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1 Reason for Contribution

The current PoC RD and contribution OMA-REQ-2003-0548-POC_ReqMaterial_fromPOCsubmission both call out a requirement for a Call Alert and a Do Not Disturb feature within PoC.  There is need to consider whether PoC is the appropriate group to specify the design of these features.
2 Summary of Contribution

The contribution argues that the Call Alert and Do Not Disturb features are ancillary functions which are of value not only to PoC but also to other service enablers.  It is therefore out of scope of the PoC WG to define PoC-specific mechanisms to meet these requirements.  While both are desirable options for PoC they should be handled elsewhere within OMA in order to ensure that implementations of PoC and other service enablers may use them in a common fashion.  
3 Detailed Proposal

User case F of the current draft RD describes the Call Alert feature as follows:

The Call Alert function is one that allows a users to “ping” each other, indicating that one user wishes to communicate with another user.   

Section 4.3 of OMA-REQ-2003-0548-POC_ReqMaterial_fromPOCsubmission similarly describes the feature: 
This enables a user to alert another user. The alert expresses the user’s wish to communicate and is a way to politely request the other user to “call back” using instant personal talk features.
Despite the reference to “instant personal talk features”, it is clear, particularly from the RD text, that the Call Alert requirement is not specific to PoC.  The alerting user might wish to send an alert requesting that the alerted user call back by means other than PoC (e.g. IM, circuit switched voice, SMS), while the alerted user could call back by any of several available methods, including PoC.  Thus, the preferred implementation approach for meeting this requirement is for a PoC client to access the interface to a “call alert” mechanism that is common to PoC and other service enablers.
Similarly, User Case E describes a Do Not Disturb Feature:

This would cause calls from anyone (Alice) to be automatically rejected.

Section 5.8 of OMA-REQ-2003-0548-POC_ReqMaterial_fromPOCsubmission similarly describes the feature: 
The user shall be able to activate a setting to reject all incoming Talk session requests.

Despite the reference to “incoming Talk session requests”, it is again clear, particularly from the RD text, that the Do Not Disturb function is not specific to PoC. “Do Not Disturb” is a declaration that the user is not available.  A user not wishing to be disturbed will typically wish this availability status to apply to all means of communication, including IM, circuit switched voice, and SMS, in addition to PoC.  In certain circumstances, the feature may be selectively applied (e.g. IM or SMS may be acceptable but not PoC in a meeting or an opera hall).  Again, the preferred implementation approach for meeting the PoC requirement is for a PoC client to access the interface through a mechanism for declaring “Do Not Disturb” status that is common to PoC and other service enablers.
A UE implementation that required either Call Alert or Do Not Disturb to be tightly integrated with the PoC service could meet that requirement by presenting a user interface which provides the user with access to the service within the PoC user interface context.  In the case of Call Alert, selection of alternate call-back means that the alerted user can use (IM etc) could also be made available within the PoC user interface.  Similarly, the ability to indicate that “Do Not Disturb” is tied to more than one type of service, such as PoC and circuit-switched calls, could be provided in an integrated fashion by making access to a list of other service types available within a service-specific user interface context.  Provided only that the protocols implementing Call Alert and Do Not Disturb support the capability to indicate which service(s) are affected, the linkage between a received Call Alert or a signalled Do-not-disturb status and PoC (or other service) can similarly be handled within an integrated user interface.  
If these features are not defined as common items which can be accessed by different service enablers, then WGs responsible for defining other service enablers may separately and independently define service-specific functions for those features.  This would considerably increase the complexity of creating a multi-service user terminal.

Thus, Call Alert and Do Not Disturb should not be designed as PoC-specific features but as common features that can be integrated with PoC, amongst other service enablers.  In this respect they are very similar to Presence, which is not currently regarded as a PoC-specific function.
The ARCH WG should be notified that these features are common functions that may be used by multiple service enablers.  The appropriate WGs within OMA to define the services are PAG, for Do Not Disturb, and MWG, for Call Alert.
4 Intellectual Property Rights Considerations

None known
5 Recommendation

1) Exclude the definition of Call Alert and Do Not Disturb features from the scope of the PoC WG.  

2) Notify the ARCH WG that the Call Alert and Do Not Disturb features have been identified as common ancillary features that are needed to meet the PoC requirements, and of PoC interest in ensuring that they can be linked specifically to PoC.
3) Recommend that Do Not Disturb be defined by PAG and that Call Alert be defined by MWG.
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