated and are only described as part of the described realization (e.g. session, initiation, registration, Application service infrastructure, PoC function, Instant Personal Alert, PoC subscriber, PoC presence service, PoC service entity, Talk burst arbitration function, PoC session in a multiple network environment, policy enforcement, functions associated to multiple session support, floor requesting, etc. Some are never clearly described (e.g. PoC Application Infrastructure) 

10. Explain if the external entities described in section 6.2 are the existing OMA enablers or imply changes / new enablers (e.g. how does PoC presence relates to presence work, same question for GMLS)

· As for 3.1.1 #9, the concepts and roles of the external entities should be logically described with presentation of logical flows

· As for 3.1.1 #9, all the concepts should be logically introduced or illustrated
11. Separate the aspects of the PoC enabler that are within the OMA scope from the  underlying network assumptions, and explain why:

· Call control interfaces?

· Network signalling?

· Network transport?

· Domain boundaries?

· SIP/IP Core – SIP/IP Core? 

12. Justify the technology choices (SIP):

· Analyze possible other options or reasons for the proposed selection

· Discuss the SIP capabilities that it requires (what SIP RFCs, SDP, etc )

13. Present the underlying network assumptions and other protocol dependencies (e.g. UDP, RTP, streaming, etc)

14. Justify the selection of a particular SIP realization
· Discuss the logical functions required at the level of the architecture model  

· Provide a technology neutral specification 

15. Reconsider and remove SIP/IP core component which is an underlying / support network option or requirement from section 7 and associated picture of mapping of reference point of view  

· Present “Architecture layers” that are at the same level

· Either by showing underlying network assumptions for each enabler

· Or by hiding network dependencies and appropriately building a logical picture of the enablers interactions

· The reference point of view and reference point descriptions should not introduce a SIP/IP core component that is not an OMA enabler but rather should be expressed as an underlying / support network option or requirement. 

16. As for 3.1.1 #9 and #10, the concepts associated to the reference points should be adequately logically introduced or illustrated when providing the reference point of view and reference point descriptions.

17. The proposed reference points descriptions should be updated based on 3.1.1 # 15 and #16 to allow appropriate review
18. Systems concepts should be introduced at the level of logical architecture as discussed in 3.1.1 #7 and #8. Details should be the left for the specification work.

19. Introduce flows at the level of logical architecture as discussed in 3.1.1 #7 and #8. Details should be left for the specification work: 

· Logically enumerate the functions (procedures that must be supported)

· Logically illustrate the flows that take place to support them

· Remove details of SIP signalling flow (should be part of the specification as discussed in 3.1.1 # 11 to #15.

· Derive 3.1.1 #12 and #13 from the above.

3.1.2 Additional architectural concerns

3.1.2.1 SIP / IP Core Entity

The introduction of a SIP / IP core entity in the AD should discuss:

· What are the boundaries of this entity?

· Are there multiple such entities?

· How are such entities interacting?

· If this is within OMA scope, this question should be answered

· If it is not within OMA scope, this entity should not be illustrated

· As discussed above, an IMS or MMD realization / capabilities have not been justified 

· Assuming that the required capabilities can be supported with realizations other than IMS or MMD, how will SIP / IP core entities interact? Section 8.5 seems to agree that other options exist (e.g. see “When the SIP/IP Core corresponds with 3GPP/3GPP2 IMS”)

· Most OMA enablers today are not interacting with such an entity. Are the boundaries of such entities affecting interaction of enablers among each other / with that entity?

The introduction of SIP / IP core entity in the architecture should be re-considered in the light of the rest of the discussion presented in this review. Some additional suggestions to that effect are provided in section 3.3.2.
3.1.2.2 Deployment assumptions

Deployment assumptions in Section 6 should be reviewed and justified (e.g. 6.2.5 – Why would OTAP have to be in the operator domain?).

3.1.2.3 Incomplete description

Provide details for the following issues (not an exhaustive list):

· Section 6.2.2: differences between groups and lists

· Section 7.13: dependencies to use OMA-DM for OTAP

· Section 8.5:

· Cases that are not based on IMS / MMD 

· Why is this suitable? 

· Does it require IMS / MMD? 

· How does interworking works across boundaries not using IMS / MMD? 

3.1.2.4 Out of scope reference points

The following reference points may be out of OMA scope:

· Section 7.6 SIP/IP Core – SIP/IP Core 

· As discussed in 3.1.1#11 to #14

· Section 7.11 GLMS – GLMS Management / Administration. 

· Shouldn’t this be addressed by the group management activity

Similarly the other reference points should be revisited and analyzed to check if they are within OMA and PoC scopes.
3.2 Conclusions

OMA-AD-PoC-V1_0-20040430-D should be re-reviewed after the suggestions provided in this document are addressed, specifically:

· Concepts are logically defined with focus on service level (in OMA scope) and removing network level concepts (outside of OMA scope) and further clarify incomplete aspects

· Technology choices are justified

· Logical architecture is provided  

· Use cases and supported requirements are described relatively to the logical architecture

· Logical entities and basic flows are provided and related to the above use cases and requirements

· Reference point of view focuses on service level components and not on network component

· The solution is technology neutral or illustrates how a technology neutral solution can be supported (e.g. section 8.5 on security)

· Dependencies on other enablers and underlying network are clearly identified 

· The realizations and deployments assumptions / choices are clarified

· Interfaces / reference points that are out of OMA scope should be removed 

· Re-use of OMA enabler (Presence, Group management, Security, etc) should be considered

3.3 Recommended Next steps

3.3.1 AD Template

PoC should follow the latest AD template. 

The AD must focus on a logical architecture, logical entities and logical flows – which are then applied should apply these to use cases and requirements and derive the service (call control etc…) and network dependencies.

3.3.2 Understanding OSE and IMS in OMA

The PoC WG could highly benefit from a liaison with the Architecture WG to review the status of following two key activities: 

· The OMA Service Environment (OSE) specification work and in particular the latest version of the OSE specification (ARCH permanent document):

· Work in progress reaching completion

· It introduces the notion of I0 and I2 interfaces relevant to the PoC work

· The IMS in OMA activity (RD, AD in development)

· Work in progress. It discusses the link between OMA enablers and IMS underlying network in terms of I0 and I2 interfaces 

We recommend that PoC WG should follow the same direction as the above work, using the concepts of I0 and I2, interworking implications and how IMS should be introduced at OMA to improve the quality of this AD.

3.3.3 Use case, requirements and technology choices

The PoC WG should produce a purely logical architecture that discusses logical entities, roles and actors and analyzes support of use cases and requirements (with logical flows).

Based on this architecture, it should identify requirements on the different entities and reference points.

Technology options should be compiled. If any choices are made, they should be carefully motivated and not prevent other choices.  

Based on such an AD, it will be possible to derive a technology neutral specification of the PoC enabler as well as technology specific realizations of it.
Following these recommendations, the resulting AD would fulfil the expectation of ARCH for the PoC AD.

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 above comments be considered as part of the architecture review comments to help the PoC WG in updating the AD to meet OMA’s quality objectives. 

The AD review process be repeated when it is deemed to address all the recommendations presented in this report.
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