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1 Reason for Contribution

Document OMA-REQ-2003-0861 identified a set of comments to the POC RD to be handled after the review meeting. This contribution express Siemens view on the comments received in 086.

2 Summary of Contribution

Original text is kept in italic and proposed answers are bold.

3 Detailed Proposal

Definitions

PoC User – This appears in “PoC session” definition however PoC User is no where defined.

Suggestion

Define PoC User in Definitions section 


Siemens proposal:

The term “….PoC user….” As part of the explanation of PoC Session has no specific meaning and does not imply any specify user role or character. “user” is used herein to express the human being using the PoC capable terminal. No action needed.

Section 6.1

2nd bullet point – I don’t understand why there is text in Italics.  In addition why is group chat in a separate sentence when the other forms of communication are not?

Siemens proposal:

Supported. The sentence do not benefit from the reference to chat groups at all. And further, the terms in brackets, private call and group call, are not recise any longer.

The following modification could help:

· Users MAY communicate in a one-to-one fashion,  one-to-many fashion (PoC Group session), and using Instant Personal Alert methods
3rd and 4th bullet points.  It seems that a PoC subscriber MAY create a PoC group however there is not text saying what type of PoC groups.  This maybe sufficient however when reference is made to an administrative means there is text that that says what groups can be created.  The bullet points need to align in terms of their descriptive contents.

Siemens proposal:

Chapter 6.1 is a list of high level bullet points. As such we believe the current text is sufficient and no change is needed.

5th bullet – what is a user?

Siemens proposal:

The bullet point should be changed to:

· PoC Participant sets up a chat room and subscribers join in themselves.
6th bullet – “Others users MAY be allowed to join this PoC group”.  What is “this” PoC group?

Siemens proposal:

Support, bullet #6 reads strange! However, we believe that bullet point #4 and #6 belongs together and by “re-grouping” them, the issue can be solved. Make #6 a sub-point of #4!

· A PoC group MAY either be created by administrative means, i.e. a pre-arranged PoC group, or by inviting and adding PoC subscribers to a PoC group session in ad-hoc manner, i.e. an ad-hoc PoC group. An ad-hoc group exists only the duration of an ad-hoc PoC group session.

· Other users MAY be allowed to join this PoC group, or existing members MAY choose to leave this group.

· PoC Participant sets up a chat room and users join in themselves.
· 
7th – what is proper means?  Do you mean that he requests the right to speak by an explicit action e.g. selection of a menu, pressing a key etc

Siemens proposal:

“…by proper means.” Could be deleted.

8th – You say further requests maybe queued.  Is this requests from same user or other users?  What happens to requests that are not queued?

Siemens proposal:

It refers to requests from “other participants”.

In case more than one request is queued the PoC service entity MAY prioritise requests in the queue

Siemens proposal:

There is NO need for any change. The current sentence express exclusively the OPTIONAL character of the “prioritisation” feature.

Bullet point that starts “Current Talkers” – its says to all users during PoC calls.  In fact you mean to all users engaged in the current talkers call.  Otherwise one could read this as to ever PoC users in existence.

Clarify the sentence as follow:

· Current talker identities SHALL be provided to current PoC group session participants during the ongoing PoC session, unless the caller identity is restricted.

PoC host appears here for 1st time.  Might be good to indicate apart from definitions who or what a PoC Host is.

Siemens proposal:

No comment.

Early invite – interesting requirement.  Sounds like a waste of resources.

Siemens proposal:

No comment.

Is it not correct to say that the PoC Service should be able to inter-work.  We are defining a PoC Service not a Service Provider. (CHECK DEFS)

Siemens proposal:

No comment.

Last bullet point doesn’t seem to be correct for some reason.  

Siemens proposal:

We agree. Sentence shall be reworded before the RD is submitted to approval.

Section 6.1.2

3rd bullet point indicates that the group is restricted to members however the 5th bullet point then contradicts this.  In addition this 5th bullet seems to contradict the basic description of “pre-defined” mean that its membership has been already defined.

Siemens proposal:

RIM´s analyses are not correct. #3 says that the group is restricted and #5 allows current participating group members to invite other group members which currently do not participate.

No change needed.

4th bullet point – when does the system decide not to invite a member?  When they are not registered?

Siemens proposal:

The “system” invites all group members at the time of session establishment. But some may not be “available” and can therefore not accept the invitation. Those may join in later!

Adhoc

3rd bullet – how does one decide when the group is restricted?  Is this by invitation only?  If so this bullet point can be deleted as the 4th bullet seems to suffice.

Siemens proposal:

Support. #3 seems to be superfluous.

GENERAL COMMENT – IT SEEMS THE READER IS SUPPOSED TO ASSUME THAT SOMETIMES ONE BULLET  IS IMPLICTY LINKED TO THE PREVIOUS ONE AND IN SOME INSTANCES IT IS NOT.  THIS IS CONFUSING.

Chat group

Chat group seems to be adhoc in that it is not pre-defined.  So how can it be closed?

Siemens proposal:

It can be closed by administrative means, e.g. subscription options.

6.1.3

Seems strange as there’s always presence, it maybe a lack of but there is always some.

Siemens proposal:

Is it the functionality which “..seems to be strange”???

3rd  paragraph doesn’t seem to make sense.  What is a PoC talk request?  

Siemens proposal:

“Talk request” is the request to talk to someone.

4th paragraph.  Here we see a feature that has not been described nor is there any reference.  If its to be kept a reference needs to be added.  In addition to be consistent it should appear in the 1-many descriptions.

Siemens proposal:

The observation is not correct. Do-not-disturb is part of the “presence-minded” set of features and is described in chapter 6.2.4! No change needed.

Section 6.1.4

Delete 2nd sentence.  

Siemens proposal:

Support.

Actually when reading this whole section it sounds some stage 2 in here.  I’m not to sure as to the detail that should appear here.

Siemens proposal:

This is still text written from a end-users point of view. There are no “stage2” details. No changes needed.

Section 6.1.4.1

1st bullet – “selects a target”  - sounds dangerous to me.  Suggest using more appropriate language such as “selects a PoC User to communicate with.  Now if we can communicate with internet like services (was a requirement earlier on this) then from the users perspective this internet service is a PoC user, its just one form of PoC user.  Remember OMA is transport agnostic and the way this is being designed it runs on IP so there is no different if the end user is fixed to a wall or can walk around.

Siemens proposal:

Support the change of “target” to “select a PoC subscriber to communicate with”. The sentence could read:

· The originating party selects a PoC subscriber to communicate with and waits for an indication.

2nd bullet point looks like Architecture.

Siemens proposal:

Not to us! This would be a very small and easy architecture ;-)

PoC user requests another PoC user to participate in a 1 to 1 PoC session.

The 2nd PoC user can select either to accept the request or deny the request.  The acceptance or the reject can be performed at any time.

The originating PoC user may receive an accept or reject to the request they made at any time.

If an accept is received then the originating PoC user MAY start to talk or reject the accept.

NOTE : this last sentence  is not included in the RD .  It seems that there is no description that allows an originating party to reject an accept.  Maybe the B part took too long in accepting the 1-1 PoC and A no longer wants to talk to him. 

Siemens proposal:

Correct. For the time being the explicit rejection of the originating party on acceptance is not described. The originating party can always release the PoC session, at acceptance and during the established session.

No strong feeling to add an additional sentence.

4 Intellectual Property Rights Considerations

Not applicable.

5 Recommendation

Clarify and update RD.
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