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1 Reason for Contribution

Review comments for OMA-RD-PoC2.0-V2_0_0-20060215-D
2 Summary of Contribution

These comments mainly suggest changes and modifications to the requirements for the purpose of clarification and consistency.
3 Detailed Proposal

	ID
	Open Date
	Edit
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2006.02.28
	
	General
	Source: NEC

Form: IOMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
Editor’s Notes should be removed throughout the RD. When not possible to address them at this stage, then change them with Notes only. 
Editor’s Notes are not allowed when submitting for approval. 
Additional editorial and labeling corrections are needed throughout the RD.  
	Status: OPEN



	A002
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.1

FUNC-NMT-013
	Source: NEC

Form: IOMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
Second part of the first sentence is not needed. We all know that PoC Client May start a PoC session with voice only

Suggested to delete ‘PoC Client MAY start a PoC Session with voice only’

	Status: OPEN

	A003
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.1.

FUNC-NMT-016
	Source: NEC

Form: IOMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
Not clear why this requirement should be different from 014 above. One is May for sending and other one is SHALL for receiving


	Status: OPEN

	A004
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.1.

FUNC-NMT-025
	Source: NEC

Form: IOMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
Same as comment above one MAY in 023 and one SHALL in 025
	Status: OPEN

	A005
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.1.

FUNC-NMT-030
	Source: NEC

Form: IOMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
Similar to comment A002, all PoC clients should be able to support voice. Suggested to delete ‘PoC Client MAY start a PoC Session with voice only’ 


	Status: OPEN

	A006
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.3.7.

FUNC-EPE-EF-002
	Source: NEC

Form: IOMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
This requirement does not seem to be in line with the requirement EF-001 as is the case with other conditionality requirements. Requirements seem to be covering two different issues, while the first one supports rejection of PoC session, the second one supports only indication of the failure. 

Different wording is suggested: 
The PoC Client SHOULD be able to reject PoC session establishment initiated by an inviting PoC User whose identity is hidden based on local policies and preferences of invited PoC Users

	Status: OPEN

	A007
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.5

FUNC-PBO-004
	Source: NEC

Form: IOMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
The following paragraph should be captured as standalone requirement: 

“The PoC Box SHALL have the means to accept incoming PoC Session invitations on behalf of a PoC User.”
	Status: OPEN

	A008
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.5.

FUNC-PBO-020
	Source: NEC

Form: IOMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
Is not very clear whether is meant to be users to control the lifetime of their messages in somebody’s Poc Box, or is it that PoC Box owners can decide the lifetime of the messages left in their PoC BoXes.  

If the former is the case, then another requirement should exist to say that PoC Box owner should be able to define the lifetime of messages left in his PoC Box.
New requirement: “Owners of PoC Box MAY be able to define a lifetime of the messages left on a PoC Box by PoC Session participants”
	Status: OPEN

	A009
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.5.

FUNC-PBO-020
	Source: NEC

Form: IOMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
Suggested to have the second paragraph as a separate requirement, and also this part is not clear as what the intention here is.  

This seems to be covered by the first part of this requirement, i.e. by ‘Participants in a PoC session MAY define a lifetime of their messages left on a PoC Box
’ since an originating PoC user is a participant of a PoC session.
	Status: OPEN

	A010
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.6.7

FUNC-PSC-MM-004
	Source: NEC

Form: IOMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
Second bullet point: 

This bullet point is not clear. We will never reach this case if the PoC session is released when the second last human participant leaves the session as stated in the first bullet point. 

Suggested to remove
	Status: OPEN

	A011
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.6.8

FUNC-PSC-CH-004
	Source: NEC

Form: IOMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
Is the text within parentheses really meant to be an ‘i.e.’, or should it be an ‘e.g.’  

The requirement has two parts here, to prove the validity and to authorize the PoC Session initiation. 

Suggested to rewrite the requirement as given below: 
“The PoC Service Infrastructure SHALL validate the Crisis Handling Request (e.g. authenticate the source) and authorize the PoC Session initiation for crisis handling.”
	Status: OPEN

	A012
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.6.10

FUNC-PSC-SU-003
	Source: NEC

Form: IOMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
It is not clear from the requirement statement that these settings are associated with a PoC User having the maximum number of PoC Sessions, if indeed this is the case.

Suggested to associate the requirements  with the maximum number of PoC sessions 
	Status: OPEN

	A013
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.7.

FUNC-DPF-009
	Source: NEC

Form: IOMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
Not sure why we need to include Ad-hoc group session in this case. 1-1 and 1-many-1 represent the way of communication in the specific case of Dispatcher service and not group types. Otherwise I see no reason why a pre-arranged group is not included too and why a fleet member can’t be expelled from the pre-arranged group. Suggested to delete the following ‘or Ad-hoc PoC Group Session’
	Status: OPEN

	A014
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.7.

FUNC-DPF-014
	Source: NEC

Form: IOMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
Are we sure we want this requirement? PoC Dispatcher should not have any control of PoC sessions outside PoC dispatcher sessions. Suggested to remove it.


	Status: OPEN

	A015
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.7

FUNC-DPF-017
	Source: NEC

Form: IOMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
This is not very clear and may conflict with FUNC-DPF-010. 

Is not clear who can authorise it, I guess Dispatcher, and also is a SHALL for something that can be limited by the Dispatcher as shown in 010.

Suggested to either change to MAY or clarify 010 by adding ‘when not participating in an ongoing 1-many-1 PoC session.  

	Status: OPEN

	A016
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.7 

FUNC-DPF-019
	Source: NEC

Form: IOMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
Not sure how can this be done if fleet members can not communicate with other fleet members in a 1-many-1 session. 

It can probably be done via Dispatcher, but has to be indicated
	Status: OPEN

	A017
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.11.2

FUNC-XDM-DG-005
	Source: NEC

Form: IOMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
Suggested to split this up into two requirements, one for invitation and another one for join and rejoin
	Status: OPEN

	A018
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.11.5

FUNC-XDM-GL-003
	Source: NEC

Form: IOMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
The requirement does not identify the entities responsible for specifying the expiry time or deleting the PoC Groups.

Suggested to change to:

Specifically it SHOULD be possible to specify an expiration time by the PoC Service Provider or by the PoC Subscriber when creating PoC Groups and PoC Group Lists and the deletion of the PoC Groups and PoC Group Lists when the expiration time expires
	Status: OPEN

	A019
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.11.5

FUNC-XDM-GL-004
	Source: NEC

Form: INP doc

What is meant by the term ‘network’, should ‘network’ read ‘XDM Server’?

We believe instead of ‘network’ should be ‘PoC Service Infrastructure’
	Status: OPEN

	A020
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.12.5 

FUNC-IWF-VS-008 - 0011
	Source: NEC

Form: IOMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
To add, ‘the interaction of PoC - video only session with other voice call enablers functionality is’
	Status: OPEN

	A021
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.14.1

FUNC-VAS-VO-003 -008
	Source: NEC

Form: IOMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
I guess the requirement should be on PoC Service Infrastructure and not PoC Voting Service. PoC Voting Service is an added value service and therefore the requirement should be on the enabler. 

Suggested to be worded differently 
‘If PoC voting service is supported, PoC Service Infrastructure SHALL be able to specify Vote Group Type (open/closed)’
	Status: OPEN

	A022
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.15.1

FUNC-ADD-WH-003
	Source: NEC

Form: IOMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
Should the following text be a note rather than part of the requirement:

“Languages to be supported are totally optional both on the PoC Server and the PoC Client.”
	Status: OPEN

	A023
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.19.2

FUNC-USA-UC-007
	Source: NEC

Form: IOMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
What entities are responsible for defining the expiry time? Is it PoC Service Provider or PoC Subscriber
	Status: OPEN


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

Discuss the proposal to be added to the REQ Best practise document.
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