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1 Reason for Contribution

Responding to comments in PoC 2.1 contributions #0029R01 and #0030R01.
2 Summary of Contribution

See below
3 Detailed Proposal

Responses for slide 2 of contribution 030R01: 

Slide 2 030R01: Seems to work with single static content only (e.g. a picture) 
not clear how e.g. Web page consisting of several pictures, frames, ... can be shared 
would all the Web page components be sent? 
how would the internal references in the HTML work (e.g. pictures links)? 
not clear how e.g. refreshing Web page can be shared (e.g. slide show of holiday photos) 
which PoC Client would trigger the refresh? 

Response: In our model, the URL points to an object, e.g, an object could a jpeg, powerpoint, etc. It can also contain a query to some application like a BOT. 

Slide 2 030R01: Does not work for content stored in External Media Content Entity located in home network when the home network is protected by a firewall 
CF PoC Server will not be able to reach the External Media Content Entity located in home network 

Response: In our model, the CF PoC Server is accessing media that is stored in a service provider domain that the CF can access via a chain of trust. We assume the home network is part of the chain of trust. 

Slide 2 030R01: Difficult to use 
The PoC User needs to select per message whether to indicate the content indirection replacement with the content or not. Too complicated for PoC User. 

Response: The assumption is that the user knows the media is stored somewhere in the/a service provider network and should use content indirection. We assume the user end device has a graphical user interface that helps the user make things happen. But, a key idea is still that the user knows where the object is. 

Slide 2 030R01: Requires updates of MBCP state machines 
When Discrete Media is used with floor and the PoC Client has permission to send Media, the PoC Client ignores the received MSRP SEND requests 

Response: No. The CF PoC Server is not sending the SEND request that has the content indirection to the other participants. 

Slide 2 030R01: Any new discrete media signalling should be defined in MWG/IM first, PoC can reuse all or part of it but should not extend it 

Response: It is not that the IM WG is forced to do work that is proposed in PoC. PoC 2 technical specifications are aligned with those of IM when and where there are common requirements between both groups. Therefore, it is within OMA practices for new requirements to appear in PoC and specifications generated in PoC to meet those requirements. Also, this is an optional feature that is not breaking any IM WG text. 



Responses for slide 2 of contribution 029R01: 

Slide 2 029R01: Does not work for Media content stored in External Media Content Entity located in home network when the PoC Session is hosted by other network and the home network is protected by a firewall 

Response: See above 

Slide 2 029R01: Does not work with PoC Sessions hosted by PoCv2.0 compliant CF PoC Server even if PF PoC Server and PoC Client are PoCv2.1 compliant and support Media content sharing 

Response: The PoC Clients and the CF PoC Server need to understand the feature. The PF PoC Server is not impacted because it does not have to be media path. 

Slide 2 029R01: The proposed “handling=relayexpand” parameter of the Content-Disposition header (slide#6 of the proposal) is not aligned with RFC3204. 
RFC3204 says: 
The handling parameter, handling-parm, describes how the UAS should react if it receives a message body whose content type or disposition type it does not understand. 
CF PoC Server according to the proposal understands both the content type of the body and its content disposition and therefore the “handling” parameter cannot have any effect 

Response: By our definition of the value 'relayexpand', the CF PoC Server should retrieve and render the media of the content indirection header. This is a definition, i.e., the actual meaning of the value. The definition does not violate the RFC. If the content is not understood then the request is rejected and not sent to other participants. 

Slide 2 029R01: Prevents sharing of Media from External Media Content Entity which does not identify its Media contents by RTSP URL and which does not use RTSP. 
some of the very successful real world internet services for the Media content sharing identify the Media content by HTTP URLs and do not use RTSP. 
danger of chicken and egg problem – not enough available content resulting to low PoCv2.1 adoption rate resulting to no reasons to make new content 


Response: What you write is simply not accurate. We are saying that for streaming media, the PoC Client has an open standardized protocol for controlling streaming media presentations. The CF PoC Server, however, can use any streaming media protocol, RTSP or not, to access a streaming media server. When the streaming server is not RTSP, then the CF PoC Server needs to map RTSP commands to the other non RTSP streaming protocol. As an aside, the streaming media server could be physically within the CF PoC Server, if a service provider desires, in which case there is no exposed protocol. 
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4 Recommendation

Discuss
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