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1 Reason for Contribution

OMA consistency review of the PoC RD. 

2 Summary of Contribution

The contribution lists the comments Ericsson have on the PoC RD from a consistency point of view.

3 Detailed Proposal

Recommendations

	ID
	Open Date
	Section
	Description
	Status

	
	
	3.2
	The term “Policy” is used but it is not defined whether this refers to the same term as used in PEEM. 

Proposal: Define whether this is the case. 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6
	General comment, requirements not numbered

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	 

	
	
	6.1, bullet 12
	Editorial, wrong word order “The PoC host SHALL is able to..”

Proposal: “ The PoC host SHALL be able to..” 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1, bullet 15
	Requirement not implemented in PoC specs 

Proposal: Remove the requirement, compare with 6.3.3. The requirement here is “MAY”. 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1, bullet 2
	One-to-many-to-one is not implemented in PoC specs 

Proposal: Remove this part of the requirement 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1, bullet 3
	If joining a group and THEN become a member is meant then this is not implemented in the PoC specs. 

Proposal: Requirement is not clear. Ericsson can volunteer to write a CR on this if other companies agree of the obscurity of the requirement. 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1.1
	The text in the sub clause is not written in a normative way, is it intentional? Is it mandatory or optional? Since this is not clear it’s not possible to know if they are implemented correctly in the PoC specs. 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	 

	
	
	6.1.10, bullet 4
	Since queuing is not mandatory, compare with requirement in 6.1.5.1 and 6.2.1 bullet 11, the requirement is not correctly written. 

Proposal: To change the requirement to “If queuing is supported then it SHALL be possible to store more than one queuing request at the same time” 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1.11, 1 paragraph
	Unclear second sentence, SHOULD NOT is confusing, is it equal to SHALL? Plus privacy function does not work in a way the administrator can reject a unidentified participant. 

Proposal: Consider wording 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1.12
	Lawful intercept is not implemented in PoC service enabler in CP 

Proposal: Consider wording in the requirement 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1.13
	There is no check that the invited user is a PoC Subscriber on the originating side. This means that an invited user belonging to an operator without PoC facilities can use the service as long as the device is PoC capable. 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	 

	
	
	6.1.15
	Support of PoC Usage in enterprise/corporate environment not implemented in PoC docs. 

Proposal: Remove the section since it is moved to PoC rel2. 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1.2
	Not clear from the text what the requirements are for leaving and maybe rejoining. It is only stated for ad-hoc PoC groups 

Proposal: Clarification needed? 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1.3
	Reference to Presence chapter 6.2.4 and 6.2.4.2 seems incorrect 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	 

	
	
	6.1.3
	Shall it be possible to hide the identity of the inviting PoC subscriber?  The requirement says “subject to privacy rules. 

Proposal: Second sentence in first section after comma is questionable and should perhaps be removed 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1.4.2
	In section 6.1.2 3 methods to set up 1-to-many are mentioned. Shouldn’t it be described in these subchapters? 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	 

	
	
	6.1.4.2
	“maximum number of PoC participants” is mentioned many times but nothing about how many maximum number is and who sets it for the three methods. 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	 

	
	
	6.1.4.2.1, bullet 1
	Editorial, not “waits” 

Proposal: Change to wait 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1.4.2.1, bullet 2
	Not implemented in PoC CP, the PoC server does not check if at least one group member is able to participate. 

Proposal: Remove the requirement 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1.4.2.1, bullet 5
	Not implemented in PoC CP. 

Proposal: Remove the requirement 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1.4.2.2, bullet 2
	Not implemented in POC CP, the PoC User is not notified of the result 

Proposal: Remove the requirement, currently there are limitations in SIP protocol on this. 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1.4.4
	No requirements on leaving/rejoining 

Proposal: May require a CR on this? 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1.4.4, bullet 2
	Not implemented in PoC CP, the PoC Server doesn’t check if the maximum number of participants in a chat group is exceeded 

Proposal: Remove the Requirement? 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1.5.1, bullet 2
	Speak in response to a request is not implemented in PoC CP. 

Proposal: Rewrite or remove requirement. 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1.5.1, bullet 4
	Strange requirement, PoC CP captures speaker notifies when he has finished speaking 

Proposal: Rewrite requirement 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1.5.1, bullet 7
	“… that THE PoC participant..”, correct? 

Proposal: Change to “…that A PoC participant..” 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1.5.2
	Lack of clarity in first sentence 

Proposal: Change “…number of participants IS not exceeded.” To “number of participants WILL not BE exceeded.” 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1.5.3
	Notification if somebody is put on hold is also implemented in PoC CP 

Proposal: Reflected as requirement in RD 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1.5.3, a)
	“at this time” is unclear. 

Proposal: Either change to “at any time” or remove the sentence. 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1.5.5
	PoC service entity, who/ what is this? Is definition correct? 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	 

	
	
	6.1.5.6
	Note implemented as specified, notification sent only if one uses is added due to limitations in SIP 

Proposal: Change requirement to be optional (as in CP) and to say notification when one user is added only. 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1.8, first sentence
	(prepaid and post-paid subscribers) 

Proposal: To align with Charging RD change to online and offline subscribers 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1.8.2
	Header misleading 

Proposal: Change to “..inter SERVICE provider” instead 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1.9, bullet 2 and 7
	Mange 

Proposal: Change to manage 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1.9.1
	Visible and search of PoC groups are not implemented in Group management specs. 

Proposal: Remove the requirements 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.1.9.3
	Mandatory requirement with many options, how should it be read? 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	 

	
	
	6.1.9.4
	Last sentence after figure, what is meant by host. Is the host handling implemented in PoC CP, seems the understanding in PoC group is different. 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	 

	
	
	6.1.9.5, third section
	Unclear requirement 

Proposal: Replace first sentence with "Following the creation of a contact list the PoC subscriber SHOULD be able to create a PoC group and associate the PoC group with that list. Each contact list can be associated with a single PoC group, several or all PoC groups." 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.2.1, bullet 10
	The PoC host can not grant, reject or allow users to join the PoC group. It’s not implemented in PoC specs. 

Proposal: Remove the requirement. 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.2.1, bullet 2
	The mentioned list does not exist in GM specs. Not possible to do automatically, the list needs to be done manually. 

Proposal: Remove the requirement. 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.2.10
	The PoC host can not preset maximum speaking duration, not implemented in PoC specs. 

Proposal: Remove the requirement. 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.2.13, bullet 3
	Sentences not clear, authorisation in manual answer mode is not implemented. 

Proposal: Remove the authorisation parts 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.2.6
	Presence does not support all PoC presence states defined here, only PoC available and PoC willing exist. 

Proposal: Align with Presence RD, 6.1.4.2. 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.2.6, first section
	Why refer to “appropriate Presence Service standards”? 

Proposal: Replace with OMA Presence specs. 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.2.7
	Heading correct? 

Proposal: Change to “Discard incoming..” 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.2.9, first paragraph
	Push to talk service enabler 

Proposal: Replace with PoC service enabler 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.2.9, last sentence
	Reference to 6.2.7 seems incorrect 

Proposal: Change to 6.2.9 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.2.9, QoE4
	Is loss plan correct and recognised wording? 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	 

	
	
	6.2.9, QoE4
	Echo does not impact 

Proposal: To put it as a NOTE instead 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.3.2, bullet 3
	There is no interface between service providers to manage, monitor, terminate etc implemented 

Proposal: Remove requirement 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.3.6, bullet 3
	Limitations of PoC service for roaming PoC users is not implemented in PoC specs 

Proposal: Remove the requirement 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.4.3, bullet 12
	Lawful intercept is not implemented 

Proposal: Remove bullet 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.4.4.5
	Lawful intercept is not implemented 

Proposal: Remove section 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	

	
	
	6.9.1.2
	Editorial, One PoC groups 

Proposal: Change to one PoC group 

Source: Ericsson (OMA-POC-2004-1126)
	


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

The comments contained in this contribution are recommended to be considered in the PoC enabler release consistency review.
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