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1 Reason for Contribution

Consistency review comment template for submitting comments to the PoC v2.0 consistency review meeting to be held on 22nd January @13:00 GMT.
2 Summary of Contribution

Consistency review comment template for submitting comments to the PoC v2.0 consistency review meeting to be held on 22nd January @13:00 GMT.

3 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.

4 Recommendation

Use the enclosed template when submitting comments to the PoC v2.0 consistency review.
2. Review Comments

2.1 OMA-RD-PoC-V2_0-20061219-C

	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A1 
	2007-01-19
	E
	Whole document
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1476 is not applied to the OMA-RD-PoC-V2_0-20061219-C

Proposed Change: Apply the CR.
	Status: OPEN

	A2 
	2007.01.22
	T
	General
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Text from 4.15.2 of SD: According to the PoC Service Provider’s Policy, the 1-many-1 PoC Group Session MAY be limited only to Pre-arranged PoC Groups composed of authorised groups of PoC Users (e.g., the PoC Dispatcher and the rest of PoC Fleet Members to be included in the 1-many-1 PoC Group Session). Details on Dispatch PoC Groups and Dispatch PoC Sessions are covered in subclause 4.39 "PoC Dispatcher
Editor’s note.: The RD may need to be revised to consider the “MAY” above.
Proposed Change: Resolve in RD e
	Status: OPEN



	A3 
	2007-01-19
	E
	0
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The whole document need some cleaning up from terminology aspect (upper case/lower case) and style. 

Proposed Change: The document is update to: Use defined terminology in a correct way. Maybe also adding some terminology that we have added in SD, CP, UP, etc.

Updated to confirm with the style created by the PoC WG.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	A4 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.2
	Source: Nortel

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: PoC Service Infrastructure - “The PoC Service Infrastructure comprises of all PoC Networks and their system elements.  PoC Networks are assumed to be interconnected to allow communication and data transfer among PoC Users.” 

Reword

Proposed Change: “is comprised of all” or “comprises all of the”
	Status: OPEN

	A5 
	2006-01-19
	E
	3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Remove underlining in the definition of "1-many PoC Session".

Proposed Change:   See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0005-RD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	A6 
	2006-01-19
	E
	3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Remove unneeded extra characters in the end of the definition of  "1-many PoC Session".

Proposed Change:   See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0005-RD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	A7 
	2007-01-19
	E
	3.2 OMA
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: OMA is an abbreviation and can be removed from this subclause since OMA is already in 3.3

Proposed Change: Remove OMA
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	A8 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.2
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Definition of 1-many-1 PoC Session  says “one Participant is Dispatcher and the rest are Fleet Members”; this is only true for Dispatch PoC Sessions.

Proposed Change: Align with CP definition.
	Status: OPEN

	A9 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.2 
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Definition of PoC Dispatcher: “A participant in a 1-many-1 PoC Session” 

Proposed Change:  Change to: “A participant in a Dispatch PoC Session”

Make same change in the rest of documents.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A10 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.2
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Definition of PoC Fleet Member: “A participant in a 1-many-1 PoC Session” 

Proposed Change: Change to “A participant in a Dispatch PoC Session”

Make same change in the rest of documents.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A11 
	2007.01.22
	E
	4.2
	Source: Nortel

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: 4th bullet - “The PoC Service Infrastructure comprises of all PoC Networks and their system elements.  PoC Networks are assumed to be interconnected to allow communication and data transfer among PoC Users.” 

Reword

Proposed Change: “is comprised of all” or “comprises all of the”
	Status: OPEN

	A12 
	2007.01.22
	E
	4.2
	Source: Nortel 

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: 5th paragraph, 2nd sentence “The OMA standardised PoC Service Enabler amongst PoC Subscribers to different PoC Service Providers.” 

Doesn’t make sense. Reword

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	A13 
	2007.01.22
	E
	5.8.5

Bullet 4
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: “(such as crisis QOE profile)”. Crisis QoE Profile does not exist. 

Proposed Change: Change it to “Official Government Use QoE Profile”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>




	A14 
	2007.01.22
	E
	5.8.7
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: “defined for crisis QoE profile”. Crisis QoE Profile does not exist. 

Proposed Change: Change it to “Official Government Use QoE Profile”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A15 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: The sentence " If a requirement is marked for a release all sub-requirement to that requirement does also belong to the same release unless stated otherwise." Is not true anymore and can be removed.

Proposed Change:   See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0005-RD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	A16 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: The sentence "Each table is …" is not fully true.  Change it to say e.g. "Tables are …"

Proposed Change:   See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0005-RD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	A17 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Use "PoC Service Infrastructure" instead of  "PoC service Infrastructure". (Capitalize "S").

Proposed Change:   See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0005-RD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	A18 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.1 
FUNC-NMT-006
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP

Comment: RD and XDM conflict as following for the Pre-arranged Group.

The RD says “Any PoC Session Participant with a PoC Client supporting the feature for handling new Media Types SHALL be able to add PoC voice anytime during an existing PoC V2.0 Session consisting of only rich media (e.g., images, video).” 
But Shared Group XDM spec 5.1.7 says “The <add-media-handling> “action” SHALL be used to indicate which media types the identity matching this rule is allowed to initiate or add in the group communication. The possible child elements are: “audio”, “message”, “video”, “application” elements, etc. or combination of those elements.”  
Proposed Change: RD and XDM need to be consistent in either way.
	Status: OPEN



	A19 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.1

FUNC-NMT-019
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP

Comment: RD and UP conflict as following. RD says explicit Media Burst request shall be used for video but UP allows implicit request for video.

RD says “PoC User with a PoC Client supporting voice and video SHALL request permission before sharing a video stream in a PoC Session.”
But UP 6.4.2 says “. The implicit Media Burst request is applicable by default whenever PoC Speech is bound. The implicit Media Burst request for other Media Types only can be negotiated on the PoC Session set-up.”
Proposed Change: RD and UP need to be consistent.
	Status: OPEN



	A20 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6.1.1

FUNC-NMT-019
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Clarify that the permission is requested from the PoC Service Infrastructure.

Proposed Change:   See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0005-RD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	A21 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6.1.1

FUNC-NMT-022


	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Include receiving also.

Proposed Change:   See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0005-RD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	A22 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.2

FUNC-MPG-007


	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP

Comment: 
RD says “The invited PoC Groups MAY have restrictions that prohibit the members to be invited to the PoC Session (the PoC Group has an attribute of "none" implying only the members of the group may belong to a given PoC Session).”   
But there is no such attribute “none” in Shared Group XDM spec.

Proposed Change: RD and XDM need to be consistent.
	Status: OPEN



	A23 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.2

FUNC-MPG-007


	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP

Comment: 
RD says “The invited PoC Groups MAY also have restrictions that prohibit additional PoC Users not originally invited to be added to a PoC Session.”
But there is no such restrictions specified in Shared Group XDM spec.

Proposed Change: RD and Shared Group XDM need to be consistent.
	Status: OPEN



	A24 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.2

FUNC-MPG-008


	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP

Comment: 
RD says “The originating PoC User MAY be able to send a message that advertises the PoC Session to multiple PoC Groups and/or individual PoC Users.”
Proposed Change: The PoC Session should be changed to “the PoC Group”.
	Status: OPEN



	A25 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.2

FUNC-MPG-008


	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP

Comment: 
RD says “The originating PoC User MAY be able to send a message that advertises the PoC Session to multiple PoC Groups and/or individual PoC Users. The targeted PoC Groups MAY be able to reside on separate group management servers, each possibly owned by a different PoC Service Provider”.

But there is no reference point between PoC Server and XDM in different PoC Service Provider. There are only PoC-4 (RTP, RTCP, .MSRP) and IP-1 (SIP) between different domains and no XCAP for different domains.

Proposed Change: Define new reference point or change RD accordingly or work on CP for new method.
	Status: OPEN



	A26 
	2007.01.10
	E
	6.1.3.1 

< FUNC-EPE-MC-001 >
	Source: jonathan.lohr@sonyericsson.com

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: “… to add…” is incorrect grammer. 

Proposed Change: Change the requirement to read as follows.  “The PoC Service Infrastructure MAY support to adding media content to PoC Session invitations or Group Advertisement messages.”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A27 
	2007.01.10
	E
	6.1.3.1

< FUNC-EPE-MC-002 >
	Source: jonathan.lohr@sonyericsson.com

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: “… to add…” is incorrect grammer. 

Proposed Change: Change the requirement to read as follows.  “The PoC Client MAY support to adding media content to PoC Session invitations or Group Advertisement messages.”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A28 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6.1.3.1

FUNC-EPE-MC-007


	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Change media component to media content. To avoid confusion with media component defined in SDP.

Proposed Change:   See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0005-RD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	A29 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6.1.3.1

FUNC-EPE-MC-007a


	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Change media component to media content. To avoid confusion with media component defined in SDP.

Proposed Change:   See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0005-RD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	A30 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.3.3

FUNC-EPE-MB-006


	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP

Comment: 
RD says “The PoC Service Infrastructure SHALL use the Manual Answer Mode as the default Answer Mode for the PoC Sessions when video is the Media (the PoC User can configure the Answer Mode as he wishes).”
But the Media type specific access rules is not yet specified in Shared Policy XDM spec nor in PoC XDM.
Proposed Change: RD and XDM need to be consistent.
	Status: OPEN



	A31 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.3.3

FUNC-EPE-MB-007


	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP

Comment: 
RD says “The PoC Service Infrastructure SHALL use the Automatic Answer Mode as the default Answer Mode for the PoC Sessions with only messaging Media or when adding messaging to the on-going PoC Session.”
But the Media type specific access rules is not yet specified in Shared Policy XDM spec nor in PoC XDM.

Proposed Change:
RD and XDM need to be consistent.
	Status: OPEN



	A32 
	2007.01.10
	E
	6.1.5

< FUNC-PBO-010>
	Source: jonathan.lohr@sonyericsson.com

Form: <INP doc>

Comment:.  An “If” is implied at the beginning of the requirement.

Proposed Change: Change the requirement to read as follows.  “If tThe PoC Session is accepted by a PoC Box, the originating PoC User SHALL be informed that the PoC Session was accepted by a PoC Box.”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A33 
	2007.01.10
	E
	6.1.5

< FUNC-PBO-021>
	Source: jonathan.lohr@sonyericsson.com

Form: <INP doc>

Comment:.  The second word in the requirement should not be there.

Proposed Change: Change the requirement to read as follows.  “When in requesting the PoC Box service, the PoC User SHALL be able to configure PoC Box service parameters (e.g., size, time, or media type to be stored) that are used in recording PoC Session Data and PoC Session Control Data using PoC Client capabilities.”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A34 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.1.7

FUNC-DPF-009
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: “ongoing 1-1 or 1-many-1 (including all” 

Proposed Change: change to “ongoing 1-1 or 1-many-1 PoC Session (including all”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A35 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.1.8.11
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Few times PoC dispatcher appears. 

Proposed Change: Change it to PoC Dispatcher
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A36 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.9
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: There is no introductory sentence

Proposed Change: Consider writing a sentence introducing QoE.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A37 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.9.1

FUNC-QOE-GN-001


	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Only support of provisioning is not enough

Proposed Change: Change to: SHALL support the provisioning and use of QoE Profiles.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A38 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.9.1

FUNC-QOE-GN-002

FUNC-QOE-GN-008
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: The PoC Client:

“SHALL support  the provisioning of QoE Profiles” (this refers to the whole QoE feature)

“SHOULD support of the ability to indicate the QoE Profile to be applied in the sessions” (when FUNC-QOE-GN-002 is supported)

“MAY store in the UE the settings for QoE” (when FUNC-QOE-GN-002 is supported)
This is not very logical.

Proposed Change: Change FUNC-QOE-GN-002 to: The PoC Client SHOULD/SHALL support the provisioning and use of QoE Profiles.

FUNC-QOE-GN-008: “SHALL support of the ability to indicate the QoE Profile to be applied in the sessions”

“SHALL store in the UE the settings for QoE”

Align rest of the documents with the decision made in RD.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A39 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.1.9.1 FUNC-QOE-GN-006
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Only one QoE Profile is defined per group

Proposed Change: Change “QoE profile(s)” with “QoE profile”


	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A40 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.9.1

FUNC-QOE-GN-009
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: “Highest QoE profile allowed by the invited PoC Users’ subscription” is not used as a criteria to set the QoE Profile applied for a PoC Session

Proposed Change: Delete second bullet.


	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A41 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6.1.12.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: There are several requirements having list of bullets without information if all of them or only one of them is supported.  Quite likely "and" is missing.

Proposed Change:   See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0005-RD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	A42 
	2006-01-19
	T
	6.1.12.1

FUNC-IWF-GN-005


	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Quite likely "or" is wrong and should be "and".

Proposed Change:   See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0005-RD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	A43 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6.1.12.1

FUNC-IWF-GN-005


	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Editorial error in the word "identity".

Proposed Change:   See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0005-RD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	A44 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.12.2 
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0052

Comment: PoC Interworking Service is supporting FDCFO without an explicit requirement. 

Proposed Change: Add requirement.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	A45 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6.1.21
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Clarify that privacy requirements are already covered in other subclauses.

Proposed Change:   See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0005-RD corrections.
	Status: OPEN


2.2 OMA-AD-PoC-V2_0-20061221-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	B1 
	2007-01-19
	T
	1, 2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Sentence is not understandable.
	Status: OPEN

	B2 
	2007.01.18
	T
	0
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:  Do we at all need Talk Burst Control in the AD? A reference to PoC 1.0 AD could be enough, e.g. in the Scope.

Proposed Change: Remove Talk Burst Control etc.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B3 
	2007.01.22
	E
	1 
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0046-INP-POCv2.0_CONR_AD_comments

Comment: The following sentence has missing words.

When SIP/IP Core corresponds to the 3GPP IMS the architecture the 3GPP enablers for OMA PoC services are described in [3GPP TR 23.979]
Proposed Change: When SIP/IP Core corresponds to the 3GPP IMS, the architecture and the 3GPP enablers for OMA PoC services are described in [3GPP TR 23.979].
	Status: OPEN



	B4 
	2006-01-19
	E
	AD, 2.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove unused references.

Proposed Change:   See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0001-AD editorials
	Status: OPEN

	B5 
	2007-01-19
	T
	2.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Reference to XDM AD version 1.0 

Proposed Change: reference XDM AD version 2.0
	Status: OPEN

	B6 
	2007.01.18
	T
	2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:  The reference [OMA XDM V2.0 AD] e.g. used in the subclause 6.2.2.1 is missing.
Proposed Change: Add reference.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B7 
	2007.01.18
	T
	2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:  Whys is the revision indicated in [OMA PoC V2.0 SD]. It gives an impression that a version 1.0 SD exists and that is not true.
Proposed Change: [OMA PoC V2.0 SD] ( [OMA PoC SD]

and

update the reference to [OMA PoC V2.0 SD] in all relevant places in this document.

(several occurrences)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B8 
	2007.01.22
	E
	2.1
	Source: Nortel

Form: OMA-REL-2007-XXXX

Comment: Label for the Presence document is [OMA Presence V1.0 AD], however it is referred to as [Presence AD] throughout the document
Proposed Change: Change to Presence AD in the table.
	Status: OPEN



	B9 
	2007.01.22
	E
	2.1
	Source: Nortel

Form: OMA-REL-2007-XXXX

Comment: Reference to “Instant Messaging using SIMPLE Architecture” should include a version number

Proposed Change: Add version number
	Status: OPEN



	B10 
	2007.01.22
	E
	2.1
	Source: Nortel

Form: OMA-REL-2007-XXXX

Comment: MSRP is referenced in the document

Proposed Change: Add “[MSRP]  

draft-ietf-simple-message-sessions-15.txt (July 2005): " The Message Session Relay Protocol" , expires December 2006.

http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-ietf-simple-message-sessions-15.txt
	Status: OPEN



	B11 
	2007.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Reference to OMA XML Document Management Architecture V1.0 

Proposed Change: Replace with XDM 2.0 reference
	Status: OPEN



	B12 
	2007.01.22
	E
	2.1 and 2.2 ([OMA Dictionary] and [OMA-DICT])
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Wrong version of dictionary reference.

Also, the reference to OMA dictionary is stated twice.

Proposed Change: Update the reference to 2.4. Remove one of the references
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B13 
	2007.01.22
	E
	2.2 ([OMA IM AD])
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  No IM version is specified

Proposed Change: Add version 1.0 of the enabler
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B14 
	2006-01-19
	E
	AD, 2.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove unused references.

Proposed Change:  See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0001-AD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	B15 
	2006-01-19
	E
	AD, 3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove unused definitions.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	B16 
	2006-01-19
	T
	AD, 3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Correct 'Ad hoc PoC Group Session' definitions as made in CP.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0007-AD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	B17 
	2006-01-19
	T
	AD, 3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Correct 'Media Type' definition.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0007-AD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	B18 
	2006-01-19
	T
	AD, 3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Correct 'UE PoC Box' definition.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0007-AD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	B19 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2, "Lawful Interception"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "Law Enforcement Agency(ies)" is not defined
	Status: OPEN

	B20 
	2007-01-19
	
	3.2, "PoC Client"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "PoC User Equipment" is not defined

Proposed Change: Replace with "User Equipment"
	Status: OPEN

	B21 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2,  "PoC Group Session"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Definition of "PoC Group Session" is confusing. It is possible to understand the sentence in a way that "PoC Group Session" can be "Pre-arranged PoC Group".

Proposed Change: Change to "A PoC Group Session is a Pre-arranged PoC Group Session, Ad-hoc PoC Group Session or Chat PoC Group Session.  (Source: [OMA-PoC-SD])"
	Status: OPEN

	B22 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2, "Talk Burst Control Protocol (TBCP)"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "TBCP is defined in these specifications." is incorrect. TBCP was defined in PoCv1.0
Proposed Change: Replace with statement that TBCP was defined in PoCv1.0 User Plane.
	Status: OPEN

	B23 
	2007.01.18
	E
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: There are missing definitions. They are all defined in other document and also used in the AD. 

Proposed Change: Define:

Advanced Revocation Alert

Alert Margin
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B24 
	2007.01.18
	T
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Why is the V1.0 AD of XDM referenced. 

Proposed Change: Update to reference the correct version
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B25 
	2007.01.18
	E
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:  Define "Contact List" since it is mentioned in 6.1.2. Use definition in the ERELD.

Proposed Change: Define Contact List or modify subclause 6.1.2
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B26 
	2007.01.18
	E
	3.2,
“PoC Service Setting”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com
Form: INP
Comment: Use of wording “convey with” in this context confuses reader. What does it mean here?

Note. There is also a ConR comment for SD on this.

Proposed Change: Rephrase text and align with corresponding term in SD.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B27 
	2007.01.18
	E
	3.2,
“Pre-arranged PoC Group Session”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com
Form: INP
Comment: spelling error
Proposed Change: Replace “an” by “a”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B28 
	2007.01.18
	E
	3.2,
“Simultaneous PoC Session”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com
Form: INP
Comment: spelling error (double full stop)

Proposed Change: Remove a “.” from “..”
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	B29 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.2
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Definition of Dispatch PoC Session; subset of the Dispatch PoC Group is not considered 

Proposed Change: Align with definition in SD document.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B30 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.2
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Definition of PoC Dispatcher 

Proposed Change: Change “is a participant in a 1-many-1 PoC Group Session” to “is a participant in a Dispatch PoC Session”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B31 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.2
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Definition of PoC Fleet Member

Proposed Change: Change “is a participant in a 1-many-1 PoC Group Session” to “is a participant in a Dispatch PoC Session”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B32 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.2 Definition
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: the definition of Advanced Revocation Alert is missing.

Proposed Change: adding the definition
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B33 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.2 Definition <Media floor control>
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: Floor means right to speak. But the definition of Media floor control is about control of Media streams. It makes confusion.

Proposed Change: Floor is changed to stream. i.e., Media Floor Control ( Media stream control.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B34 
	2007.01.22
	T
	3.2 Definition <Talk Burst & Talk Burst Control>
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: Now Talk Burst means only PoC Speech not all Media.

Proposed Change: Media is changed to PoC speech.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B35 
	2007.01.18
	E
	3.3,
PoC
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com
Form: INP

Comment:  The abbreviation “PoC” is interpreted differently in different PoC specs. Some with lower case “t”, some with uppercase “T”, some using hyphen, some not. In analogy with “Point-to-point” , defined in [OMA Dictoinary], hyphen should be used, and lower case “t”.

Proposed Change: Change to “Push-to-talk over Cellular” where needed.

Note. This change is valid for all PoC enabler documentation and XDM enabler.
	Status: OPEN
<provide response>

	B36 
	2006-01-19
	E
	AD, 3.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove unused abbreviations.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	B37 
	2006-01-19
	E
	AD, 3.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Use correct reference of OMA dictionary.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0001-AD editorials
	Status: OPEN

	B38 
	2006-01-19
	T
	AD, 4.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Correct the bullet list to be aligned with PoC 2.0 RD.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	B39 
	2007.01.18
	E
	4.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:  Terminology problem

Proposed Change: Requests with Media Content ( Request with Media Content
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B40 
	2007.01.18
	T
	4.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:  The remaining transmit time notification for advanced revocation alert can not be found in the rest of the AD.
Proposed Change: Either 1) add something in the rest of the AD (in PoC Client, PoC Server, etc) or 2) remove from list in 4.1. 2) is recommended, see other comment.


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B41 
	2007.01.18
	T
	4.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The "interoperability" bullet does not reflect what the functionality is about. 

Proposed Change: Modify bullet as follow:

interoperability, i.e. backward compatibility with PoC V1.0 specifications.

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B42 
	2007.01.18
	E
	4.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:  Terminology problem.

Proposed Change: Advanced Revocation Alert

(2 occurrences)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B43 
	2007.01.22
	E/T
	4.1 Planed Phases <fifth bullet>
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: In this version, PoC Box does not apply 1-many PoC Session case. 

Proposed Change: Delete ‘and 1-many’ in the bullet
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B44 
	2006-01-19
	E
	AD, 4.2.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Use correct version of the reference (XDM AD).

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0001-AD editorials
	Status: OPEN

	B45 
	2007.01.18
	T
	4.2.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Why is the V1.0 AD of XDM referenced. 

Proposed Change: Update to reference the correct version
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B46 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.2.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Reference to OMA XML Document Management Architecture V1.0 

Proposed Change: Replace with XDM 2.0 reference
	Status: OPEN



	B47 
	2006-01-19
	E
	AD, 5
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Use correct version of the reference (XDM AD).

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0001-AD editorials
	Status: OPEN

	B48 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Reference to OMA XML Document Management Architecture V1.0 

Proposed Change: Replace with XDM 2.0 reference
	Status: OPEN



	B49 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: XDM functional entities description – Shared Policy XDMS 

Proposed Change: 

The XDM functional entities are the Aggregation Proxy (as specified in subclause 6.2.3 “Aggregation Proxy”), Shared List XDMS (as specified in subclause 6.2.2.1 “Shared List XML Document Management Server (XDMS)”), Shared Group XDMS (as specified in subclause 6.2.2.2 "Shared Group XML Document Management Server (XDMS)") and Shared Policy XDMS (as specified in subclause 6.2.2.3 "Shared Policy XML Document Management Server (XDMS)").
	Status: OPEN

	B50 
	2006-01-19
	T
	AD, 5
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove unused PoC XDMS and corresponding RPs.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0008-AD remove PoC XDMS. 
	Status: OPEN

	B51 
	2007.01.18
	T
	5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:  In the 4:th paragraph below figure 2 the sentence "Discovery/Registry functionality is described in [OMA PoC V2.0 SD] “Registration”." is not completely true.

Discovery is not described but registry is.

Proposed Change: Rephrase as follows:

Registry functionality is described in [OMA PoC V2.0 SD] “Registration”.
Add as a note below the paragraph.

NOTE: Discover is SIP/IP Core specific and out of scope of this specification.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B52 
	2007.01.18
	T
	5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Why is the V1.0 AD of XDM referenced. 

Proposed Change: Update to reference the correct version
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B53 
	2007.01.22
	E/T
	5 Architecture

<third paragraph>
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: XMS entities contain PoC XDMS 

Proposed Change: adding PoC XDMS (specified in 6.1.4 “PoC XML Management Document) in the second sentence. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B54 
	2007.01.18
	T
	5 Figure 3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:  The intention with the NOTE could be clearer. 

Proposed Change: Rephrase the NOTE as follows:

NOTE: 
There are other interfaces described in clause 7 "Description of the reference points" in addition to those shown in the figure.

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B55 
	2007.01.18
	E
	5,
2nd paragrapg
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: What is a “PoC System”? Not defined in PoC enabler. A System would be a compound of system component, but in figure 2 it is not indicated if  the highlighted functional entities constitute the components in question or not. 

Proposed Change: Clarify text/figure, and replace use of the term “PoC System” if possible
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B56 
	2007.01.18
	T
	5,
3rd para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: missing text

Proposed Change: replace
“and 6.2.2.3 “Shared Policy XML Document Management Server (XDMS)””

by
“and Shared policy XDMS (as specified in subclause 6.2.2.3 “Shared Policy XML Document Management Server (XDMS)”)”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B57 
	2007.01.18
	T
	5,
Figure 3
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Is “PoC architecture”, as indicated in the figure text, a merge of PoC V1.0 and PoC V2.0 architecture? Nothing is stated indicating that PoC XDMS and the ref points POC-6, POC-7 and POC-8 are part of the POC V1.0 architecture and nothing is indicated that there is another Shared XDMSs for XDM 1.0 which does not look the same as in the figure. This confuses the reader (at least the one who knows what was included in the PoC V1.0 and XDM V1.0 architecture).

Proposed Change:  clarify/text
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B58 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5 
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0046-INP-POCv2.0_CONR_AD_comments

Comment: Figure 2, should include a signaling link between SIP/IP core and the XDM server.

Proposed Change: Add the missing link.
	Status: OPEN



	B59 
	2006-01-19
	T
	AD, 5.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove unused PoC XDMS and corresponding RPs.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0008-AD remove PoC XDMS.
	Status: OPEN

	B60 
	2006-01-19
	E
	AD, 5.1

table
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Use correct version of the reference (XDM AD).

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0001-AD editorials
	Status: OPEN

	B61 
	2007.01.18
	T
	5.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Why is the V1.0 AD of XDM referenced. 

Proposed Change: Update to reference the correct version.

(several occurrences)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B62 
	2006-01-19
	T
	AD, 5.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove unused PoC XDMS.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0008-AD remove PoC XDMS. 
	Status: OPEN

	B63 
	2007.01.18
	T
	5.2
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: PoC XDMS is an entity of  PoC V1.0 Enabler and will not have to support older version of  PoC or XDM Enabler releases (provided pending decision in OMA about Shared XDMSs goes in that direction)

Proposed Change:  Remove the text 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B64 
	2007.01.18
	T
	6.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Under the " The PoC Client MAY:" the PoC Sessions with Multiple Groups (listed in 4.1) is missing.

Proposed Change: Add PoC Sessions with Multiple Groups to this subclause as follows:

Support Ad-hoc PoC Groups Sessions with Multiple Groups

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B65 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:  The "Support invited parties’ identity information functionality" is spelled different compared to how it is spelled in 4.1 which makes it hard to find.

Proposed Change: invited parties’ identity information ( invited parties identity information
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B66 
	2007.01.18
	T
	6.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Performance enhancement objectives is missing in the subclause 

Proposed Change: Add a bullet under " The PoC Client MAY:"

Support performance enhancements such as: Media buffering capability negotiation, Limited Segment Media Buffer preload capability, Media Time Compression of buffered Media and Local Granted Mode.

Further, make necessary updates to the 3.2 "Definitions" subclause.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B67 
	2007.01.18
	T
	6.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:  The "operator specified warning message" listed in subclause 4.1 is missing.

Proposed Change: Add a bullet under " The PoC Client MAY:"

Support operator specific warning message
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B68 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:  Terminology problem.

Proposed Change: Advanced Revocation Alert

(2 occurrences)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B69 
	2007.01.18
	T
	6.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:  The remaining transmit time notification (listed in 4.1) is missing. If needed, the remaining transmit time notification could be added in a similar way as done in the PoC Server:

Proposed Change: Rephrase as follows:

Support the advanced revocation alert including remaining transmit time notification


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B70 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson
Form: INP
Comment: Media Burst Control Schemes is missing in the PoC Client 
Proposed Change: Include Media Burst Control Schemes in PoC Client 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B71 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.1
	Source: Motorola

Form: INP OMA-REL-2007-0046-INP-POCv2.0_CONR_AD_comments

Comment: PoC Client functionality related to Media Transfer Progress, Final report and performance enhancement is missing.

Proposed Change: 

The PoC Client MAY …….

Supports the Media Transfer Progress Report and Final Report.

Supports the performance enhancement features like Local Grant mode and media buffering.


	Status: OPEN



	B72 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.1 PoC Client
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: supporting Media Burst Control protocol negotiation is enough. No need to describe ‘support Media Burst Control protocol’. Thus inconsistency with Talk Burst control

Proposed Change: Delete ‘support Media Burst Control protocol’ 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B73 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6.1.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:  Second bullet list is not constructed in the correct way.

Proposed Change: 1:st bullet shall end with "; and," instead of "."
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B74 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6.1.3,
8th para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com
Form: INP
Comment: spelling error 

Proposed Change: Replace “Functioning” by “Function”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B75 
	2007.01.18
	T
	6.1.3,
Figure 7
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com
Form: INP

Comment: What is meant by “N” and “M” in the figure? Give an explanation.

Proposed Change: Add an explanation that “N” indicates the number of participants in network A, and “M” indicates the number of participants in network B
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B76 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6.1.3,
Last para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com
Form: INP
Comment: spelling error 

Proposed Change: Replace “acts” by “act”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B77 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6.1.3.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:  The "Support invited parties’ identity information functionality" is spelled different compared to how it is spelled in 4.1 which makes it hard to find.

Proposed Change: invited parties’ identity information ( invited parties identity information
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B78 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6.1.3.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Participants' information in 10:th bullet is not spelled as in all other places in AD, CP etc  

Proposed Change: Participants’ information ( Participant information
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B79 
	2007.01.18
	T
	6.1.3.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:  The bullet: Collects and provides centralized Media quality information

does not use the same name as in e.g. the SD

Proposed Change: Modify as follows:

Collects and provides centralized Media quality feedback information


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B80 
	2007.01.18
	T
	6.1.3.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The bullet Supports PoC Session initiation with multiple Pre-arranged PoC Group Identities

uses a name of this function that does not correspond with the RD, SD etc. 

Proposed Change: Rephrase as follows:

Support PoC Groups Sessions with Multiple Groups

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B81 
	2007.01.18
	T
	6.1.3.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:  The bullet:

Provides information for advanced revocation alert  (maximum transit time, alert margins).
is very unclear. What is "maximum transit time"? 

The advanced Revocation Alert and alert margin is defined in other document so a correction of the terminology is also needed.

Proposed Change: Rephrase as follows:

Provides information for Advanced Revocation Alert (remaining transmit time notification and Alert Margin).

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B82 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6.1.3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:  The "Support invited parties’ identity information functionality" is spelled different compared to how it is spelled in 4.1 which makes it hard to find.

Proposed Change: invited parties’ identity information ( invited parties identity information
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B83 
	2006-01-19
	T
	AD, 6.1.3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove duplicated TBCP and MBCP transfer function bullets.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0007-AD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	B84 
	2006-01-19
	T
	AD, 6.1.3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove duplicated SS supporting the bullet lists.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0007-AD corrections. 
	Status: OPEN

	B85 
	2007.01.18
	E/T
	6.1.3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem. 

Proposed Change: Inviting PoC User ( inviting PoC User
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B86 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6.1.3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:  The construction of the 2 last bullet lists before the figure is not correct. 

Proposed Change: Update as follows:

All bullets except the 2:nd last and the last shall end with a ";"

The second last should end with "; and,

The last should end with "."
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B87 
	2007.01.18
	T
	6.1.3.2 Figure
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: In the figure the "Participating Function Composer" is written in such a way that it looks like it is defined in 3.2. However, it is not. 

Proposed Change: 1) Define in 3.2 or 2) user lower case. 2) is recommended.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B88 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6.1.3.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:  Terminology problem in 1:st bullet.

Proposed Change: user ( PoC User
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B89 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1.3.4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "Retrieval of PoC-specific user access policy documents from the PoC XDMS." is wrong - User Access Policy is retrieved from XDMv2.0 Shared Policy when used with XDMv2.0
Proposed Change: Change to "Retrieval of PoC User access policy documents from the Shared Policy XDMS"
	Status: OPEN

	B90 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1.3.4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The chapter 6.1.3.4 is inconsistent with the chapter 5.2. According to 5.2 "The PoC Server SHALL support the backward compatibility with XDM Servers that are compliant with earlier versions of a XDM Enabler Release." which means that 

POCv2.0 Server has to be able to fetch the PoC Groups from the PoCv1.0 XDMS (if the XDMv1.0 is used) or from XDMv2.0 Shared Group XDMS (if the XDMv2.0 is used)

POCv2.0 Server has to be able to fetch the PoC User Access Policy from the PoCv1.0 XDMS (if the XDMv1.0 is used) or from XDMv2.0 Shared Policy XDMS" (if the XDMv2.0 is used)

It is also not clear whether the location of the PoC Group or PoC User Access Policy depends on the PoC Client version and how does the PoC Server decides when the PoC Client is not registered.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	B91 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1.3.4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The NOTE in 6.1.3.4, while being true for PoC XDMS, does not have any meaning in this chapter as the 6.1.3 defines PoCv2.0 Server behavior.

Proposed Change: remove the NOTE or shift it to 6.1.4
	Status: OPEN

	B92 
	2006-01-19
	T
	AD, 6.1.3.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Change PoC XDMS to Shared Policy XDMS.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0008-AD remove PoC XDMS. 
	Status: OPEN

	B93 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6.1.3.4,
1st bullit
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com
Form: INP

Comment: Wrong server type. In PoC V2.0 these documents are fetched from Shared Policy XDMS (provided the pending decision about Shared XDMSs goes in that direction).

Proposed Change: Replace “PoC XDMS” by “Shared Policy XDMS”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B94 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6.1.3.4,
4th bullit
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com
Form: INP
Comment: No documents are stored in PoC XDMS in PoC V2.0, as there is no such server version in the architecture (provided the pending decision about Shared XDMSs goes in that direction)
Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B95 
	2007.01.10
	T
	6.1.3.4 <NOTE at end of section >
	Source: jonathan.lohr@sonyericsson.com

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: The “NOTE” does not appear to have to do with backward compatibility.

Proposed Change: Delete the note or modify it to indicate which entity is compatible with the PoC 2.0 enabler and must interwork with a PoC 1.0 entity.  A note similar to the one in subclause 6.2.2.2 would be more informative.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B96 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.3.4 XML Document Management functionality
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: PoC Specific Access policy comes from Shared policy XDMS not PoC XDMS
Proposed Change: changing PoC XDMS to Shared policy XDMS 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B97 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6.1.4
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com
Form: INP

Comment: The subclause contains several references to the server type PoC XDMS which is not part of PoC V2.0 (provided the pending decision about Shared XDMSs goes in that direction).
Proposed Change: Replace “PoC XDMS” with the proper type of Shared XDMS  
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B98 
	2006-01-19
	T
	AD, 6.1.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove whole the subclause.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0008-AD remove PoC XDMS. 
	Status: OPEN

	B99 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1.4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is not clear what data the PoC XDMS holds at which situation (combination of PoC Server version, Shared XDM version).

Proposed Change: 

State that

PoCv2.0 XDMS when used with PoCv2.0 Server and XDMv2.0 Shared XDMS does not hold any data as PoC Group is stored in Shared Group XDMS and PoC User Access Policy is stored in the Shared Policy XDMS

PoCv2.0 XDMS when used with PoCv2.0 Server and XDMv1.0 Shared XDMS holds PoC Groups and PoC User Access Policy

PoCv2.0 XDMS when used with PoCv1.0 Server holds PoC Groups and PoC User Access Policy
	Status: OPEN

	B100 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.4
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's Note:  The access policy document is located in the Shared Access Policy XDMS and more cleaning in this subclause may be needed 

Proposed Change: Remove or clean
	Status: OPEN



	B101 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.5 UE PoC Box <fifth bullet>
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: the meaning of ‘Include’ is vague. 

Proposed Change: changing ‘include’ to ‘handle’
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B102 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.6 NW PoC Box <ninth bullet>
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: the meaning of ‘Include’ is vague. 

Proposed Change: changing ‘include’ to ‘handle’
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B103 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1.4, 6.2.2.2, 6.2.2.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "For backward compatibility reasons, PoC Clients and PoC Servers compatible with the PoC 1.0 Enabler Release SHALL be able to access PoC group documents and PoC User access policy using the PoC 1.0 Enabler Release." seem to suggest that the PoCv1.0 Client (when used with PoCv2.0 Server and XDMv2.0) cannot create PoC Groups usable by PoCv2.0 Server and cannot manipulate with PoC User Access Policy in PoCv2.0. it is unclear based on what the PoC Server decides whether to take the data from Share XDMS or PoC XDMS (especially if the PoC Client is not registered).

Similar statements (NOTEs) are in the later chapters.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	B104 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6.2.2.3,
NOTE
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com
Form: INP
Comment: missing text 
Proposed Change: Replace “compatible or later” by “compatible with PoC 2.0 or later” 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B105 
	2007.01.18
	T
	6.2.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Why is the V1.0 AD of XDM referenced. 

Proposed Change: Update to reference the correct version
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B106 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "This entity is specified in [OMA XDM V1.0 AD]." may be incorrect if the XDMv2.0 is used as the XDMv2.0 also defines Aggregation Proxy functionality and there may be extensions against XDMv1.

Proposed Change: Change the statement to "This entity is specified in [OMA XDM V1.0 AD] and [OMA XDM V2.0 AD]." 
	Status: OPEN

	B107 
	2006-01-19
	E
	AD, 6.2.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Use correct version of the reference (XDM AD).

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0001-AD editorials
	Status: OPEN

	B108 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.2.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Reference to OMA XML Document Management Architecture V1.0 

Proposed Change: Replace with XDM 2.0 reference
	Status: OPEN



	B109 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.2.7
	Source: Nortel

Form: OMA-REL-2007-XXXX

Comment: Need specification for the charging entity.

Proposed Change: Add “This entity is specified in [OMA Charging  AD].” as a 2nd paragraph.
	Status: OPEN



	B110 
	2007.01.10
	E
	6.2.8 <Editor’s Note>
	Source: jonathan.lohr@sonyericsson.com
Form: <INP doc>

Comment: Is the Editor’s Note still needed?

Proposed Change: Delete the Editor’s Note.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B111 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.2.8
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's Note:  Provisioning of the fixed PoC Clients should be covered also

Proposed Change: Proposed to add text that allows other provisioning possibilities that are out of scope
	Status: OPEN



	B112 
	2007.01.10
	E
	6.2.9 <Editor’s Note>
	Source: jonathan.lohr@sonyericsson.com
Form: <INP doc>

Comment: Is the Editor’s Note still needed?

Proposed Change: Delete the Editor’s Note.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B113 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.2.9
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's Note:  Provisioning of the fixed PoC Clients should be covered also

Proposed Change: Proposed to add text that allows other provisioning possibilities that are out of scope
	Status: OPEN



	B114 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.2.9
	Source: Nortel

Form: OMA-REL-2007-XXXX

Comment: Where is the Device Provisioning and Management Server entity specified?.
Proposed Change: Add “This entity is specified in [???].” as a 2nd paragraph.
	Status: OPEN



	B115 
	2006-01-19
	T
	AD, 6.2.10
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove PoC Service Settings, because it is PF function and not visible in Interworking interface.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0007-AD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	B116 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.10
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Full Duplex Call Follow On Proceed support is missing (requirement agreed in OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1476)
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	B117 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6.2.10
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Unclear "it" and a "may" in informative text. (1:st paragraph)

Proposed Change: 

for example, it may be realized

(
for example, the PoC Interworking Function can be realized
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B118 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.11
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Full Duplex Call Follow On Proceed support is missing (requirement agreed in OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1476)
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	B119 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.10
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: it is not clear whether the PoC Interworking Function is a separate entity or whether it is a function of PoC Server

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	B120 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1.3.4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Retrieval of PoC-specific user access policy documents from the PoC XDMS 

Proposed Change: Retrieval of PoC-specific user access policy documents from the Shared Policy XDMS
	Status: OPEN

	B121 
	2006-01-19
	T
	AD, 7.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove statement about other protocols.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0007-AD corrections.
	Status: OPEN



	B122 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.3
	Source: Nortel

Form: OMA-REL-2007-XXXX

Comment: MSRP is referenced with no specification given.

Proposed Change: Add reference to MSRP specification in 2nd sentence.
	Status: OPEN



	B123 
	2006-01-19
	T
	AD, 7.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove statement about other protocols.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0007-AD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	B124 
	2007.01.18
	T
	7.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The " progress status report" is a term that we don't use in SD, CP, UP etc.

Discrete Media Burst delivery and progress status report procedures
Proposed Change: Rephrase as follows:
Discrete Media Burst delivery including Discrete Media Transfer Progress Report and final report procedures.

Add also in 3.2 the definition of Discrete Media Transfer Progress Report (see e.g. CP for a definition)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B125 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.4
	Source: Nortel

Form: OMA-REL-2007-XXXX

Comment: MSRP is referenced in the document

Proposed Change: Add reference to MSRP specification in 2nd sentence.
	Status: OPEN



	B126 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.5
	Source: Nortel

Form: OMA-REL-2007-XXXX

Comment: XCAP is referenced with no specification given.

Proposed Change: Add reference to XCAP specification in 2nd sentence.
	Status: OPEN



	B127 
	2006-01-19
	T
	AD, 7.6
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove the subclause.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0008-AD remove PoC XDMS. 
	Status: OPEN

	B128 
	2007.01.18
	T
	7.6, 
7.7 and 
7.8
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: These reference points “belongs” to a PoC V1.0 architecture. They are included for the reason of backward compatibility? 

Proposed Change:  clarify/text
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	B129 
	2006-01-19
	T
	AD, 7.7
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove the subclause.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0008-AD remove PoC XDMS.
	Status: OPEN

	B130 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.7
	Source: Nortel

Form: OMA-REL-2007-XXXX

Comment: XCAP is referenced with no specification given.

Proposed Change: Add reference to XCAP specification in 2nd sentence.
	Status: OPEN



	B131 
	2006-01-19
	T
	AD, 7.8
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove the subclause.

 Proposed Change:   See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0008-AD remove PoC XDMS.
	Status: OPEN

	B132 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.8
	Source: Nortel

Form: OMA-REL-2007-XXXX

Comment: XCAP is referenced with no specification given.

Proposed Change: Add reference to XCAP specification in 2nd sentence.
	Status: OPEN



	B133 
	2006-01-19
	T
	AD, 7.10
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove statement about other protocols.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0007-AD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	B134 
	2007.01.18
	T
	7.10
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The " progress status report" is a term that we don't use in SD, CP, UP etc.

Discrete Media Burst delivery and progress status report procedures
Proposed Change: Rephrase as follows:
Discrete Media Burst delivery including Discrete Media Transfer Progress Report and final report procedures.

Add also in 3.2 the definition of Discrete Media Transfer Progress Report (see e.g. CP for a definition)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B135 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.10
	Source: Nortel

Form: OMA-REL-2007-XXXX

Comment: MSRP is referenced with no specification given.

Proposed Change: Add reference to MSRP specification in 2nd sentence.
	Status: OPEN



	B136 
	2006-01-19
	T
	AD, 7.12
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove statement about other protocols.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0007-AD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	B137 
	2007.01.18
	T
	7.12
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The " progress status report" is a term that we don't use in SD, CP, UP etc.

Discrete Media Burst delivery and progress status report procedures
Proposed Change: Rephrase as follows:
Discrete Media Burst delivery including Discrete Media Transfer Progress Report and final report procedures.

Add also in 3.2 the definition of Discrete Media Transfer Progress Report (see e.g. CP for a definition)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B138 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.12
	Source: Nortel

Form: OMA-REL-2007-XXXX

Comment: MSRP is referenced with no specification given.

Proposed Change: Add reference to MSRP specification in 2nd sentence.
	Status: OPEN



	B139 
	2006-01-19
	E
	AD, 7.13
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Correct the version of the reference to 2.0.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0001-AD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	B140 
	2007.01.18
	T
	7.13
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Why is the V1.0 AD of XDM referenced. 

Proposed Change: Update to reference the correct version
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B141 
	2006-01-19
	E
	AD, 7.14
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Correct the version of the reference to 2.0.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0001-AD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	B142 
	2007.01.18
	T
	7.14
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Why is the V1.0 AD of XDM referenced. 

Proposed Change: Update to reference the correct version
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B143 
	2006-01-19
	E
	AD, 7.15
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Correct the version of the reference to 2.0.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0001-AD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	B144 
	2007.01.18
	T
	7.15
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Why is the V1.0 AD of XDM referenced. 

Proposed Change: Update to reference the correct version
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B145 
	2006-01-19
	E
	AD, 7.16
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0022-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_AD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Correct the version of the reference to 2.0.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0001-AD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	B146 
	2007.01.18
	T
	7.16
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Why is the V1.0 AD of XDM referenced. 

Proposed Change: Update to reference the correct version
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	B147 
	2007.01.18
	E
	7.22
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:  Style problem

Proposed Change: sub-clauses ( subclause
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED


2.3 OMA-TS-PoC_System_Description-V2_0-20061221-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	C1 
	2006-01-19
	T
	SD, General
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: All open Editor's Notes shall be covered and closed.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C2 
	2007.01.22
	E
	Table of contents
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP

Comment: Numbering in the table of contents are not same as real contents. 

Proposed Change: Numbering should be corrected.
	Status: OPEN



	C3 
	2007-01-20
	T
	General
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Should SD TS have SCR Items as well for features like IPI, or Advanced Revocation Alert? These features are not described in CP and it will be hard to refer to them in test specifications.

Proposed Change: Update.  
	

	C4 
	2007-01-20
	T
	0
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Do we need TBCP, Talk Burst, Talk Burst Control, Talk Burst Control Protocol any longer in CP.

Proposed Change: Remove TBCP, Talk Burst, Talk Burst Control, Talk Burst Control Protocol from the whole document.

Add in some cases references to PoC 1.0 AD.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C5 
	2007-01-20
	E
	1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Not according to our editing rules

Proposed Change: section ( clause
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C6 
	2007-01-19
	T
	2.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Reference to XDM AD version 1.0 

Proposed Change: reference XDM AD version 2.0
	Status: OPEN

	C7 
	2007-01-20
	E
	2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The version 1.0 AD occurs 2 times in the reference list: [PoC AD V1.0] and OMA PoC V1.0 AD]
Proposed Change: Remove OMA PoC V1.0 AD]

(Check the rest of SD that the kept reference is used)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C8 
	2007-01-20
	E
	2.1 ([OMA CP])
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Consider changing the reference name, since it is confusing with the OMA PoC Control Plane.

Proposed Change: Update.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C9 
	2007-01-20
	E
	2.1 ([XDM AD])
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  " OMA Group Management Architecture V1.0" should be changed to the correct name: XML Document Management Architecture.

Proposed Change: Update 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C10 
	2007.01.16
	E
	2.2
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: There is an approved  V2.4 version of [OMA Dictionary] 

Proposed Change: refer to new version
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C11 
	2007.01.16
	E
	2.2
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Text leftover at the end of subclause “URL:http://www.3gpp.org/”

Proposed Change: Remove the URL
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C12 
	2007-01-20
	E
	2.2 ([3GPP TR  22.950])
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Do we need to use: " V.6.4.0", would not Release version be sufficient?

Proposed Change: Update
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C13 
	2007-01-20
	E
	2.2
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Some of the references are not used in the TS, for example: [RFC2046], [RFC2617], [RFC3321], etc
Proposed Change: Remove references that are not used.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C14 
	2007-01-20
	E
	2.2 (All RFCs)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  "IETF RFC XXX: " - The text does not need to be reiterated in the description of the reference.

Proposed Change: Remove the beginning of the reference in the description of the reference column.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C15 
	2007-01-20
	E
	3.1
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Formatting error in last sentence.  

Proposed Change: Correct
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C16 
	2007-01-20
	T
	3.2 (Participant Information, PoC Group Administrator)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Definition is missing

Proposed Change: Add definition.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C17 
	2007.01.16
	T
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Local Granted Mode is missing 

Proposed Change: Define Local Granted Mode

(Use UPs definition)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C18 
	2007-01-19
	E
	3.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The style/font is not the same for the table lines (e.g. 1-many-1 PoC Group Session uses different font)

Proposed Change: Apply the same style.
	Status: OPEN




	C19 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "Participant Information" and "PoC Group Administrator" are defined as "TBD".
	Status: OPEN

	C20 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2,  "PoC Group Session"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Definition of "PoC Group Session" is confusing. It is possible to understand the sentence in a way that "PoC Group Session" can be "Pre-arranged PoC Group".

Proposed Change: Change to "A PoC Group Session is a Pre-arranged PoC Group Session, Ad-hoc PoC Group Session or Chat PoC Group Session.  (Source: [OMA-PoC-SD])"
	Status: OPEN

	C21 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2,  "PoC Session Identifier"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Distinction between "PoC Session Identifier" and "PoC Session Identity" is not clear. They seem to describe the same issue.

Proposed Change: Remove "PoC Session Identifier" from the list of definitions and replace "PoC Session Identifier" with "PoC Session Identity" throughout the document. 
	Status: OPEN

	C22 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove unused definitions.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C23 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove unused abbreviations.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C24 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2, "Talk Burst Control Protocol (TBCP)"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "TBCP is defined in these specifications." is incorrect. TBCP was defined in PoCv1.0
Proposed Change: Replace with statement that TBCP was defined in PoCv1.0 User Plane.
	Status: OPEN

	C25 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2 "Pre-established Session"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: it is not clear whether the Pre-established Session containing just Discrete Media not bound to any Media-floor Control Entity is allowed. 
	Status: OPEN

	C26 
	2007-01-20
	T
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Ad-hoc Group is missing

Proposed Change: Define Ad-hoc PoC Group
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C27 
	2007-01-20
	E
	3.2 Advanced Revocation Alert
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem.

Proposed Change: 

advanced revocation alert

( Advanced Revocation Alert


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C28 
	2007-01-20
	E
	3.2 Conversation
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Talk Burst should be replaced with Media Burst

Proposed Change: Talk Burst ( Media Burst
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C29 
	2007-01-20
	E
	3.2 External P2T Networks
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem

Proposed Change: PoC Services ( PoC services
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C30 
	2007-01-20
	T
	3.2 Media Filtering
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Filter does not only apply to a Primary PoC Session

Proposed Change: Remove … for the Primary PoC Session…
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C31 
	2007-01-20
	E
	3.2 Media-floor Control
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problems

Proposed Change: media streams ( Media Streams
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C32 
	2007-01-20
	E
	3.2 Multimedia
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem

Proposed Change: media types ( Media Types
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C33 
	2007-01-20
	E
	3.2 PoC Dispatcher
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Not aligned with CP style.

Proposed Change: Note: ( NOTE:
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C34 
	2007-01-20
	E
	3.2 PoC Group Administrator
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Definition missing
Proposed Change: Ad definition
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C35 
	2007-01-20
	E
	3.2 PoC Session Identity
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains TBCP

Proposed Change: TBCP ( MBCP
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C36 
	2007-01-20
	T
	3.2 Pre-arranged PoC Group
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Unclear or/and

" A Pre-arranged PoC Group is a persistent PoC Group that has an associated set of PoC Users or/and PoC Groups."

Proposed Change: Change to:

A Pre-arranged PoC Group is a persistent PoC Group that has an associated set of PoC Users or PoC Groups or both.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C37 
	2007-01-20
	T
	3.2 QoE profile
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Unclear part in the definition:

"Set of parameters that establish, from a high level point of view, the end PoC User experience in a given PoC Session….."

Proposed Change: Change to:

" Set of parameters that defines, from a high level point of view, the end PoC User experience in a given PoC Session. ….."
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C38 
	2007.01.16
	T
	3.2 Conversation
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The definition

"A Conversation is a series of Talk Bursts within a PoC Session in which the inter-arrival spacing of the Talk Bursts is less than a defined time interval; typically, the Talk Bursts are associated to a logical exchange between two or more users." is unclear from new Media type point of view.

Proposed Change: Rephrase as follows:

A Conversation is a series of Media Bursts within a PoC Session in which the inter-arrival spacing of the Media Bursts is less than a defined time interval; typically, the Media Bursts are associated to a logical exchange between two or more users. A Conversation can include one or more Media Types.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C39 
	2007.01.16
	T
	3.2,
“Participant”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Missing descriptive text

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C40 
	2007.01.16
	E
	3.2,
“PoC Remote Access”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Spelling error

Proposed Change: Replace “an” by “a”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C41 
	2007.01.16
	T
	3.2,
“PoC Service Setting”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Use of wording “convey with” in this context confuses reader. What does it mean here?

Note. There is also a ConR comment for AD on this.

Proposed Change: Rephrase text and align with corresponding term in AD.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C42 
	2007.01.16
	E
	3.2,
“Pre-arranged PoC Group Session”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Spelling error

Proposed Change: Replace “an” by “a”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C43 
	2007.01.16
	E
	3.2,
“Transmit Media Buffering”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: to many “full stops”

Proposed Change: Remove last “full stop”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C44 
	2007.01.16
	T
	3.2,
“Unconfirmed Indication”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Use of wording “egress”. Confusion to reader, as no suitable translation found in any ordinary dictionary. 

Proposed Change:  Rephrase text
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C45 
	2007.01.16
	E
	3.2, 
General
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Descriptive text of different fonts

Proposed Change: Use one single font for all descriptive text
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C46 
	2007.01.16
	T
	3.2,
“Home PoC Server”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: A service provider may operate several PoC Servers, so the explanation seems not so significant from a PoC User’s point of view. Confusion to reader.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C47 
	2007.01.16
	E
	3.2,
“Incoming Instant Personal Alert Barring” and in 3 other def.
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Bad wording using “conveys” in the context.

Also valid for:

“Incoming PoC Session Barring”,

“Invited Parties Identity Information Mode” and 

 “Simultaneous PoC Session Support (SSS)”,

Proposed Change: Replace “conveys” by “indicates”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C48 
	2007.01.16
	E
	3.2,
“Media-floor Control Entity”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: wrong use of definition

Proposed Change: Replace “media Stream” by “Media Stream”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C49 
	2007.01.16
	T
	3.2,
“Media Stream”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Confusion to reader. Using “media flow” in an explanation together with “Media Stream” where “media flow” is not defined confuses reader.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C50 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.2
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Definition of Local QoE Profile.

Proposed Change: Change” (e.g: ‘Basic’ PoC Users participate” to “(e.g: ‘Basic’ Local QoE Profile in PoC Sessions”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C51 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.2
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Definition of PoC Dispatcher 

Proposed Change: Change “is a participant in a 1-many-1 PoC Group Session” to “is a participant in a Dispatch PoC Session”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C52 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.2
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Definition of PoC Fleet Member

Proposed Change: Change “is a participant in a 1-many-1 PoC Group Session” to “is a participant in a Dispatch PoC Session”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C53 
	2007.01.16
	E
	3.2,
“Nick Name”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Wrong reference

Proposed Change: Replace “[PoC XDM”] by “[XDM-Shared-Groups]”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C54 
	2007.01.22
	T
	3.2 Full Duplex Call Follow-on Proceed
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: Inconsistency between RD and SD.  RD says FDCFO is an indication. SD Definition says, A feature which allows PoC Session Participant to request the other PoC Session Participants to set up another independent full duplex voice call 
Proposed Change: Changing the definition description. A feature which allows PoC Session Participant to inform the peer PoC Clients that the PoC User intends to set-up a full duplex call among the peer entities immediately after release of the PoC Session
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C55 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.3
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Abbreviation of QoE is not present

Proposed Change: Include QoE in abbreviations.


	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C56 
	2007.01.16
	T
	3.3
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Missing abbreviations for 3GPP and 3GPP2 (used in subclause 4.13)

Proposed Change: Add 3GPP and 3GPP2 abbreviations.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C57 
	2007.01.16
	E
	3.3,
“IMSI”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Wrong interpretation, see [OMA Dictionary] or 3GPP TR 21.905 “Vocabulary for 3GPP Specifications”

Proposed Change: Change to “International Mobile Subscriber Identity”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C58 
	2007.01.16
	E
	3.3,
“MSISDN”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Complex and incorrect interpretation.  

Proposed Change: Change to “Mobile Subscriber ISDN Number”  (“ISDN” is in [OMA Dictionary] that is referred from SD, so it is already covered)
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C59 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.1.2
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Informative usage of shall.

Proposed Change: Change to SHALL
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C60 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.1.1
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Should we also specify what should be configured in the XDM servers in regards to SIP and TEL?

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C61 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.1.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Need to clarify the relationship between PoC addresses and PoC Clients.

Proposed Change: Clarify that a PoC Address identifies a PoC Client Instance. (i.e if a UE registers multiple PoC Addresses each registered PoC Address identifies a different PoC Client instance of that UE)
	Status: OPEN



	C62 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.1.3 PoC Group Identities <third bullet>
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: Shard List XDMS is correct.

Proposed Change: Shard XDMS should be changed to Shared List XDMS
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C63 
	2007.01.16
	E
	4.1.3,
last bullit
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Wrong server type.

Proposed Change: Replace “Shared XDMS” by “Shared List XDMS”.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C64 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.2.1 
2nd paragraph
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP

Comment: SIP Core should be SIP/IP Core 

Proposed Change: Change SIP Core to SIP/IP Core.
	Status: OPEN



	C65 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.2.1.A

Deactivate/reactivate incoming Media Bursts
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM
Form: INP

Comment: The 2nd sentence says “Deactivation and reactivation are session specific.

But since it is possible to use 2 different Media-floor control entities for each voice and video, it is now Media-floor control entity specific.

Proposed Change: Recommended to change from session specific Media-floor Control Entity specific.
	Status: OPEN



	C66 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.2.2
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  In the sentence: " A PoC User MAY address another PoC User, a P2T User, a PoC Remote Access User, a Pre-arranged PoC Groups and Chat PoC Groups by a SIP URI ", the Pre-arranged and Chat PoC Groups SHALL and not MAY be addressed by SIP URI.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C67 
	
	E
	4.2.2
	Source: <lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: <Pre-arranged PoC Groups and Chat PoC Groups, the word ”groups” should changed from plural to singular > 

Proposed Change: < Change PoC Groups into PoC Group.>
	Status: OPEN

	C68 
	2007.01.22
	E
	4.3

3rd paragraph
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP

Comment: home PoC Server should be Home PoC Server 

Proposed Change: Change home PoC Server to Home PoC Server.
	Status: OPEN



	C69 
	2007.01.16
	E
	4.3.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The 

"NOTE: It is recommended that Service Provider Policy enables this functionality except the case where this functionality is prohibited by local regulations." can be rephrased in order to improve the English.

Proposed Change: Rephrase as follows:

NOTE: It is recommended that the Service Provider Policy enables this functionality except in the case when this functionality is prohibited by local regulations.

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C70 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.3.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: What is " ID Notification Indications "

Proposed Change: Clarify

(several occurrences)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C71 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.4.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Change ' PoC Address Address'  to 'PoC Address'.

Proposed Change:  See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C72 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.4.1
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  " Sender Identification " not defined

Proposed Change: Add definition
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C73 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.4.1
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Correct "PoC Address Address". Also restructure the sentence a bit, since it is hard to read it.

Proposed Change: Clarify. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C74 
	
	E
	4.4.1
<The first sentence of the second paragraph>
	Source: <lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: < The two words ” Address” and “Name” should changed from singular     to plural> 

Proposed Change: < Change Address into Addresses and Name into Names. >
	Status: OPEN

	C75 
	
	E
	4.4.1
<The first sentence of the third paragraph>
	Source: <lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: < The word Addresses was repeated.  > 

Proposed Change: < Remove one word of Addresses >
	Status: OPEN

	C76 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.5.1
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  " UE hosting the PoC Client " Inconsistent usage

Proposed Change: Change to PoC Client.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C77 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.5.1
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  " registration/deregistration MAY be visible to the PoC Server via the POC-2 " How is the deregistration seem by the PoC Server? There is no de-PUBLISH requirement in PoC.

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C78 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.5.1
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Change usage of UE in " the UE SHALL include in the REGISTER request the contact address for the UE POC Box "

Proposed Change: Change to PoC Client.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C79 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.5.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem

Proposed Change: UE POC Box ( UE PoC Box
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C80 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.5.1
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: In this subclause a “network initiated deregistration procedure” is mentioned. Where is that described? Maybe included but could not find anything in CP spec about it, but only about de-registration initiated from User. If a procedure description is out of scope for PoC service that should be stated in SD, otherwise if for example 3GPP TS 24.229 section 5.1.1.7 is applicable a reference should be made in SD and proper actions taken in CP.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C81 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.6
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Inviting PoC User cannot ensure that the PoC Session set up with multiple offered Media Streams result to a PoC Session where all Participants share at least one common Media Type.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C82 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.6.1 General <first + second sentence >
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: the PoC Server serving the originating PoC User is Home network PoC Server which can be CF or can not be. Therefore, first sentence is not true.

Proposed Change: changing ‘the PoC Server serving the originating PoC User’ to ‘the PoC Server performing Controlling PoC function’.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C83 
	2007.01.22
	E/T
	4.6.1.1 Originated procedure  <Title>
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: Originating procedure 

Proposed Change: changing ‘originated’ to ‘originating’
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C84 
	
	
	4.6.1.1

Last paragraph
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: confusing the reason of rejection of the PoC Session invitation related to the Media Types which is used in the existing PoC Session.

Proposed Change: rephrase like this: “When the originating PoC Client sends PoC Session invitation and the PoC Session with the same PoC Session Identity is existing but has no common Media Type to the new invitation, the PoC Server performing the Controlling PoC Function rejects the PoC Session Invitation and includes in the PoC Session Invitation reject response the Media Types used in the existing PoC Session.”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>


	C85 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.6.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C86 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.6.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem

Proposed Change: PoC Client's PoC Session Invitation ( PoC Client's PoC Session invitation

(several occurrences)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C87 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.6.1,
last para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: What is meant by including “Media Types used in the existing PoC Session.”? In 2nd paragraph it is stated that the PoC Client may offer any of the Media Types that it supports, so why must the Media Types be limited to those used in the Session?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C88 
	2007-01-20
	E/T
	4.6.1.1
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  " PoC Session Invitation " not defined. Also, what does it mean in this context? It seems that the last paragraph describes the situation where the session is ongoing. It seems that the "Invitation" does not mean session initiation. Clarification is needed.

Proposed Change: Place Invitation in lower case and clarify
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C89 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.6.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's Note: Possibility to include the relative priorities of the multiple media in the PoC Session offer is FFS. IETF work needs to be checked.
Proposed Change: Resolve
	Status: OPEN



	C90 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.6.1.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's Note: it is FFS under which condition the removal of a media by a PoC Session Participant should result to removal of the media from the PoC Session (from all the PoC Session Participants).
Proposed Change: Resolve
	Status: OPEN



	C91 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.6.2
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Add a note that the Pre-established session might not be supported by the PoC Server, or that PoC Server can either accept or reject the Pre-established Session setup based on support.

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C92 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.6.1.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The editor's note is solved already in the subclause.

Proposed Change: Remove editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C93 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.6.1.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Change ' expell' to 'release' in the last paragraph.  The word 'release' is normally used.

Proposed Change:  See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C94 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.6.1.3

EN
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM
Form: INP

Comment: The following EN is already covered by <remove-media-handling> element in the Shared Group XDM Spec.

Editor's Note: it is FFS under which condition the removal of a media by a PoC Session Participant should result to removal of the media from the PoC Session (from all the PoC Session Participants).
Proposed Change: The EN can be removed.
	Status: OPEN



	C95 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.6.1.3

Session modificatio5th paragraph

2nd sentence
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM
Form: INP

Comment: 
The sentence says “If only changed Media-floor Control Entity bindings are offered, terminating PoC Client SHALL either accept the new Media-floor Control Entity bindings or remove the Media Type in the PoC Session modification response.”
The answer to the offer should be either accept of reject. The sentence is not saying anything how to reject.  “remove the Media Type in the PoC …” is for  accepting also.

Proposed Change: Investigate whether “remove the Media Type…” is needed and also investigate how or when to reject the offer.
	Status: OPEN



	C96 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.6.1.3

Session modificatio6th paragraph


	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM
Form: INP

Comment: 
The paragraph says “If the terminating PoC Client rejects the new offer with changed Media-floor Control Entity bindings or if the Media-floor Control Entity bindings in the PoC Session modification response are not compatible with the offered Media-floor Control Entity bindings, the PoC Server SHALL expel the PoC Client from the PoC Session.”
Is this really true? Since the spec allows the case that one participant use voice and video, and another participant use voice only. In this case, the media-floor control entities for each participant are not the same and still no one is expelled.

Proposed Change: Check whether the SHALL is correct and check whether the expelling is correct also.
	Status: OPEN



	C97 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.6.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Change ' making requests for PoC Sessions'  to easier wording 'initiating PoC Sessions' in the fisrt paragraph.

Proposed Change:  See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C98 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.6.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: it is unclear if Pre-established Session containing just Discrete Media not bound to a Media-floor Control Entity is allowed.
Proposed Change: Stated that the Pre-established Session must contain at least one Media Type bound to a Media-floor Control Entity.
	Status: OPEN

	C99 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.6.2, 2nd  paragraph
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: it is unclear whether Pre-established Session can contain Discrete Media not bound to a Media-floor Control Entity. If the Home PoC Server sends TBCP Connect to the PoC Client, it is not clear whether the Discrete Media not bound to a Media-floor Control Entity are accepted too.
Proposed Change: State either 

that the Pre-established Session cannot contain Media Type not bound to a Media-floor Control Entity or 

PoC Server uses the Pre-established Session only when the Media Types in the Pre-established Session are equal to the Media Types in the incoming PoC Session invitation and when a TBCP Connect is received by a PoC Client for a Pre-established Session, the all the Media Types of the Pre-established Session are accepted (including the Media Types not bound to Media-floor Control Entity).
	Status: OPEN

	C100 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.6.2, 2nd  paragraph
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is unclear whether Pre-established Session containing PoC Speech with MBCP can be used for PoC Speech with TBCP and how the PoC Client gets informed about the floor control protocol limitations.

Proposed Change: State either that it is possible and the PoC Client is informed by Connect field
	Status: OPEN

	C101 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Error in reference

Proposed Change: [OMA PoC AD] ( [PoC AD V2.0]
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C102 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.7
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: "If privacy for the identity is not requested then PoC Servers and SIP/IP Core passes the PoC Address of the inviting PoC User to the Invited PoC User." Expand this sentence, since the previous paragraph was referring to the invited PoC User too. This sentence should take into consideration the situation when the PoC Server does not provide the PoC Address of the Invited PoC Client too.

Proposed Change: Add text. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C103 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.8
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Last bullet is confusing

Proposed Change: …..sending PoC User…. (
….PoC User sending Media…
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C104 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.8
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem in last paragraph

Proposed Change: media ( Media

(several occurrences)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C105 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.8,
last bullit
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Text “or published as a PoC Service Setting by the PoC Client” is confusing to reader, as the text refers to “sending PoC User”. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C106 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.8 Privacy <4th, 5th bullet>
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: the PoC User can directly request privacy with MBCP request message.  

Proposed Change: adding condition privacy is requested by the PoC User with MBCP request message.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C107 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.9
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: usage of Talk Burst Control is missing 

Proposed Change: include “Talk Burst Control SHALL be used for PoC Speech.”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C108 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.9
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: Align with 4.28 Media Burst Control, the last paragraph should be added about the adjustment of queue.

Proposed Change: include “As a  result of a PoC User leaving a PoC Session, if the PoC Session supports queuing and the PoC Session is not released, then the PoC Server SHOULD adjust the queue as necessary (e.g. remove the queued Talk Burst request(s) of the PoC User, etc).” in the last part of the section 4.9.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C109 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.9 Talk Burst control <6th bullet>
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: ‘different’ means actually lower priority.  

Proposed Change: changing ‘different to’ to ‘lower than’
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C110 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.9 Talk Burst control <6th bullet>
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: Before 6th bullet, basic assumption is needed. 

Proposed Change: adding NOTE; The PoC Client can request the permission to talk at a Talk Burst request priority level that is the same as or lower than the highest priority allowed to the Participant.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C111 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.9 Talk Burst Control <Talk Burst Confirm indication>
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: Talk Burst confirm message contains Maximum speaking duration. 
Proposed Change: Maximum speaking duration needs to be described.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C112 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.9 Talk Burst Control <Receiving Talk Burst indication>
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: PoC User identity is provided only if the sender does not request privacy. 

Proposed Change: adding the condition in SHALL sentence. 

i.e., The receiving Talk Burst indication SHALL include:

The identity of the Participant at the PoC Client sending the Talk Burst, if the sender does not request the privacy.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C113 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.9 Talk Burst Control <Receiving Talk Burst indication>
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: Receiving Talk Burst indication is not used for Pre-established Session. Connect message is used for Pre-established Session.

Proposed Change: delete the case of Pre-established Session and make connect message.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C114 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.9 Talk Burst Control
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: disconnect message is missing. 

Proposed Change: adding the indication of disconnect.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C115 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.9 Talk Burst Control <Stop Talk Burst indication>
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: Stop Talk Burst indication is used for stop Talk Burst during speaking. Retry after time is check before speaking. Retry after time value indication is used as a reason of Talk Burst reject response. 

Proposed Change: delete the reason about retry after time value
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C116 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.9
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: State, in the same way as in 4.28 “Media Burst Control”, the Media Types for which TB Control is used. Speech and Discrete Media without binding?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C117 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.9,
6th bullit
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: spelling error and a quote character missing

Proposed Change: Replace “sub cause 4.9.1A Media” by “subclause 4.9.1A “Media”.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C118 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.9,
“Talk Burst Confirm response”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Missing parameters indication of max TB duration and Alert Margin

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C119 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.9,
“Stop Talk Burst indication”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: too many commas at the end of first reason code description

Proposed Change: Replace “,,” by “,”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C120 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.9,
“Stop Talk Burst indication”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: “retry-after time” is not a reason code. Looks like a third reason code alternative.

See also corresponding comment for 4.28.

Proposed Change: reformat text to visibly associate the parameter with the reason code for example:

“Talk Burst too long indicating that the Talk Burst has exceeded the maximum duration; it is followed by a parameter retry-after time with a value indicating how long the PoC Client has to wait before a request to send a Talk Burst will be confirmed.

Note 1: The maximum duration and retry-after time are configurable parameters.”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C121 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.9
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: This shall contain PoC 1.0 information.

Proposed Change: Reference PoC 1.0 AD and include Media Burst Control as follows.

The Talk  Burst Control procedures are enhanced to also include Media Burst Control procedures described in subclause 4.9A "Media Burst Control procedures".

NOTE: The Talk Burst Control high level procedures are described in [PoC AD V1.0] "Talk Burst Control".

Move 4.28 to 4.9A
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C122 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.9
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Statement "In case of Pre-established Session is used, the first receiving Talk Burst indication in the PoC Session is used as an indication of the incoming PoC Session." is inconsistent with 5.2.2.2. 
Proposed Change: Remove the sentence and additionally define Talk Burst Connect message and Talk Burst Disconnect message.
	Status: OPEN

	C123 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.9
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Add "local" to "policy" in the following: " The PoC Server MAY reject a request to send a Talk Burst due to policy decision by the PoC Server ".

Proposed Change: Update
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C124 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.9
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  "A possible reject reason, which SHALL include e.g". It is not clear in this sentence whether the following 4 bullets are mandatory ("SHALL"), or optional ("e.g"). Clarification and re-statement is needed.

Proposed Change: Update
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C125 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.9
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  " Reason code. Possible reject reason MAY be e.g ". Use either MAY or e.g.

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C126 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.9
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  " Only one PoC User in the PoC Session. For example if only one Participant is left in a PoC Session ". the "For example" is not needed.

Proposed Change:  Modify.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C127 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.9
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  " Talk Burst too long indicating that the Talk Burst has exceeded the maximum duration: and ". Remove the "and;". This is confusing regarding the possible reasons.

Proposed Change: Clarify 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C128 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.9
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  " If the PoC Server and the PoC Client support queuing of the Talk Burst request some or all of the following requests/responses/indications SHALL be supported ". Clarification is needed for this part of the section starting with the above sentence. It is not obvious what is SHALL and what is MAY for the listed request and response.

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C129 
	
	T
	4.9 < the last message: Talk Burst request queue position status message>
	Source: < lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: <Talk Burst request queue position status message is not always a response message of queue status reqest message, it could be the queue position message including position information sent by the Controlling PoC Server on its own initiative.>

Proposed Change: <remove the response in the name of this message.>
	Status: OPEN



	C130 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.9
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment:Talk Burst control subclause is misleading.
Proposed Change: Void 4.9 and create 4.9A that talks about Media Burst Control and Talk Burst Control
	Status: OPEN



	C131 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.9.1A
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s Note: The need of priority handling between different Media Types is FFS.
Proposed Change: Resolve
	Status: OPEN



	C132 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.9.1A Media and Talk Burst request priority levels <High priority>
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: if CF receives request message from the PoC client, how long time does it wait for the request of High priority? If it assumes that the PoC server waits for a while, it makes latency of Talk Burst Control. Therefore, High priority should be used in case of queuing. 

Proposed Change: when the PoC Server supports queuing, the request with High priority SHALL be placed in prior to that with normal priority.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C133 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.9.1A Media and Talk Burst request priority levels <normal priority>
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: the description regarding normal priority is not sufficient.
Proposed Change: When queue is supported, the request with Normal priority SHALL be placed in the queue based on time order among the requests with Normal priority. When queue is not supported, the PoC Server grants the permission as early as the request with Normal request or High priority is reached.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C134 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.9.1A Media and Talk Burst request priority levels <Editor’s Note>
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: Each Media has his own Media Burst Control Entity. The priority handling is operated by each Media Burst control entity. Therefore, the priority handling of different Media type can be done by each Media Burst control Entity.
Proposed Change: delete Editor’s Note
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C135 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.9.1A
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Usage of " and/or " needs to be aligned with Poc TWG's agreement.

Proposed Change: Change to X, or B, or both.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C136 
	2007.01.15
	E
	4.9.1A <Editor’s Note >
	Source: jonathan.lohr@sonyericsson.com

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: Is the Editor’s Note still needed?

Proposed Change: Delete the Editor’s Note.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C137 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.9.1
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP
Comment: A quote character is missing in the reference

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C138 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.9.1A
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: wrong bullit format 

Proposed Change: Bullits should be black
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C139 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.9.1A,
1st bullit
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: phrase starting with “unless” needs rephrasing

Proposed Change: Change to “unless the current Talk Burst/Media Burst holder has received a Talk Burst/Media Burst confirm response with pre-emptive priority.”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C140 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.9.1A,
last bullit
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: “Listen-only” seems obsolete wording in PoC V2.0. Are You allowed to watch video streams or only listen to speech?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C141 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.9.1A
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: 3 "and/or" in the same sentences makes the 1:st paragraph unclear.

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C142 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.9.1A
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: 1:st bullet contains unnecessary "talk"s.

Proposed Change: talk ( send Media

to talk or send Media Bursts ( send Media

(2 occurrences)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C143 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.9.1A
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains may stand-alone Talk Burst request.

Proposed Change: If Talk Burst remains in the document:

Talk Burst request (
Talk Burst request/Media Burst request
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C144 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.9.1A
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C145 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.9.2 Local Granted mode <NOTE1>
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: Local Granted mode is negotiated through control plane. Then, Local Granted mode can apply to the first Talk Burst.

Proposed Change: delete Note1
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C146 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.9.2 Local Granted mode <Local Talk Burst granted indication>
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: Local Granted mode is negotiated through control plane. That means the PoC Server does not use MBCP message in order to indicate start of Local Granted mode. 

Proposed Change: delete Local Granted mode indication.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C147 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.9.2
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: We have a definition for Local Granted Mode in UP

Proposed Change: add same definition for SD and clean up the section 4.9.2 Local Talk Burst grated mode to “Local Granted Mode” 


	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C148 
	2007.01.22
	E
	4.9.2
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: 
There is no request or response in the last paragraph  

Proposed Change: 
Delete requests/responses/
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C149 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.9.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The title is not correct. The title occurs also in the text, need to be corrected too.

Proposed Change: Local Talk Burst granted mode ( Local Granted Mode
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C150 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.9.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: This subclause need some cleaning to be aligned with the final solution that are in the UP and CP.

Proposed Change: Clean up this subclause
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C151 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.10
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The PoC Session priority used by Simultaneous PoC Session and the PoC Session Priority used by QoE is to completely different things. But in text the only difference between them is a lower or upper case on "priority". This is very confusing!

Proposed Change: ?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C152 
	2006-01-19
	T
	SD, 4.10.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Correct the SS handling.

Proposed Change:  See 1426R01.
	Status: OPEN

	C153 
	2007.01.20
	T
	4.10.1
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  In the below text is states that the PoC Client SHALL be aware of PoC Server's support of SSS and SHOULD learn about it through DM. If not through DM, how else, since there is SHALL on awareness? Maybe other is outside of scope?

"The PoC Client SHALL be aware if the Home PoC Server supports Simultaneous PoC Sessions. The PoC Client supporting the Simultaneous PoC Sessions SHOULD learn the support of the Simultaneous PoC Sessions in the Home PoC Network via DM-1 interface"

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C154 
	2007.01.16
	E
	4.10.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: 1:st paragraph contains strange English

"…learn the support of the Simultaneous PoC Sessions in the Home PoC Network…"

Proposed Change: Rephrase to:

"….learn if the Home PoC Network supports Simultaneous PoC Sessions in…."
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C155 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.10.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Only when SS is used there are restriction on how many PoC Sessions a PoC Client can handle. A PoC Client running on a PC may handle several while running on a mobile only one or two.

Proposed Change: Update the text to reflect  how it is specified in the CP.

The CR: OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1426R01-CR_SD_4.10_small_addition is trying to solve the issue.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C156 
	2007.01.16
	E
	4.10.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem. What is a media channel?

Proposed Change: media channel ( Media session
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C157 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.10.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Where is this pre-configured setting for priority level

" If the pre-configured setting for the priority level is not defined the PoC Server performing the Participating PoC Function SHALL update the PoC Session priority according to the request. " defined

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C158 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.10.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains may stand-alone Talk Burst .

Proposed Change: If Talk Burst remains in the document:

Talk Burst  (
Talk Burst/Media Burst


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C159 
	
	E
	4.10.2

<The second sentence of the third paragraph>
	Source: <lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: <This sentence says that priority level could be pre-configured by PoC user. But Server Setting couldn’t carry this configuration.> 

Proposed Change: <n/a>
	Status: OPEN



	C160 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.10.3 Setting session priority/lock-in during a PoC Session
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: In order to make consistency between SD and CP, it needs the description about precedence between Primary PoC Session and LockIn PoC Session.

Proposed Change: adding sentence, 

If the PoC Client indicates PoC Session priority and PoC Session locking setting in the same SIP request, PoC Session locking has precedence over PoC Session priority when those apply.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C161 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.10.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains may stand-alone Talk Burst .

Proposed Change: If Talk Burst remains in the document:

Talk Burst  (
Talk Burst/Media Burst


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C162 
	2007.01.20
	T
	4.10.4
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Clarification is needed on the below text. What does the by'pass term mean here? " The PoC Server performing the Participating PoC Function SHALL by-pass the Talk Bursts of the Primary PoC Session mmediately when received, even if it was by-passing the Talk Burst of the Secondary PoC Session. If the PoC User was talking in the Secondary PoC Session, the Talk Burst SHALL NOT be interrupted, but the Talk Burst Control messages SHOULD be sent to the PoC Client. "

Proposed Change: Clarify. Correct "mmidiately".
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C163 
	2007.01.20
	T
	4.10.4
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: There are specific procedures in UP, section 7.5.2. The selection is not only based on the local policy as stated in: " Of the several on-going Talk Bursts the Home PoC Server performing the Participating PoC Function SHALL select the one according to its own policy."

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C164 
	2007.01.20
	E
	4.10.4
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Change "to" to "by" in " NOTE: Media filtering is not affected to Discrete Media "

Proposed Change: Update. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C165 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.10.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: I don't understand this sentence in 2:nd paragraph:

"On the change of the PoC Session the PoC Client SHALL release the Talk Burst if granted or queued."

Proposed Change: Please clarify!
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C166 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.10.4,
3rd para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: spelling error

Proposed Change: Replace “mmediately” by “immediately”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C167 
	
	E
	4.10.4
<The first sentence of the third paragraph>
	Source: <lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: < spelling mistake > 

Proposed Change: < Change mmediately into immediately >
	Status: OPEN

	C168 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.10.4,
last para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: What is meant by “where the Talk Burst starts first”? Is it related to a request queue, or just what happens to come in as a first Talk Burst request? Confusion to reader.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C169 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.10.6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains may stand-alone Talk Burst .

Proposed Change: If Talk Burst remains in the document:

Talk Burst  (
Talk Burst/Media Burst


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C170 
	2007.01.20
	T
	4.10.7
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Does the PoC User communicate the max number of SSS to the PoC Server? " PoC Clients MAY have provisioned attributes to tell how many Simultaneous PoC Sessions they are allowed to participate The PoC Server SHALL NOT establish more PoC Sessions to the PoC Client having already reached the maximum amount of Simultaneous PoC Sessions " 

Proposed Change: Clarify.  Maybe addition to the second sentence of  "if known" would be helpful.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C171 
	2007.01.20
	T
	4.11
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  " The receiver report includes ". Is it SHALL or MAY.

Proposed Change: Make is normative text. Same for the sender report.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C172 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.12
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains may stand-alone Talk Burst .

Proposed Change: If Talk Burst remains in the document:

Talk Burst  (
Talk Burst/Media Burst


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C173 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.12,
2nd last paragraph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: If any side can initiate the User Plane adaptation procedure is what is meant here then use other wording than “another” 

Proposed Change: replace “another” by “either”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C174 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.13
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: A reference to 3GPP/3GPP2 documents for Audio codecs is missing.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C175 
	2007.01.20
	E
	4.15
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Remove "/" usage in : "IMSI and/or MSISDN"

Proposed Change: Change to IMSI, or MSISDN, or both.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C176 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.15.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Dynamic PoC Groups and Moderated PoC Groups are not defined and out of scope of PoCv2.0. PoC Moderator is not defined and is out of scope of PoCv2.0
Proposed Change:  Remove Dynamic PoC Groups and Moderated PoC Groups, PoC Moderator from the text.
	Status: OPEN

	C177 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.15.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note about role taken by the served Participants.
Proposed Change: This editor's note can be removed since the role is transported in the contact (dispatcher ( dispatcher) no info ( fleet member)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C178 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.15.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note regarding whether it exists a specific action to remove a Media Type

Proposed Change: The editor's note can be removed since it is already described in 4.6.1.3.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C179 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.15.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s Note: It is for FFS if the PF can always know the role taken by the served Participants and any possible changes to that role.
Proposed Change: Resolve
	Status: OPEN



	C180 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.15.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s Note: It is for FFS whether it exists a specific action to remove a Media Type from the PoC Session or if the removal is automatically performed by the PoC Server as a consequence of disconnecting a Media Type from a Participant or due to other reason.
Proposed Change: Resolve
	Status: OPEN



	C181 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.15.1,
2nd EN
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: A CR has been introduced about  removing media (policy) in CP spec, and action elements for media handling. 

Proposed Change: Remove EN
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C182 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.15.1
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: “Dynamic PoC Groups” and “Moderated PoC Groups” are not defined in PoC enabler V2.0 outside RD.

Proposed Change: Remove from text in SD, or add procedures in CP for handling of these features.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C183 
	2007.01.20
	T
	4.15.2
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The section requires the PoC server to provide information about other PoC services. IT should be added that this information SHALL be provided, if service is supported.

Proposed Change: Update 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C184 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.15.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s Note: Credit Control details are for FFS. Perhaps a new subclause is needed in order to clarify this issue.
Proposed Change: Resolve
	Status: OPEN



	C185 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.15.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note regarding credit control.

Is credit control required in the RD.

Proposed Change: Remove editor's note add the note:

NOTE: Credit control is out of scope of PoC Release 2.0.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C186 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.15.3
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Should not this subclause be moved to PoC V2.0 AD document?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C187 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.15.3,
Figure 1
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: PoC XDMS Is not used for PoC V2.0 charging.
Investigate which are the XDM node elements interfacing charging for PoC V2.0 service, so that the figure can be updated.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C188 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.15.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The structure of the list need to be cleaned.

Proposed Change: Clean as follows:

All bullets except the second last and last should end with ";", the second last shall end with "; and,". The last shall end with "."

(Both lists need this cleaning)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C189 
	2007.01.20
	T
	4.18
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Align the section with the decision of moving PoC XDM's User Access Policy to Shared Policy XDM.

Proposed Change: Update.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C190 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.18.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's Note:  The exceptions to the main rule are FFS.

What exceptions?
Proposed Change: Delete Editor’s Note
	Status: OPEN



	C191 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.18.2.4

4.26.5

4.34
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  It is not clear whether the IPI is optional or mandatory for the PoC Server. The section indicates that IPI is mandatory for the network, but according to the sections 4.18.2.4 and 4.34, it is optional for the PoC Server.

Proposed Change:  Update SD with the correct information.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C192 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.18.1, 1st paragraph
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The PoC User Access Policy is not located in the PoC XDMS, but in the XDMv2.0 Shared Policy XDMS
Proposed Change:  State that PoC User Access Policy is stored in XDMv2.0 Shared Policy XDMS
	Status: OPEN

	C193 
	2006-01-19
	T
	SD, 4.18.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Change PoC XDMS to Shared  Policy XDMS.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0009-SD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	C194 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.18.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Access Control management includes operations that allow the XDMC to reliably manipulate the PoC User access policy located in the PoC XDMS and PoC Group authorization rules located in the Shared Group XDMS.

Proposed Change: Access Control management includes operations that allow the XDMC to reliably manipulate the PoC User access policy located in the Shared Policy XDMS and PoC Group authorization rules located in the Shared Group XDMS.

	Status: OPEN

	C195 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.18.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C196 
	2006-01-19
	T
	SD, 4.18.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove MAO, not specified in PoC XDMS.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C197 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.18.2,
1st para-graph and 2nd last paragraph (about IPII)
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: PoC XDMS is not used for PoC V2.0

Proposed Change: Replace “PoC XDMS” by “Shared Policy XDMS”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C198 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.18.2,
1st para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: No such server “Shared XDMS”

Proposed Change: Replace “Shared XDMS” by “Shared List XDMS”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C199 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.18.2
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Rules violation in [COMMONPOL] if “block” overrules other actions with higher value, as would be the case for <allow-invite> if the described “main rule” is applied. 

Note. There is also a ConR comment issued on XDM V2.0 Enabler about modification of <allow-invite> element.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C200 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.18.2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The "invited party identity information access rules" supersedes the "Allow PoC Users to be treated in Automatic Answer Mode". This must be clear in this subclause too.

Proposed Change: Add in this subclause a NOTE as follows:

NOTE: The Automatic Answer Mode setting is superseded by the invited party identity information access rules as specified in 4.18.2.4 "Invited party identity information access rules". 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C201 
	2007.01.22
	T


	4.18.2.2

Media Type specific access rules

1st bullet
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM
Form: INP

Comment: The 3rd bullet says “•
Allow PoC User to configure Automatic or Manual Answer Mode for PoC Session offering Discrete Media.”
It needs more description as written in the RD FUNC-EPE-MB-007 as following.

The PoC Service Infrastructure SHALL use the Automatic Answer Mode as the default Answer Mode for the PoC Sessions with only messaging Media or when adding messaging to the on-going PoC Session

Proposed Change: Add the description for default value as written in RD.
	Status: OPEN



	C202 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.18.2.2

Media Type specific access rules

1st bullet
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM
Form: INP

Comment: 
The 1st bullet says “•
Allow PoC User to configure Automatic or Manual Answer Mode for PoC Session offering Video”.

It needs more description as written in the RD FUNC-EPE-MB-006 for default value as following. 

The PoC Service Infrastructure SHALL use the Manual Answer Mode as the default Answer Mode for the PoC Sessions when video is the Media (the PoC User can configure the Answer Mode as he wishes).
Proposed Change: Add the description for default value as written in RD.
	Status: OPEN



	C203 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.18.2.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: If the PoC Server supports PoC Box the PoC XDMS SHALL support storing of PoC Box criteria access rule conditions.

- not included in PoC OMA-TS-PoC-XDM-V2_0-20061220-D.doc 

Proposed Change: 

	Status: OPEN

	C204 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.18.2.4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: If the PoC Server supports the invited party identity information functionality the PoC XDMS SHALL support storing of invited party identity information access rules. 

- not included in PoC OMA-TS-PoC-XDM-V2_0-20061220-D.doc 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C205 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.18.2.4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 

The feature does not seem to bring any value to the terminating PoC User. 

The fact that the PoCv2.0 INVITE contains more information usable to the PoC User (IPII) should not result to turning off PoCv1.0 feature (auto answer mode). 

The Invited PoC Client has no way to predict whether it gets the INVITE with IPII or without it. If turned on, the behavior of the Invited PoC Client will be quite unpredictable to the PoC User.

Proposed Change:  Remove the feature.
	Status: OPEN

	C206 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.18.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  Some actions (e.g. Media Type adding, Media Type removing and Dispatcher related actions) are missing.
Proposed Change:  Add the missing actions.
	Status: OPEN

	C207 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.18.3
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: It should also be a requirement that the authorization rules support action “Allow/block PoC User of a certain age to join a conference” (and to apply element <age-restrictions> specified in Shared Group XDM spec). If this access rule shall be applied only to Chat PoC Groups or not is FFS. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C208 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.18.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  Privacy service setting (as specified in CP, 6.1.2 PoC Service Settings procedure, 9 e) is missing.
	Status: OPEN

	C209 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.18.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The QoE and Dispatcher rules need to be here also!

Proposed Change: Update to include also QoE authorization rules.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C210 
	
	E
	4.18.3
	Source: <lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: <For the consistency of the whole SD document, the naming of conference should be changed into PoC Session and the naming of conference state should be changed into Participant Information.> 

Proposed Change: < Change the naming of conference into PoC Session and the naming of conference state into Participant Information>
	Status: OPEN

	C211 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.18.3
PoC Group authorization rules
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM
Form: INP

Comment: In the first sentence, pre-defined PoC Group is being used but Pre-arranged PoC Group is correct.

Proposed Change: Change the pre-defined PoC Group to Pre-arranged PoC Group.
	Status: OPEN



	C212 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.19
Incoming PoC Session Barring
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM
Form: INP

Comment: The subclause says “if ISB active, then PF SHALL send a “busy” response”.

But 4.29.3 NW PoC Box handling says following.

The conditions for routing the incoming PoC Session to NW PoC Box SHALL be:
when the ISB setting of the Invited PoC User is set to “ISB active”.

Proposed Change: Need to align between 4.19 and 4.29.3.
	Status: OPEN



	C213 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.20
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: missing text

Proposed Change: replace “”Alert and” by “Alert to the PoC Client and”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C214 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.21
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Change the number '4.21.A' to 4.21A'.

Proposed Change:  See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C215 
	2007.01.16
	E
	4.21
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: There is no need for backward compatibility reasons to use 4.21.A.

Proposed Change: Renumber subclause 4.21.A ( 4.21.1

(Update reference too)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C216 
	2007.01.16
	E
	4.21
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem.

Proposed Change: media ( Media
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C217 
	2007.01.16
	E
	4.21.A
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem.

Proposed Change: media on hold ( Media on hold
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C218 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.21.A
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: spelling error 

Proposed Change: replace “Media Streams is” by “Media Stream is”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C219 
	2007.01.20
	T
	4.22
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  There is no mention on Ad-hoc PoC Group. By definition Ad-Hoc PoC Group is not PoC Group, since definition asks for pre-defined set of users. Section 4.22 then mentions that the allowed means of communication for PoC are 1-1, 1-many for PoC Groups and 1-many-1.

Proposed Change: Clarify the text to make sure all types of communication are described properly.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C220 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.22.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Align the title with all other subclauses under 4.22 by using the title 'Communication in a 1-1 PoC Session'.

Proposed Change:  See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C221 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.22.2
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Last sentence (about default) could be moved to a separate paragraph to highlight this fact.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C222 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.22.3,
1st para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: As “Dispatcher” role is indicated in the paragraph, indicate also corresponding existence of Fleet Members in the paragraph

Proposed Change: Replace “set of Ordinary Participants” by “set of Ordinary Participants (e.g. PoC Fleet Members)”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C223 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.22.3,
6th para-graph 

and General for SD
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: “Pre-arranged PoC Group Member” does not exist as definition. And not “Member” either, but only “Pre-arranged PoC Group”. 

Using “Find” for “Member” gave the following result in SD:

 “Member” exists only as “Member” in combination with “PoC Fleet”. This is correct according to definition.

“member” is used correctly in combination with other wording, for example “invite member(s)”.

“Member” is consequently used throughout in combination with “Pre-arranged PoC Group”.

“Member” exists both as “member” and “Member” in combination with “PoC Group”.

Proposed Change: Add a definition of “Pre-arranged PoC Group Member”; and 

“member” should be used in combination with “PoC Group”.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C224 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.22.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: 'Member' is not defined in 3.2 and should be written by lower case m.

Proposed Change:  See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C225 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.22.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note regarding that the RD may need to be revised to consider the “MAY” above. Limiting the MAY to a SHALL or SHOULD would break the backward compatibility to 1.0.
Proposed Change: Remove editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C226 
	
	E
	4.22.3
<The second sentence of the last paragraph>
	Source: <lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: < Lose double quotation marks after  Error! Reference source not found. "Error! Reference source not found.> 

Proposed Change: <Add double quotation marks after  Error! Reference source not found. "Error! Reference source not found.>
	Status: OPEN

	C227 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.22.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s note: The RD may need to be revised to consider the “MAY” above.
Proposed Change: Resolve in RD and remove
	Status: OPEN



	C228 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.22.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s Note: Credit Control details are for FFS. Perhaps a new subclause is needed in order to clarify this issue.
Proposed Change: Resolve
	Status: OPEN



	C229 
	2006-01-19
	T
	SD, 4.23
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Fixed PoC Client provisioning shall be covered, too, and the corresponding EN shall be closed.

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	C230 
	2007.01.20
	E
	4.23
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: The following text should use full wording for CP and DM.  " either via OMA CP or via OMA DM profile "

Proposed Change: Do not abbreviate CP and DM other than in pre-defined references. OR ass CP abbreviation to the abbreviations section 3.3. It is suggested that maybe some other abbreviation than CP is used, not to be confused with Control Plane.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C231 
	
	E
	4.23
<The fifth paragraph>
	Source: <lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: < Spelling mistake > 

Proposed Change: < Change any into many >
	Status: OPEN

	C232 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.23
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Wrong reference

Proposed Change: Replace “[OMA-DM]” by “[OMA DM]”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C233 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.23
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's Note:  Provisioning of the fixed PoC Clients should be covered also

Proposed Change: Proposed to add text that allows other provisioning possibilities that are out of scope
	Status: OPEN



	C234 
	2007.01.16
	E
	4.24
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Subclause need to be updated with regards to media and Talk Burst.

Proposed Change: media ( Media

Talk Burst ( Media Burst 


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C235 
	
	E
	4.24

<The first sentence of this section>
	Source: <lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: <This sentence is about QoS classes used by a PoC network. QoS classes are not defined and supported by a PoC network but underlying network.> 

Proposed Change: <Change a PoC network into underlying network carrying PoC network.>
	Status: OPEN



	C236 
	2007.01.16
	E
	4.25
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Style on Note need to be aligned with CP style.

Proposed Change: Change style:

Note ( NOTE: 

using "NO" style.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C237 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.26
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C238 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.26
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The PoC Service settings are not consistent between CP, section 6.1.2 and SD, section 4.26.

Proposed Change:  Update CP and SD.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C239 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.26
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s Note: Management object file and the AC file  shall be updated accordingly.
Proposed Change: Resolve in AC and MO and remove
	Status: OPEN



	C240 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.26,
1st bullit list
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Wrong name of function

Proposed Change: Replace “Incoming Session Barring” by “Incoming PoC Session Barring”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C241 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.26,
1st bullit list
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: According to ERELD “Invited Parties Identity Information” functionality is optional. This is also stated in SD 4.26.5.

Proposed Change: State that PoC Client MAY support PoC Service Setting for IPIIM (move it to 2nd bullit list)
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C242 
	2007.01.20
	T
	4.26.1
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The only support that is required from the PoC Client is automatic OR manual answer mode. Both of them are not needed to be supported. That means that the PoC User will not always have an option of changing PoC Answer Mode Setting.

Proposed Change: Update 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C243 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.26.4,
NOTE
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Better to state WHEN the new SSS value will take effect (in case of reduction and increase respectively)

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C244 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.26.4,
NOTE
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Not clear if PoC User is allowed to change the value, or if this change only can be done by the operator

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C245 
	2007.01.20
	T
	4.26.5
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The section states: " NOTE: When there is no available service setting value for IPIIM, the default value is “IPIIM not active”", but section n25 places the IPI setting as mandatory. If it is mandatory the PoC Client will always send IPI setting. No default value should be necessary in IPI is mandatory.

Proposed Change: Clarify is this setting should be mandatory or not. Also update CP, since it is missing IPI setting. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C246 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.26.5,
2nd para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Use neutral wording

Proposed Change: Replace “his” by “the”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C247 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.26.6
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: The name of settings in the bullit list does not correspond to the headings used in this subclase. Confusion to reader that will not know which is the real name of them

Proposed Change: Align naming of settings in the subheadings and the bullit list.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C248 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.26.6
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: There is no description about the operation of PoC Client and PoC Server.
Proposed Change: Support of Media Content Included in a Request Support is optional for both the PoC Server and the PoC Client (according to RD 6.1.3.1). 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C249 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.27.1
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: It is not clear to the reader the purpose of Media-floor Control and the binding. To keep track of protocol instance controlling the Media Stream, or not to mix Media Types in a Media Stream, or to prevent Participants to interfere in each others Media Streams?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C250 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.27.1,
1st para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: “depending on type of protocol”? Isn’t it “depending on if talk or sending Media Bursts”?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C251 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.27.1,
Figure 2 and 3
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: What is the principle difference between the two figures and the message to the reader? Is it that “Video” can be controlled in different Control entities depending on if it goes together with Audio or not? Otherwise, to me Figure 2 is not needed, as Figure 3 has the same info.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C252 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.27.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Use consistent terminology instead of 'session re-negotiation procedure'.

Proposed Change:  See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C253 
	2007.01.20
	E
	4.27.1
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Above figure 3, add a small description, similar to the one above figure 2. Otherwise it is hard to see when does the explanation for the figure 2 end.

Proposed Change: Add something like for figure2: "Figure 2 “Media-floor Control” shows an example of the relation between Media-floor Control Entities in the PoC Server and PoC Clients."
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C254 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.27.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Clarify that MBCP is handled in CF (not PF).

Proposed Change:  See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C255 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.27.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove the figure 1, because everything is covered in the figure 2.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C256 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.27.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Use lower case 't' after ',' below the figure.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C257 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.27.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Clarify the text by moving the word 'only' in the correct place in several sentences.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C258 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.27.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The 1:st paragraph reference to the Talk Burst Control Procedures or the Media Control Procedures. What is the condition for selecting one or the other?

According to my opinion the subclause is only valid to Media Burst Control since if PoC Speech is the only Media no Media-control entity is included.

Proposed Change: Remove Talk Burst Control from this subclause. Further, this subclause could be moved to be a subclause to the Media Burst Control subclause i.e 4.9.x.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C259 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.27.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The bullet list

"The characteristics of a Media-Floor Control Entity SHALL be:

protocol (Media Burst Control, Talk Burst Control); and,
Media-floor Control Entity identity."
could now be rephrased.

Proposed Change: Rephrase as follows:

A Media-Floor Control Entity SHALL be identified by a unique identifier.

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C260 
	2006-01-19
	T
	SD, 4.27.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: The text "The PoC Server SHALL send OK response to the originating PoC Client when it receives first acceptance response from one of the terminating PoC Clients in 1-1 PoC Session, Ad-hoc PoC Group Session, and Pre-arranged PoC Group Session." is not aligned with CP. 

Proposed Change: Correct the text to be consistent with CP.
	Status: OPEN

	C261 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.27.2,
3rd last paragraph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: What is meant by “Media”. Should it be “Media Type”?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C262 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.27.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: 'Session modification' is not defined in the subclause 3.2 and should be written with lower case initiatives.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C263 
	2007.01.16
	E
	4.27.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem in 2:nd paragraph.

Proposed Change: Change

Session Modification ( session modification
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C264 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.27.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note 1. The paragraph above covers editor's note and can be removed.

Proposed Change: Remove editor's note 1.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C265 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.27.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note 2.

Proposed Change: The editor's note can be replaced with the following text:

When sending OK response to the originating PoC Client for a joining an existing Chat PoC Group Session or re-joining an ongoing PoC Group Session the PoC Server SHALL answer with the same or subset of the Media Types, Media-floor Control Entities and the Media-floor Control Entity bindings, if binding exists based on those used in the ongoing PoC Group Session. 


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C266 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.27.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s Note 1: The cases for the originating PoC Server to send same Media Types and Media-floor Control Entities or subset of them needs to be specified.
Proposed Change: Resolve
	Status: OPEN



	C267 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.27.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s Note 2: A Chat PoC Group Session may have different procedure, and it is FFS..
Proposed Change: Resolve
	Status: OPEN



	C268 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.27.2
Binding between Media Types and Media-floor Control Entities
3rd paragraph
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP

Comment: 
The following 2 sentences in the 3rd paragraph are conflicting each other regarding mandatory or optional.

“When sending INVITE request to the terminating PoC Server, the originating PoC Server SHALL offer the same Media Types and Media-floor Control Entities as offered in the incoming INVITE request received from the originating PoC Client. 
According to the originating PoC User's PoC service subscription, the originating PoC Server MAY offer less Media Types than those offered in the original INVITE request.”
Proposed Change: 2 sentences need to be consistent.
	Status: OPEN



	C269 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.28
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  "In case of Pre-established Session is used, the first receiving Media Burst indication in the PoC Session is used as an indication of the incoming PoC Session." is incorrect.

Proposed Change: Remove the sentence and additionally define Media Burst Connect message and Media Burst Disconnect message.
	Status: OPEN

	C270 
	
	T
	4.28 < the last message: Media Burst request queue position status message>
	Source: < lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: < Talk Burst request queue position status message is not always a response message of queue status reqest message, it could be the queue position message including position information sent by the Controlling PoC Server on its own initiative.>

Proposed Change: < remove the response in the name of this message. >
	Status: OPEN



	C271 
	2006-01-19
	T
	SD, 4.28, bullet 3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Correct the bullet 3 to clarify that media floors are not necessarily bound together.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0009-SD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	C272 
	2006-01-19
	T
	SD, 4.28

Bullet 6
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Is 'MAY' correct here ?.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C273 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.28

Bullet 8
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: 'Priority' is not defined in the subclause 3.2 and should be written with lower case initiatives.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C274 
	2007.01.20
	E
	4.28
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Add "local" to "policy" in the following:

" The PoC Server MAY reject a request to send a Media Burst due to policy decision by the PoC Server "

Proposed Change: Update
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C275 
	2007.01.20
	T
	4.28 (bullet: Media Burst Confirm response)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The "and;" in not needed in the list in: A PoC Session Identifier; and ""

Proposed Change: Remove the "and"
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C276 
	2007.01.20
	T
	4.28 (bullet: Media Burst Reject response)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  In the following it is not clear if the included list is mandatory "SHALL" or optional "e.g.":

" A possible reject reason, which SHALL include e.g."

Proposed Change: Clarify. Consider also the "and;" in the 4th sub-bullet.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C277 
	2007.01.20
	T
	4.28
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: " If the PoC Server and the PoC Client support queuing of the Media Burst request some or all of the following requests/responses/indications SHALL be supported " 

Clarification is needed for this part of the section starting with the above sentence. It is not obvious what is SHALL and what is MAY for the listed request and response.

Proposed Change: Clarify 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C278 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.28 Media Burst Confirm
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The Media Burst Confirm is missing the Alert margin parameter

Proposed Change: Add the alert margin to the Media Burst Confirm indication
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C279 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.28 
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The Reasons in Stop Media Burst indication need to be updated.

Proposed Change: Update according to UP
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C280 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.28 
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The Reasons in Media Burst reject need to be updated.

Proposed Change: Update according to UP
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C281 
	2007.01.16
	E
	4.28
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem in the 3:rd last paragraph.

Proposed Change: media ( Media
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C282 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.28,
“Media Burst Confirm response”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: The response may also include an “Alert Margin” according to subclause 4.32 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C283 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.28,
“Stop Media Burst indication”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: “retry-after time” is not a reason code. Looks like a third reason code alternative.

See also corresponding comment for 4.9.

Proposed Change: reformat text to visibly associate the parameter with the reason code for example:

“Media Burst too long indicating that the Media Burst has exceeded the maximum duration; it is followed by a parameter retry-after time with a value indicating how long the PoC Client has to wait before a request to send a Media Burst will be confirmed.

Note 1: The maximum duration and retry-after time are configurable parameters.”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C284 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.28,
“Media Burst Aknowledgement”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: This indication is only sent if acknowledgement was requested by the PoC Server?

Proposed Change: Clarify text
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C285 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.28,
last para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Is not this principle (adjusting the queue) also valid for Talk Burst Control.? It is not stated in subclause 4.9 “ Talk Burst Control”
Proposed Change: Add a description in 4.9
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C286 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.29
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is not defined how the Inviting PoC User is informed about PoC Box participation in the PoC Session when the Inviting PoC User uses PoCv1.0 Client. PoCv1.0 Client does not recognize the PoC Box feature tag.
	Status: OPEN

	C287 
	2007-01-19
	E
	4.29.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "Boc" -> "Box".
	Status: OPEN

	C288 
	2006-01-19
	T
	SD, 4.29.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Correct the PoC Box functionality to work together with SS functionality.

Proposed Change: OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1487-CR_SD_4.29_align_PoC_Box_with_SS
	Status: OPEN

	C289 
	2006-01-19
	T
	SD, 4.29.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Clarify the last sentence to say, if it question about originating or terminating PoC Client.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C290 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.29.1,
2nd para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: The paragraph needs re-phrasing (too many “to” makes it unreadable)

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C291 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.29.1,
NOTE
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: refer to subclause where the PoC Box criteria access rules are described (4.18.2.3) 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C292 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.29.1,
6th para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: wrong wording used in paragraph starting with “If PoC Client…”

Proposed Change: Replace “inviting PoC User” by “Inviting PoC Client”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C293 
	2007.01.22
	E
	4.29.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: pParticipants

Proposed Change: Participants
	Status: OPEN



	C294 
	2007.01.22
	E
	4.29.2, 4.29.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: UE and NW PoC Box text needs to be aligned  :

SHOULD accept the invitation immediately
Proposed Change: add immediately also to 4.29.3


	Status: OPEN



	C295 
	2007.01.22
	E
	4.29.2, 4.29.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: UE and NW PoC Box text needs to be aligned :

Proposed Change: Move following common text from 4.29.3 to 4.29.1 or another  separate subclause

The PoC Client MAY publish the PoC Service Setting for the PoC Box function and the parameters for the PoC Service Setting SHALL contain the PoC User’s unwillingness to route the incoming PoC Session to the PoC Box or the indication whether the incoming PoC Session is routed to the PoC Box unconditionally or conditionally as specified in subclause 4.26.7 "PoC Box use".

The conditions for routing the incoming PoC Session to NW PoC Box SHALL be:
when the PoC Server does not receive the ringing response from the PoC Client for certain time after the PoC Server sent the invitation to the PoC Client in case of Manual Answer Mode;

when the PoC Server does not receive the invitation accept or reject response from the PoC Client for certain time after the Poc Server received the ringing response from the PoC Client in case of Manual Answer Mode;

when the PoC Server does not receive the invitation accept or reject response from the PoC Client for certain time after the PoC Server sent the invitation to the PoC Client in case of Automatic Answer Mode; and

when the ISB setting of the Invited PoC User is set to “ISB active”.

The conditions for routing the incoming PoC Session to NW PoC Box SHOULD be:

when the PoC Client already participated in another PoC Session and the PoC Client does not support the Simultaneous PoC Sessions.

The parameter of the PoC Service Setting for the several conditions SHALL be expressed as only one indication.

The XDMC in the UE SHALL allow the PoC User to change its willingness to route the incoming PoC Sessions to NW PoC Box when the PoC Client is not registered with the SIP/IP Core as specified in subclause 4.18.2.3 "PoC Box criteria access rules".


	Status: OPEN



	C296 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.29.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Use PoC Box' instead of PoC Boc'.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C297 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.29.2
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Change the usage of UE in first paragraph to PoC Client. Also, in :

" PoC Address of the sending PoC User "

change PoC User to PoC Client.

Proposed Change: Update.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C298 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.29.2,
1st para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: missing reference

Proposed Change: Replace “4.5.1” by “4.5.1 “General””
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C299 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.29.2,
1st para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: spelling error

Proposed Change: replace “PoC Boc” by “PoC Box”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C300 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.29.2
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Add a paragraph similar to 1st paragraph in 4.29.3 to explain the UE PoC Box function.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C301 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.29.3
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Change PoC User to PoC Client in:

" PoC Address of the sending PoC User "

Proposed Change: Update
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C302 
	2006-01-19
	T
	SD, 4.29.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Correct the text to cover the case, when user manually 'moves' the incoming PoC Session to PoC Box.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C303 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.29.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "when the PoC Server does not receive the ringing response from the PoC Client for certain time after the PoC Server sent the invitation to the PoC Client in case of Manual Answer Mode" – reliability of 180 Ringing transmission between terminating PoC Client and the terminating Participating PoC Function is not ensured in the PoCv2.0.

The same is valid for "after the Poc Server received the ringing response from the PoC Client".
Proposed Change: Either remote the condition or require 100rel for the INVITE.
	Status: OPEN

	C304 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.29.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The case when the Invited PoC User rejected the PoC Session invitation is missing from the list of conditions for PoC Box routing.

Proposed Change: Add the condition.
	Status: OPEN

	C305 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.29.3,
2nd last paragraph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: What is meant? Is it that there should only be ONE PoC Service Setting parameter holding all values? (this is already stated in 4.26.7 anyway, so that seems not needed to state here)

Proposed Change: Remove sentence.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C306 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.31.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "Pre-established PoC Sessions" is not defined. The proper term is "Pre-established Sessions"

Proposed Change: replace with "Pre-established Sessions"
	Status: OPEN

	C307 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.31
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Use terminology correctly: 'manual answer override' and 'polite calling'.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C308 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.31.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Use terminology correctly: 'manual answer override' and 'polite calling'.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C309 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.31.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Use terminology correctly: 'manual answer override' and 'polite calling'.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C310 
	2006-01-19
	T
	SD, 4.31.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Change 'any' to 'all' in the numbered bullet 1 to be consistent with 4.18.2.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0009-SD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	C311 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.31.2, 1)
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The IPII access rule (4.18.2.4 Invited party identity information access rules) is not listed here but it influences the Answer Mode selection.

Proposed Change: Add it to the description or remove 4.18.2.4 Invited party identity information access rules from the document.
	Status: OPEN

	C312 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.31.2,
item 1)
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Manual Answer Mode is applied only if Auto Answer is not allowed AND it is not blocked? But maybe that is what is already meant?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C313 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.31.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Use terminology correctly: 'manual answer override' and 'polite calling'.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C314 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.31.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Use terminology correctly: 'polite calling'.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C315 
	2006-01-19
	T
	SD, 4.31.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: What happens, if manual answer is not supported by invited PoC Client ?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C316 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.32
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Use terminology correctly: 'transmit time' instead of 'Transmit time'.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C317 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.32
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Add in the first sentence that the ARA is also optional for the PoC Server. Also in the third paragraph in the sentence stating what PoC Server SHALL do, include: "if Advanced Revocation Alert is supported"

Proposed Change: Update
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C318 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.32
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: In paragraph 2 and 4 there is an confusing "and/or". In this case only an "or" is applicable.

Proposed Change: Change and/or ( or

(2 occurences)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C319 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.32,
1st para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  a couple of editorial errors

Proposed Change: replace “alert which indicate” by “Alert which indicates”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C320 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.32,
2nd para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Editorial error

Proposed Change: Replace Media Burst control” by “Media Burst Control”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C321 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.32,
2nd para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Clarify what is meant by “time information. Is it max  transmit time information? Now it looks as if it could be something else (e.g. a timestamp).

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C322 
	2007.01.16
	E
	4.33.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: A reference to the PoC Service setting subclause would be nice in the paragraph below the bullet list.

Proposed Change: Change the 1:st paragraph after the bullet list to:

An Invited PoC Client MAY publish a PoC Service Setting for Media Content in a Request Support  to the PoC Server performing the Participating PoC Function as described in the subclause 4.26.6 "Media Content Included in a Request Support".


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C323 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.33.1,
1st para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: vague description

Proposed Change: Replace “some information” by “Media” or “any media”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C324 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.33.1,
3rd para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Is this true? The setting is published independently of any PoC Session invitation.

Proposed Change: Replace sentence by “A PoC Client MAY publish a PoC Service Setting for Media Content in a Request Support to the PoC Server in the Home PoC Network of the Served PoC User.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C325 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.33.1,
last paragraph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Editorial error

Proposed Change: Replace “do” by “does”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C326 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.33.1,
last paragraph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Why not only remove those Media Types that are not allowed instead of always reject the request? 

For example if text is included together with a Group Advertisement different bodies with different Content Type will be used for the “Included text” and the Group Advertisement.

Is it too complicated to select bodies to keep/remove, or is it due to the lack of information about the dependency between Media Types? Couldn’t that be solved by info from the Media-floor Control Entity? (There is an EN about dependency for Media Types which states dependency is for FFS)

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C327 
	2007.01.22
	E
	4.33.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: An Invited PoC Client MAY publish a PoC Service Setting for Media Content in a Request Support  to the PoC Server performing the Participating PoC Function.

This text reads confusingly as it doesn’t read as proper English and the PoC Client doesn’t Publish the Setting when it is Invited as the text seems to indicate..

Proposed Change: Modify to

“A PoC Client MAY indicate whether Media Content included in an Incoming PoC Request is allowed or supported in the published PoC Service Settings to the PoC Server performing the Participating PoC Function.”


	Status: OPEN



	C328 
	2007.01.22
	E
	4.33.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: When the PoC Server receives an invitation to a PoC Session or a Group Advertisement request, it SHALL either remove the media content in the request or reject the request if the PoC Service Settings of the served PoC Client do not indicate Media Content in a Request Support is ‘true’ or if the Service Provider Policy indicates that the Media Type in the Media Content in the request is not allowed.

This text reads confusingly as it doesn’t read as proper English and is too detailed reefing to values of parameters..

Proposed Change: Modify to

“When the PoC Server receives an invitation to a PoC Session or a Group Advertisement request, it SHALL either remove the media content included in the request or reject the request if the PoC Service Settings of the served PoC Client do not indicate Media Content included in a Request is allowed’ or if the Service Provider Policy indicates that the Media Type in the included Media Content in the request is not allowed.”


	Status: OPEN



	C329 
	2007.01.18
	T
	4.33.2,
item (1) and (2)
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: In case of Group Advertisement what will be the actions by the PoC Client?

Proposed Change: Clarify text
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C330 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.33.2,
2nd para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: this paragraph is better expressed in the following 3rd paragraph which contains the same info. 

Proposed Change: Remove 2nd paragraph
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C331 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.33.2
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Not much is said about the handling in the PoC Server performing the Controlling PoC Function in this subclause. Add a paragraph similar to as is in 4.33.4. (In this case though PoC Server does not check media size)

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C332 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.33.3,
3rd para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Which PoC Server? This should be the PoC Server in the Home PoC network of the Served PoC User

Proposed Change: Clarify text
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C333 
	2007.01.18
	T
	4.33.3,
1st para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Vague description

Proposed Change: Replace “some information” by “text”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C334 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.33.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Write 'PoC Server performing …' instead of 'PoC Server Performing …'.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C335 
	2007.01.18
	T
	4.33.3,
1st para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Vague description

Proposed Change: Replace “some information” by “text”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C336 
	2007.01.18
	T
	4.33.3,
2nd para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: The text can be interpreted as the support is either for PoC Sessions OR Group Advertisement.

Proposed Change: Clarify text
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C337 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.33.3,
4th para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: What is meant by “according to the configuration set by the PoC Client”? Is this the PoC Service Setting for Text Content support?

Proposed Change: Clarify text
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C338 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.33.3,
6th para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: What is meant by “e.g. configurable by the PoC User”? Better to say “according to PoC User’s PoC Service Setting)

Proposed Change: Clarify text
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C339 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.33.3,
5th para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: What about if text content is included in a Group Advertisement message? Not mentioned.

Proposed Change: Clarify text
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C340 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.33.3,
item (1) and (2)
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: In case of Group Advertisement what will be the actions by the PoC Client?

Proposed Change: Clarify text
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C341 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.33.3
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Is max size of text content known by the PoC Server? In 4.33.4 it is indicated that the PoC Server knows the max size of media. Handling in PoC server is not aligned between different contents.

Proposed Change: Add text that the PoC Server knows max size of text content by a configurable parameter.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C342 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.33.3

General

4th paragraph
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM
Form: INP

Comment: The 4th paragraph says “When the PoC Server receives an invitation to a PoC Session or a Group Advertisement request, it SHALL either remove the media content in the request or reject the request if the PoC Service Settings of the served PoC Client do not indicate Media Content in a Request Support is ‘true’ or if the Service Provider Policy indicates that the Media Type in the Media Content in the request is not allowed.”
The underlined can be changed to use ‘false’ since it is the case of ‘false’.

Proposed Change: Recommended to change from “not true” case to “false” case.
	Status: OPEN



	C343 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.33.4,
1st para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: The text can be interpreted as the support is either for PoC Sessions OR Group Advertisement.

Proposed Change: Clarify text
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C344 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.33.4,
1st bullit
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Does “authorization” include a check that Media Types included are allowed? If not, clarify text

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C345 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.33.4
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Here the PoC server knows the max size by a configurable parameter. It should be stated. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C346 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.33.4
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: In this subclause both “local policy” and “Service Provider Policy” is used in the text about the PoC Server. I am not sure the reader will understand the difference.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C347 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.33.4,
NOTE
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: If allowed Media Types is defined in the Poc Group document this may be overridden by local policy? (The text could be interpreted like that.)

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C348 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.33.4
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: In case the PoC Server rejects the request due to that the request included non-allowed Media Types a list of allowed media (as specified according to PoC Group document, or in case of non-PoC Group Session according to a local policy) MAY be sent in the response. This would reduce the risk the PoC Client repeats sending until he has understood what is allowed. There is nothing stated in SD how to deal with that risk.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C349 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.33.4,
item (1) and (2)
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: In case of Group Advertisement what will be the actions by the PoC Client?

Proposed Change: Clarify text
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C350 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.34
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: I don't understand the paragraph below the 3:rd bullet list:

"When a terminating PoC Server performing the Participating PoC Function remove identity information from an invitation, the terminating PoC Server performing the Participating PoC Function SHALL indicate, in the invitation to the Invited PoC User, the total number of the Invited PoC Users.".

What is the difference compared to the last bullet in the 3:rd bullet list?

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C351 
	2007.01.22
	E
	4.34
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: definition of  “Invite Parties Identity Information” is missing

Proposed Change: Capitalize “Invite Parties Identity Information” since we have a definition and an abbreviation of IPIIM.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C352 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.34,
4th bullit
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Wrong allusion. It is only the PoC User who does not support IPII that will not get the indications

Proposed Change: In last sentence replace “”which will be sent to the Invited PoC Client” by “sent to that PoC Client”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C353 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.34,
6th bullit
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Also here the pre-requisite is that the Invited PoC Client supports IPII

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C354 
	2007.01.16
	E
	4.34,
2nd last paragraph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: text missing about what is supported

Proposed Change: Replace 
“support or the PoC Service Setting” 

by 

”support Invited Parties Identity Information or the PoC User’s Invited Parties Identity Information Mode”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C355 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.34,
3rd last paragraph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: too complicated phrasing in this paragraph. Confusion to reader.

Proposed Change: Re-phrase paragraph
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C356 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.34
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: What is the difference between this paragraph:

"In case the PoC Client doesn’t support or the PoC Service Setting is set ‘not active’ for the invited party identity information feature, the PoC Server performing the Participating PoC Function SHALL NOT include invited party identity information in the invitation request or MBCP Connect message. " 

and the exception in the 2:nd bullet list second bullet:

"…except in the case that the Invited PoC User has configured the PoC Service setting to “IPIIM not active”. In that case the terminating PoC Server performing the Participating PoC Function SHALL remove the PoC Addresses of all Invited PoC Users from the invitation which will be sent to the Invited PoC Client."
Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C357 
	
	E
	4.33.4


	Source: <lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: <The name of service setting could be aligning with CP document.> 

Proposed Change: <Change media content include support setting into included media content support setting>
	Status: OPEN



	C358 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.35
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: change ',' to '.' in the end of the first sentence.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C359 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.35
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Add to: " The Invited PoC Client MAY support displaying the list of invited parties identity information on the User Equipment." that the Invited PoC Client might also support the total number of invited PoC Users.

Proposed Change:  Update.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C360 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.35.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains a editor's note regarding use of HTTP. This note can be removed since the alternative (list in the MESSAGE body) is used. There is no requirements for HTTP.

Proposed Change: Remove editors note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C361 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.35.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note about extending the concept. This note can be removed since there is no requirements to extend the concept.

Proposed Change: Remove editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C362 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.35.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Unresolved Editor’s notes: It is FFS, whether to (1) include in the Full Duplex Call Follow On distribution indication and Full Duplex Call Follow On indication an HTTP URL pointing to an XML document containing the list of full duplex call addresses instead of including the list of full duplex call addresses; or (2) to use the PoC2 content indirection feature to retrieve the full duplex call addresses based on the URL and then include that as content in the body of the message to the participants

Editor’s note: It is FFS, how to extend this concept in order to allow the initiating PoC User to be the one who initiates the full duplex voice call directly to the terminating PoC User, in case of 1-1 PoC Sessions
Proposed Change: Resolve
	Status: OPEN



	C363 
	2007.01.16
	E
	4.35
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: In paragraph starting with “The PoC Client” some text is duplicated 

Proposed Change: Remove duplicated text “full duplex”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C364 
	2006-01-19
	T
	SD, 4.36
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Change PoC XDMS to Shared XDMS in the second paragraph. 

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0009-SD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	C365 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.36
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The Pre-arranged PoC Group(s) hosted by the PoC Server(s) MAY reside on separate PoC XDM Servers, each possibly owned by a different PoC Service Provider or otherwise in another administrative domain.
Proposed Change: The Pre-arranged PoC Group(s) hosted by the PoC Server(s) MAY reside on separate XDM Servers, each possibly owned by a different PoC Service Provider or otherwise in another administrative domain.

	Status: OPEN

	C366 
	2007.01.16
	E
	4.36,
2nd para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: PoC XDM does not host PoC Groups in PoC V2.0

Proposed Change: replace “PoC XDM Servers” by “Shared Group XDM Servers”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C367 
	
	E
	4.36

<The 4th paragraph>
	Source：<lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form:<INP doc>

Comment:< a list of PoC Group members of the Pre-arranged PoC Groups SHOULD be returned to  the Controlling PoC Server .>

 Proposed Change:< Clarify that the Pre-arranged PoC Group member list is returned to the PoC Server performing the Controlling PoC Function.
	Status: OPEN



	C368 
	
	T
	4.36 <NOTE2>
	Source: <lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>
Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: < ‘An incomplete list of PoC Group members can be returned depending on the local policy of the PoC Server.’ This sentence does not say that what’s the scenario and made some confusion for the reader.> 

Proposed Change: <Add some detail information to explain the feature or remove it.>
	Status: OPEN



	C369 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.37
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 

Allowing usage of Pre-arranged PoC Group in the list of invited PoC Users may be dangerous. 

If a PoC User receives a URI through non PoC means (e.g. e-mail / SMS / ICQ / newspaper advertisement) he may not know whether the URI identifies PoC User or PoC Group.

If he mistakenly believes that the URI identifies PoC User (while it identifies Pre-arranged PoC Group) and uses the URI in the 1-1 PoC Session or Ad-Hoc PoC Group Session invitation, he may be charged a lot of money.

In PoCv1.0, if the PoC User used the PoC Group URI in the 1-1 PoC Session invitation, the PoC Session would be rejected -> OK, no chargers

In PoCv2.0, if the PoC User uses the PoC Group URI in the 1-1 PoC Session invitation, the PoC Session invitation is accepted and possibly quite a big PoC Session may be created (depending of the number of the Pre-arranged PoC Session members) -> NOT OK, big charges possible

Proposed Change: Allow PoC User to check whether a URI identifies PoC User or PoC Group
	Status: OPEN

	C370 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.37
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Last paragraph and bullet can be merged.

"…the PoC Server hosting the Pre-arranged PoC Group SHALL perform the following actions;

 initiate a new Pre-arranged PoC Group Session separately

Proposed Change: Merge last paragraph and the bullet as follows: 

…the PoC Server hosting the Pre-arranged PoC Group SHALL initiate a new Pre-arranged PoC Group Session separately.


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C371 
	
	E
	4.37 <The first paragraph and the second paragraph>
	Source: <lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: < one or more PoC Group Identity , the  word Identity should be plural > 

Proposed Change: < change the word Identity into Identities. >
	Status: OPEN



	C372 
	
	E
	4.37< Third Paragraph>
	Source: <lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>
Form: <INP doc>

Comment: < The word handing should be hosting for the consistent view point. > 
Proposed Change: <replace the word handing with the world hosting >
	Status: OPEN



	C373 
	
	T
	4.37 <The Whole section>
	Source: <lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: <The Session can be initiated by the PoC Client and the Controlling PoC Server, these two scenerio should be described in Ad hoc Multiple PoC Group Session. The section 4.37 lack of the   scenerio when the Controlling PoC Server invite multiple Pre-arrange PoC Groups.>

Proposed Change: < Add the scenerio when the Ad hoc Multiple PoC Group Session is initiated by the Controlling PoC Server >

	Status: OPEN



	C374 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.38
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Media Burst Control Scheme does not apply to Talk Burst Control.

Proposed Change: Remove any trace of Talk Burst Control in the subclause.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C375 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.38
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: unnecessary condition for optional functionality 

Proposed Change: Delete “If the PoC Client support MBCS” because the PoC Client MAY support MBCS even if it supports MBCS. So we don’t need the condition anymore. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C376 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.38
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The NOTE 3 is included in the subclause without context.

Proposed Change: Move the NOTE 3 below the NOTE 1. 

Rephrase it as follows:

NOTE 3:
The PoC Server can e.g. apply a Media Burst Control Scheme that one queue is assigned for the associated Media-floor Control Entities.

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C377 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.38

NOTE 1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Change ''Ad hoc Group PoC  Session ' to 'Ad hoc PoC Group Session' in the NOTE 1.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C378 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.38

Bullet 2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove duplicated 'if supported …' statement.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C379 
	
	E
	4.38<Note 1>
	Source: <lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>
Form: <INP doc>

Comment: < make some confusion> 

Proposed Change: < Clarify that the behavior of Media Burst Schemes handling without effecting interoperation between the PoC Server and the PoC Client are out of scope of PoC specifications.>
	Status: OPEN



	C380 
	
	E
	4.38<the last sentence>
	Source:< lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>
Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment:<The last sentence can be combined to the sentence four lines before>

Proposed Change: <combine the two sentences together.>


	Status: OPEN



	C381 
	
	T
	4.38


	Source: <lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: <The MBC Scheme could serve for queuing. If MBC Scheme which is about queuing is accepted by PoC Server, the queuing parameter in SDP should be also used in same PoC Session. So PoC Server should accept two parameters or ignore both parameters in the same session.> 

Proposed Change: <PoC Client include queuing parameter in SDP if PoC user indicates the MBC Scheme which is serve for queuing. PoC Server accepts or rejects both of them.>
	Status: OPEN



	C382 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.39.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The action allowing a PoC User to be the PoC Dispatcher is missing in the bullet list.

Proposed Change: Add the action.
	Status: OPEN

	C383 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.39.2
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Second paragraph states that each member shall be identified as capable of acting either as PoC Dispatcher or as PoC Fleet Member. Actually each member is identified as allowed or not allowed to act as PoC Dispatcher (every member of a Dispatch PoC Group is allowed to act as PoC Fleet Member).

Proposed Change: Change the sentence to: “each member of the Pre-arranged PoC Group SHALL be identified as allowed or not allowed to act as PoC Dispatcher. Members not allowed to act as PoC Dispatcher always act as PoC Fleet Members, while PoC Dispatchers MAY also participate as PoC Fleet Members”.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C384 
	2007.01.22
	E
	4.39.3
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Few editorial bugs

“a Dispatch PoC Sessions” “PoC Session..”, “included in the invitation..”.

Proposed Change: Fix them
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C385 
	2007.01.22
	E
	4.39.3.1
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: First sentence says: “and when requested by the PoC User, the PoC Dispatcher SHALL request….”

Proposed Change: Change to: and when requested by the PoC User active in the role of PoC Dispatcher, the PoC Client SHALL…….Alternatively, the PoC Client…. “
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C386 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.39.3.1
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: The Controlling PoC Function SHALL indicate the previous PoC Client taking the role of PoC Dispatcher to remain in the Dispatch PoC Session as PoC Fleet member. This is not explicitly specified.

Proposed Change: Maybe we can assume that notification about successful Dispatcher role transfer implicitly indicates the previous PoC Dispatcher that he is considered a PoC Fleet Member?
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C387 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.39.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Use terminology correctly: 'manual answer override'.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C388 
	
	T
	4.39.3 <the first paragraph>
	Source: < lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: < The intention of this part could that be Dispatch PoC Group should not be invited to join a common Ad hoc PoC group Session.> 
Proposed Change: < Add the sentence in the end of 4.39.3 to say that a Dispatch PoC Group should not be invited to join a common Ad hoc PoC  group Session. >
	Status: OPEN



	C389 
	
	T
	4.39.3 <the paragraph after the NOTE>
	Source: < lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: < It is impossible When a PoC Dispatcher establish simultaneous Dispatch PoC Sessions within the same Dispatch PoC Group, one with the Whole group, another with the subset.

 > 

Proposed Change: <make a clarification about that issue. >
	Status: OPEN



	C390 
	
	E
	4.39.3.1<the first bullet>
	Source: < lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form: <INP doc, mtg, confcall>

Comment: < The Dispatch PoC Group policy such as if the PoC Dispatcher is allowed to transfer the PoC Dispatcher role should be stored in the XDMS or some else.

 > 

Proposed Change: < Check if the Dispatch PoC Group information has already included this setting.>
	Status: OPEN

??

	C391 
	
	T
	4.39.4 
	Source: < lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>
Form: <INP doc>

Comment: < In this part dispatcher should have priority over fleet members in the PoC Session. The intention could be that the Fleet member should not have the pre-emptive Media Burst priority.

> 

Proposed Change: < To make a clarification for that. >
	Status: OPEN



	C392 
	2007.01.16
	E
	4.40.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Use "NO" style when formatting the NOTE.

Proposed Change: Re-format the NOTE using the "NO" style.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C393 
	2007.01.16
	E
	4.40.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The font of the title of the reference subclause in the last paragraph shall be in italic

Proposed Change: Use italic in subclause title of the reference 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C394 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.40.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an Editor's note about charging. The subclause 4.15 "Charging" contains charging event for the interworking function and the note can be removed.

Proposed Change: Remove editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C395 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.40.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s Note:  Possible new charging events for the PoC Interworking Service are to be defined 

Proposed Change: Resolve
	Status: OPEN



	C396 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.40.2
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The section states that the PoC Server SHALL recognize " recognize the P2T Address of the P2T Users from External P2T Networks " and "Within the PoC Network, the P2T Address of the P2T Users points to the PoC Interworking Function ".

What does it mean? Clarification is needed on what does it mean for the server to recognize the P2T Addresses.

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C397 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.40.2
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  In the 2 paragraphs starting with (2 bullet lists that follow the below text):

" If the PoC Interworking Service is supported, the PoC Server on behalf of the PoC Users SHALL be able to "

What is the difference between sending messages to/from P2T User and to a PoC 
User that is hosted by another PoC Server?

Does this need to be specified? This seems to be already handled in PoC. By including the whole redundant text for Interworking service SD seems to indicate that there is something new that the PoC Server needs to handle in the Interworking Function (other than stated in proposed change below).

Proposed Change: Remove the paragraph and specify only something that is different for the P2T User (if anything).

It seems that the only thing that needs to be stated in this section is that the PoC Server needs to recognize which PoC Address are the addresses of a P2T Users (e.g through local policy, service provider provisioning, etc), be able to map them to the address to the Interworking Function and treat P2T Users as PoC Users in regards to PoC functionality, if PoC Interworking is supported.  
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C398 
	2006-01-19
	T
	SD, 4.40.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove bullet about PoC Service Setting.  It is PF function and not visible to PoC Interworking Function.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0009-SD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	C399 
	2006-01-19
	T
	SD, 4.40.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove bullets address mapping and Group Identity expansion, because they are out of scope of spec.  Remove the corresponding ENs, too.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0009-SD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	C400 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.40.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s Notes:  : It is an open issue if Address Mapping has to be standardized or can be left to the implementation

Editor’s Note: It is an open issue if there is anything special about Expansion of Group Identities containing P2T User addresses

Editor’s Note: Bearer path optimization between a PoC Network and an External P2T Network is an open issue
Proposed Change: Resolve
	Status: OPEN



	C401 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.40.2.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 

"If the PoC Interworking Service is supported, the PoC Server SHALL support P2T Users from multiple external P2T Networks to simultaneously participate in a given PoC Session." – according to the AD, this seems to be the functionality of the Interworking PoC Function. 

"The PoC Server SHALL handle PoC Session invitations, Instant Personal Alerts or a Group Advertisements from a P2T User transparently to the other PoC Users involved in the communication (e.g. Talker identification)." – since the PoC Interworking Function works as Remote PoC Network (AD, Remote PoC Network definition), it is not clear what additional functionality is needed above the non-interworking PoC Server functionality.
	Status: OPEN

	C402 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.40, 2nd bullet list
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is unclear whether anything special is needed from the Home PoC Server of a PoC User to allow cooperation with P2T Users since the PoC Interworking Function works as Remote PoC Network (AD, Remote PoC Network definition).
	Status: OPEN

	C403 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.40.2, 4th bullet list
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Handling of the P2T User PoC Service Settings is PoC Interworking Function functionality since the PoC Interworking Function works as Remote PoC Network (AD, Remote PoC Network definition)
	Status: OPEN

	C404 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.40.2, 5th bullet list
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Handling of the Manual Answer Override and Polite Calling for the P2T User is PoC Interworking Function functionality since the PoC Interworking Function works as Remote PoC Network (AD, Remote PoC Network definition)
	Status: OPEN

	C405 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.40.2, 6th bullet list
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is unclear what address mapping is meant – does this mean mapping of P2T address to SIP URI pointing to the POC Interworking Function? If so, this is functionality of the POC Interworking Function.
	Status: OPEN

	C406 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.40.2, 7th bullet list
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 

"Expansion of Group Identities that contain P2T Addresses" is responsibility of PoC Interworking Function.

"Address Mapping of P2T Users to/from a supporting PoC Interworking Agent" – it is nor clear whether this means (a) address mapping of Remote PoC User from the external P2T address to the PoC Address owned the by Remote PoC User or whether this means (b) address mapping of P2T User to a POC Address pointing to the Interworking PoC Function.

If (a), this is the role of the Interworking PoC Agent

If (b), this is the role of the Interworking PoC Function
	Status: OPEN

	C407 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.40.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The paragraph below the bullet list contains confusing bullet:

If the PoC Interworking Service is supported, the PoC Server SHALL

recognize the P2T Address of the P2T Users from External P2T Networks (e.g. for generation of interworking specific charging events).

I thought that we recognize the interworking situation using the feature tag.

Proposed Change: Update to reflex the CP implementation.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C408 
	2007.01.16
	E
	4.40.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The paragraph below the NOTE 2 contains "Talker Identification)

Proposed Change: Talker identification ( Sender Identification.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C409 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.40.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The paragraph below the NOTE 2 contains some confusing text:

"The PoC Server SHALL handle PoC Session invitations, Instant Personal Alerts or a Group Advertisements from a P2T User transparently to the other PoC Users involved in the communication (e.g. Talker identification)."
Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C410 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.40.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note about Address mapping.

Proposed Change: Replace the editor's note with the following:

NOTE: Mapping between PoC Addresses and addresses of external P2T Users is out of the scope of this specification.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C411 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.40.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains a editor's note about Expansion of Group Identities. Since no such problem has been identified I propose that the editor's note is removed.
Proposed Change: Remove editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C412 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.40.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note about Bearer path optimization. Since this type of functionality exists in the PoC 2 (Traffic Optimisation) the editor's note could be removed.
Proposed Change: Replace the editor's note with:

The PoC Interworking Service MAY support Traffic Optimisation as specified in subclause 4.44 "PoC-4 Media Traffic Optimisation".
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C413 
	2007.01.16
	E
	4.40.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The last paragraph contains:

"conference state event information" this is not according to our terminology.

Proposed Change: conference state event information ( Participant Information
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C414 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.40.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Why is registering as a Remote Access important? Who will use this information.

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C415 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.40.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains editor's note.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C416 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.40.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s Note: Check if IMS is supporting routing from/to an external network which does not have an IMS capable SIP/IP Core
Proposed Change: Remove IMS supports interoperability with Non IMS SIP/IP cores
	Status: OPEN



	C417 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.41
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The second last bullet is very hard to understand:

If the operator specified warning message is supported, the PoC Server SHALL be able to include miscellaneous information as the operator specified warning message in a response to a request message sent from a PoC Client, where the information is provided when such a message is deemed necessary by the PoC Service Provider, for presenting to the PoC User: upon receiving an accept language request in a request message from the PoC Client, the PoC Server SHALL be able to send back a response using the requested language in the operator specified warning message if the PoC Server supports the language.
It is fact only one sentence. What is "deemed necessary"?

Proposed Change: Restructure text to be readable. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C418 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.41
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Second sentence is very unclear.

"If the PoC Service Provider wants to notify arbitrary information besides the warning texts which are statically implemented on the PoC Client and the PoC Server, the PoC Service Provider may utilise this functionality."

It looks like this is extra information to warning text we are using in CP.
Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C419 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.41
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Text is inconsistent: " A UE that implements the PoC Client "

Proposed Change:  Change the whole text to "PoC Client".
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C420 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.42.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The assigned QoE Profile SHALL be stored in Shared XDMS as an attribute of the PoC Group.
Proposed Change: The assigned QoE Profile SHALL be stored in Shared Group XDMS as an attribute of the PoC Group.
	Status: OPEN

	C421 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.42.1
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  "Shared XDMS" is mentioned for storage of a PoC Group attribute.

Proposed Change: Change to Shared Group XDM
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C422 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.42.1
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  When listing the mandatory and  one optional QoE Profiles, it might be clearer to form the text as specified in Proposed Change.

Proposed Change: 

If QoE I supported, the following QoE Profiles SHALL be supported:

1.

2

3

If QoE I supported, the following QoE Profiles MAY be supported:

1.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C423 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.42.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem in the second last bullet at the end of the subclause.

Proposed Change: media ( Media
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C424 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.42.1
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: “PoC Clients SHOULD support the use of QoE Profiles”. Keep this aligned with RD and the rest of specification. 

Proposed Change: PoC Clients SHOULD support provisioning and use of QoE Profiles.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C425 
	2007.01.22
	E
	4.42.1
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: “The assigned QoE Profile SHALL be stored in Shared XDMS”

Proposed Change: Change to Shared Group XDMS
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C426 
	2007.01.22
	E
	4.42.1
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Premium QoE Profile is associated with streaming communication and Professional QoE Profile is associated with conversational communication. 

Proposed Change: Change Premium to Interactive 1 Traffic Class and Professional to Streaming Traffic Class, to be more realistic.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C427 
	2007.01.22
	E
	4.42.1
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: “based on the QoE Profile proposed by the Inviting PoC Client and the QoE Profiles of the involved PoC User(s) and or PoC Group(s). ”The assignment of the QoE Profile of the PoC Session is not based on the QoE Profiles of the involved PoC User(s).

Proposed Change: Delete this condition to be aligned with specification. Same consideration made in other comment to RD document.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C428 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.42.2
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: In the received QoE to QoS mapping, the PoC Session Priority is not indicated (this is applied by the PoC Server according to its policy).  

Proposed Change: Delete this condition to be aligned with specification.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C429 
	2007.01.22
	E
	4.42.2
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Consider change PoC Client SHALL support provisioning to SHOULD support provisioning.

Proposed Change: Change if modification in RD is approved.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C430 
	2007.01.22
	E
	4.42.3
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Few times the word “profile” is used   

Proposed Change: Change to QoE Profile as this is the term included in the definitions.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C431 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.42.3

Invited client paragraph
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Invited PoC Client SHALL indicate the Local QoE Profile depending on the QoE in the received indication  and on the PoC User´s subscription.

Proposed Change: Change SHALL to SHOULD in the first two bullets.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C432 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.42.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problems in the 3:rd sub-bullet under For Pre-arranged PoC Group Session.
Proposed Change: invited PoC Client(s) ( Invited PoC Client(s).
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C433 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.42.3.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem in end of 1:st paragraph.

Proposed Change: PoC session ( PoC Session
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C434 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.42.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The text in 4.42.1 is normative hence this text need to be a "General" chapter.

Proposed Change: Add 4.42.3.1 General  before text.

(Renumber next subclause to be 4.42.3.2)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C435 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.42.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: What does "directly" in the second paragraph mean? 

"The Controlling PoC Function SHOULD directly determine the PoC Session Priority from the QoE Profile assigned for the PoC Session, as defined by the PoC Service Provider."

(also used in paragraph 4)
Proposed Change: Remove directly or clarify.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C436 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.42.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: To times "PoC Server" does not read well. Further the bullet is unclear.

The PoC Server SHALL prioritise the signalling of a PoC Session among the signalling of other PoC Sessions with lower PoC Session Priority.

Proposed Change: Rephrase as follows:

SHALL prioritise the signalling of a PoC Session with higher PoC Session Priority among the signalling of other PoC Sessions with lower PoC Session Priority.


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C437 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.42.4,
2nd last bullit
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: which PoC Session that is pre-empted will be based on local policy, or according to QoE Profile and if all are equal in the order of establishment? This question is valid for Simultaneous PoC Sessions in general.

Proposed Change: Clarify, unless explicitly stated somewhere else
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C438 
	2007.01.15
	E
	4.42.4 <Editor’s Note >
	Source: jonathan.lohr@sonyericsson.com

Form: <<INP doc>

Comment: Is the Editor’s Note still needed?

Proposed Change: Delete the Editor’s Note.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C439 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.42.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem in second bullet.

Proposed Change: media path ( Media path
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C440 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.42.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note that more sounds like a NOTE. 

Proposed Change: Rephrase the editor's note and make it an NOTE instead.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C441 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.42.4
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Editor´s note

Proposed Change: Solve the editor’s note by clarifying the content in the subclause.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C442 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.42.4
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note:  Should release a PoC Session with the lowest QoE Profile, and should never release a PoC Session of higher Official Government Use QoE Profile than the one in the received invitation
Proposed Change: Resolve
	Status: OPEN



	C443 
	2007.01.22
	E
	4.42.5
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Editorial: “Local QoE Pofile,,”

Proposed Change: Remove one comma.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C444 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.43.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The last sentence in the second paragraph is strange. It sounds like an Invited PoC Client always need to accept the MSRP. 

Proposed Change: Make it clear that  it depends on "if Discrete Media, Media Types are supported" and "if the Invited PoC User accepts it"
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C445 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.43.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note about max size that is resolved in next subclause.

Proposed Change: Remove editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C446 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.43.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s Note: Negotiation of maximum message size in multiparty session is FFS
Proposed Change: Resolve
	Status: OPEN



	C447 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.43.1
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: What happens if the Invited PoC Client does not support Discrete Media, or supports Discrete Media but not the Media Type offered? 

Proposed Change: Clarify text
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C448 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.43.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Second paragraph is on a very low level. The 3:rd sentence could be rephrased to normal language.

Proposed Change: Rephrase second paragraph to less protocol oriented.

An alternative is to define Message ID and Byte Range
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C449 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.43.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem

Proposed Change: 

PoC Session Invitation ( PoC Session invitation.

media parameters ( Media Parameters
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C450 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.43.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: This subclause is on a to low level. The editor's notes is about implementation an can be removed.

Proposed Change: Remove editor's note 

Rephrase to be more stage 2)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C451 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.43.4
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  In the sentence:

" SHALL include into the cpim wrapper the Discrete Media Burst sender's PoC Address and Nick Name, ", it looks like Nick Name is mandatory.

Proposed Change: Add ", if available" after the Nick Name is it is optional. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C452 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.43.4
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's notes: the solution when already the sending PoC Client uses cpim is FFS

Editor's note: the solution needs to be synchronized with IM
Proposed Change: Resolve
	Status: OPEN



	C453 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.43.5.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s Note: The format, structure and the different levels of detail of the progress reports and the mechanism for requesting and control is FFS
Proposed Change: Resolve
	Status: OPEN



	C454 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.43.5
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: In the last sentence, progress report seems to apply only for file transfer, but not like this in 4.43.5.2
Proposed Change: delete file or limit the section 4.43.5.2 only for file
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C455 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.43.5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem.

(Why is only the progress report defined and not the final report?)

Proposed Change: progress report ( Discrete Media Progress Report
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C456 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.43.5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The text in 4.43.5 is normative which means that it need to be in a subclause.

Proposed Change: Add 4.43.5.1 "General" before the text.

(Other subclauses need to be renumbered)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C457 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.43.5.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem

Proposed Change: Discrete Media transfer progress report ( Discrete Media Transfer Progress Report 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C458 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.43.5.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note that belongs to stage 3. Can  be removed from SD.

Proposed Change: Remove Editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C459 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.43.5.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The last sentence in the last paragraph

"If not negotiated, the default values MAY be used." is unclear. There has never been talked about default values before.

Proposed Change: Clarify.

Is removal of "the" enough?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C460 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.43.5.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem

Proposed Change: Discrete Media transfer progress report ( Discrete Media Transfer Progress Report 

(several occurrences)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C461 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.43.5.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "Discrete Media transfer progress information" as described in UP includes only the number of bytes transferred to the terminating client.
Proposed Change: Remove "the amount of data sent per destination"
	Status: OPEN

	C462 
	2006-01-19
	T
	SD, 4.43.5.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Align the text with CP and made meeting decisions.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C463 
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.43.5.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem

Proposed Change: Discrete Media transfer progress report ( Discrete Media Transfer Progress Report 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C464 
	2007-01-20
	T
	4.44
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: "Media on Hold" is mentioned. Don't understand. We are not using Media on hold for this.

Proposed Change: Modify according to solution in CP.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C465 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.44
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is not clear how the Media Traffic Optimisation works in the 1-many-1 or Dispatch PoC Session.
	Status: OPEN

	C466 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.45
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: EN is already fixed in CP

Proposed Change: Remove EN
	Status: OPEN

	C467 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.45.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: What is a "PoC host"? Bullet 6 in the last bullet list.

Proposed Change: Define PoC host or use another expression.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C468 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.45.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note that can  be removed since it is explained in the paragraph below.

Proposed Change: Remove editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C469 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.45.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note.

Proposed Change: Resolve the editor's note by removing bullet 4.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C470 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.45.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: I don't understand: "Media Characteristics" in bullet 8 in the 1:st bullet list.

8. When the Media Characteristics (e.g., codec or Media Format) of any PoC Session in which the Identified PoC User is involved changes and the Identified PoC User’s Participating PoC Function is aware of the change.

Proposed Change: Rephrase as follows:

8 When the Media Parameters, the codec or the Media Format of any PoC Session in which the Identified PoC User is involved changes and the Identified PoC User’s Participating PoC Function is aware of the change.


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C471 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.45.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: it is unclear how the real PoC User identities for the PoC Users which requested privacy get to the PF and are available for reporting to the Law Enforcement Agency
Proposed Change: Resolve
	Status: OPEN



	C472 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.45.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note:  There is a question if there is difference in #2 and #4 above and if further clarification is needed
Proposed Change: Resolve. Join is also a valid case this is not covered by #2
	Status: OPEN



	C473 
	2007.01.16
	E
	4.45.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem.

Proposed Change: 

requests to have the Media floor. ( request permission to send Media.

granted permission to have the Media floor ( granted permission to send Media

Media floor Control ( Media-floor Control Entity

Media floor ( Media-floor Control Entit
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C474 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.45.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: What does:" When there is a change in Media floor Control " in bullet 3 mean.

Proposed Change: Clarify!
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C475 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.45.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: What does "owner" in: 

"Identity of the “owner” of the Media floor." mean.

(Media floor owner occurs several times)

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C476 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.45.4.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Access lists are not in PoC XDMS anymore
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C477 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.45.4.1
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: PoC XDM is not part of the PoC V2.0 architecture (provided pending decision in OMA goes in that direction). Keep text but refer to XDM enabler instead. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C478 
	2006-01-19
	T
	SD, 4.45.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove whole the subclause.  This is covered by Shared Policy XDMS.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0009-SD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	C479 
	2006-01-19
	T
	SD, 4.45.4.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Remove whole the subclause.  This is covered by Shared Policy XDMS.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0009-SD corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	C480 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.45.4.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 4.45.4.1 is obsolete since PoC User Access Policy is stored in Shared Policy XDMS

Proposed Change: Remove the chapter 4.45.4
	Status: OPEN

	C481 
	2006-01-19
	E
	SD, 4.46
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Add title 4.46.1 "General".

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0002-SD editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	C482 
	2007.01.15
	T
	4.46

<last paragraph>
	Source: jonathan.lohr@sonyericsson.com

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: SHOULD is inconsistent with all of the MAY statements in the section.

Proposed Change: Change the SHOULD to MAY.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C483 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4.46.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Isn't the buffering capability per Media Stream.

Assume that one Media-floor Control entity is negotiated with Audio and Video. The PoC Client may then give different buffering capability per Media Type and it works.

However if there are more than one Media-floor Control Entity negotiated that e.g. also contains Audio. Then the PoC Client would like to maybe give a value greater than 0 for one of them and 0 for the other one!

Proposed Change: In the first paragraph:

indicate information on its Transmit Media Buffering capabilities for each Media Type
(
indicate information on its Transmit Media Buffering capabilities for each Media Stream
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C484 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.46.1
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: The standard of low quality Media codec is confusing 

Proposed Change: 
Need explanation or example
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C485 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.46.2, 4.46.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "On-demand PoC Session" is not defined. The proper term is "On-demand Session"

Proposed Change: replace with "On-demand Session"
	Status: OPEN

	C486 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: PoC Server needs to communicate with Shared Group XDMS and Shared Policy XDMS instead of the PoC XDMS

Proposed Change: State that the PoC Groups are stored in Shared Group XDMS and the PoC User Access Policy is stored in Shared Policy XDMS 
	Status: OPEN

	C487 
	2007.01.15
	E
	4.46.2 <Editor’s Note>
	Source: jonathan.lohr@sonyericsson.com

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: Is the Editor’s Note still needed?

Proposed Change: Delete the Editor’s Note.
	

	C488 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4.46.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's Note:  This PoC Client conveying information on its "receive buffer status" during the reception of the media is FFS
Proposed Change: Resolve. 
	Status: OPEN



	C489 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The interworking between the PoC Server and the PoC XDMS is not described in the high level procedure but can be assumed to take place depending on implementation either prior to the flow takes place or when the flow takes place.

Proposed Change:
The interworking between the PoC Server and the XDMS is not described in the high level procedure but can be assumed to take place depending on implementation either prior to the flow takes place or when the flow takes place.
	Status: OPEN

	C490 
	
	T
	SD 5.1.2
<The last paragraph>
	Source: <lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: < The procedure for establishing a PoC Session with other users within the Pre-established Session also is described in the subclause 5.3" Pre-arranged PoC Group Session setup", but the description of subclause 5.3 is missed out in this section, so we should add one sentence about this..> 

Proposed Change: < Add “and the subclause 5.3’ Pre-arranged PoC Group Session setup’ ” to the last sentence.>
	Status: OPEN

	C491 
	2007.01.22
	E
	5.2.1.2A
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Duplicate Fig 8
Proposed Change: Remove one. 
	Status: OPEN



	C492 
	2007.01.16
	T
	5.2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Include Media Content is missing in the flows of the subclauses.

Proposed Change: Add Include Media Content when appropriate.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C493 
	
	E
	5.2.1.4
<bullet no.5 >
	Source: <lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: <The last sentence of this bullet is the repetition of bullet no. 6.> 
Proposed Change: < Remove the last sentence of bullet no.5. >
	Status: OPEN

	C494 
	2007.01.16
	T
	5.2.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Include Media Content is missing in the flows.

Proposed Change: Add Include Media Content when appropriate.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C495 
	2007.01.16
	T
	5.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Include Media Content is missing in the flows.

Proposed Change: Add Include Media Content when appropriate.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C496 
	
	E
	5.3.1.3
< The second paragraph of bullet no.7,>
	Source: <lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: < The quotation of section 5.3.2 without the title > 

Proposed Change: < Add the title of section 5.3.2 "Pre-arranged PoC Group Session, terminating part" to bullet no.7>
	Status: OPEN

	C497 
	
	E
	5.5.1
<The first sentence of the first paragraph>
	Source: <lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: <The word in the bracket is used by mistake.> 

Proposed Change: < Change “1-1 or PoC Group” into “1-1 PoC Session or PoC Group Session”.>
	Status: OPEN

	C498 
	2007.01.16
	T
	5.14
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The call flows for PoC Settings call for PUBLISH to include the optional PoC Settings. This is misleading.

Proposed Change:  Update, so that either the optional PoC settings are not listed, or it is stated "optional" besides the optional settings.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C499 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.15
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: bullet 2 – XDMS not specified
Proposed Change: … members received from Shared Group XDMS as described …
	Status: OPEN

	C500 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.16.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Empty subclause and Editor’s note: TBD
Proposed Change: Resolve. 
	Status: OPEN



	C501 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.17.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s note: Some updates may be required in the subclause AD 8.5 “Registration” for PoC Box registration
Proposed Change: Resolve. 
	Status: OPEN



	C502 
	2007.01.16
	E
	5.18.1 bullet 12
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Problem in reference:

(according to 5.5 Leaving PoC Session)
Proposed Change: (according to 5.5 Leaving PoC Session)

(
(according to subclause 5.5 "Leaving PoC Session")
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C503 
	2007.01.16
	E
	5.19
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem.

Proposed Change: PoC Session Invitation ( PoC Session invitation

(several occurrences)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C504 
	2007.01.22
	E
	5.20
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: In the flow explanation a QoE mismatch indication is included. 

Proposed Change: Change to “actual Local QoE Profile”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C505 
	2007.01.22
	E
	5.21.1.1

Step 4

Step 6
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Elements are numbered wrong. 

In step 6: reference to 5.x.2 “Dispatch PoC Session invitation to the PoC Client”

Proposed Change: Step 4: Re-write the parameters starting from “a”.

Step 6: Change reference to 5.21.2
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C506 
	2007.01.22
	E
	5.21.1.2.1

Step 6
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: 5.x.2 “Dispatch PoC Session invitation to the PoC Client”

Proposed Change: Change reference to 5.21.2
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C507 
	2007.01.22
	E
	5.21.1.2.2

Step 8
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: 5.x.2 “Dispatch PoC Session invitation to the PoC Client”

Proposed Change: Change reference to 5.21.2
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C508 
	2007.01.22
	E
	5.21.2.2

Step 5

Step 6

Step 9
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Steps 5 and 6: “forwards the manual answer override response” should read “forwards the AUTO-AWSWER” response”

Step 9: “Information elements contained in the OK response:”

Proposed Change: Change steps 5 and 6.

Delete last sentence in step 9.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C509 
	2007.01.16
	T
	5.22
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains editor's note about SIP MESSAGE.

Proposed Change: Introduce subclauses with the SIP MESSAGE
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C510 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.22
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s Note: At the moment this subclause describes how to transport Discrete Media using the session based method (i.e. using MSRP). Sending Discrete Media using the SIP method MESSAGE is TBD
Proposed Change: Resolve. 
	Status: OPEN



	C511 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.1.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is unclear how a PoC User authorized to remove Media Type can disconnect from the Media Stream without remove it from the other Participants. 
	Status: OPEN

	C512 
	2006-01-19
	T
	SD, Appendix C
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0023-INP_POCV2.0_CONR_SD COMMENTS_NOKIA

Comment: Why 'PoC Interworking Agent' (described in 4.40.2) is not described here ?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	C513 
	2007.01.16
	T
	D2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The topology involving XDM mcould also be of interest.

Proposed Change: Introduce a figure showing how PoC Shared Group/Policy relates to the interworking service.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED


2.4 OMA-TS-PoC_ControlPlane-V2_0-20061221-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	D1 
	2007.01.11
	T
	1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: It is better to reference the SD directly for the high level procedures.

Proposed Change: Reference the SD instead.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D2 
	2007-01-19
	T
	1, 1st paragraph
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "PoC Box" is missing in the scope.

Proposed Change: Add it to the 1st sentence
	Status: OPEN

	D3 
	2007.01.11
	E
	2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The references are unordered.

Proposed Change: Sort the references in some order e.g. alphabetic order.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D4 
	2007.01.11
	T
	2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The reference [draft-answermode] does not exist any longer (not even an old version)
Proposed Change: ?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D5 
	2007.01.11
	T
	2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The reference [draft-ietf-sip-acr-code] has a newer version.

Proposed Change: Update the reference and the CP specification if necessary.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D6 
	2007.01.11
	T
	2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The reference [draft-URI-list-capacity] has a newer version.

Proposed Change: Update the reference and the CP specification if necessary.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D7 
	2007.01.11
	T
	2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The reference [draft-multiple-refer] has a newer version.

Proposed Change: Update the reference and the CP specification if necessary.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D8 
	2007.01.11
	T
	2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The reference [draft-poc-p-headers] has changed name to draft-allen-sipping-poc-p-answer-state-header-04.txt

Proposed Change: Update reference
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D9 
	2007.01.11
	T
	2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The reference [draft-URI-list-handling] does not exist any longer.

Proposed Change: ?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D10 
	2007.01.11
	E
	2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The reference [OMA-PoC-SD] does not contain complet information.
Proposed Change: Complete information.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D11 
	2007.01.11
	E
	2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The reference [OMA-PoC-UP] does not contain complet information.
Proposed Change: Complete information.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D12 
	2007.01.11
	T
	2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The reference [draft-ietf-mmusic-sdp-bfcp] is now RFC 4583

Proposed Change: Update reference and check if any change in CP is required.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D13 
	200
	T
	2.1
	Source: Anders Lindgren, Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  Reference to Shared Policy missing.

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	D14 
	2007.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Some of the drafts are expired

Proposed Change: Update the technical and reference content of the expired drafts.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	· 
	2007.01.22
	E
	2.1
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Some of the references' links do not have the hyperlink formatting in them.

Proposed Change: Update
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D15 
	2007.01.22
	T
	2.1 ([OMA ClientProvisioning])
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The reference is not complete.

Proposed Change: Update.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D16 
	2007.01.22
	T
	2.1 ([OMA-PoC-UP] and otehr 1.0 versions)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The reference is not complete

Proposed Change: Update.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D17 
	2007.01.11
	E
	2.1 [3GPP TS 24.229]
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Need to update to Release 7

Proposed Change: Update reference
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D18 
	2006-01-19
	E
	2.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: RFC 2234 is obsolete.

Proposed Change: Change RFC2234 to RFC4234.
	Status: OPEN

	D19 
	2007.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: [draft-answermode] 

Draft does not exist and could not find
Proposed Change: 

.Expired – currently being reviewed
	Status: OPEN



	D20 
	2007.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: [draft-ietf-sip-acr-code] 

Draft does not exist and could not find
Proposed Change: 

.Expired – currently being reviewed
	Status: OPEN



	D21 
	2007.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: [draft-URI-list-capacity]
Draft does not exist
Proposed Change: Replace with

http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-ietf-sipping-capacity-attribute-03.txt. 
	Status: OPEN



	D22 
	2007.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: [draft-multiple-refer]
Draft does not exist
Proposed Change: Replace with

http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-ietf-sip-multiple-refer-01.txt. 
	Status: OPEN



	D23 
	2007.01.22
	E
	2.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: [draft-poc-p-headers]

URL: http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-allen-sipping-poc-p-answer-state-headers-04.txt
Typo in reference and word “finish”
Proposed Change: 

URL: http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-allen-sipping-poc-p-answer-state-header-04.txt. 
	Status: OPEN



	D24 
	2007.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: [draft-URI-list-handling] 

Draft does not exist and could not find
Proposed Change: 

. 
	Status: OPEN



	D25 
	2007.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: [draft-uri-list-message]
Draft does not exist
Proposed Change: Replace with

http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-ietf-sip-uri-list-message-01.txt

. 
	Status: OPEN



	D26 
	2007.01.22
	T
	2.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Obsolete DM 1.1.2 reference
Proposed Change: 

Delete DM 1.12 reference

Replace [OMA-DM v1.2] reference with just [OMA-DM] and document: "OMA Device Management Protocol", V1.2

OMA Sync ML  refrerences also need to reference 1.2 versions

. 
	Status: OPEN



	D27 
	2007-01-19
	T
	2.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: PoC-XDM Specification version 1.0

Proposed change: reference version 2.0
	Status: OPEN

	D28 
	2007.01.22
	T
	2.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Duplicate DM 12 reference
Proposed Change:  Delete

 
	Status: OPEN



	D29 
	2007.01.22
	T
	2.2 (
[OMA DM])
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Should the DM reference be 1.2 as stated in the ETR?

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D30 
	2007.01.22
	T
	2.2 ([Provisioning Content] and [OMA-PoC-AD])
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Incomplete references.

Proposed Change: Update.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D31 
	2006-01-19
	E
	2.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: version number of the PoC AD is missing.

Proposed Change: add version number (2.0) to AD reference.
	Status: OPEN

	D32 
	2007.01.11
	T
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: I can not find that Ad-hoc PoC Group is defined anywhere????

Proposed Change: Add definition.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D33 
	2007.01.11
	T
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Discrete Media not defined in CP

Proposed Change: Define Discrete Media
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D34 
	2007.01.11
	T
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Is Talk Burst and Talk Burst Control needed in CP.

Proposed Change: Remove from definition?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D35 
	2007.01.11
	E/T
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: PoC Service Provider not defined.

Proposed Change: Add definition for PoC Service Provider

(use SD definition)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D36 
	2007.01.22
	T
	3.2
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Definitions are not aligned with the SD document.

Proposed Change: Align the definitions in CP and SD and update ETR accordingly.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D37 
	200y.mm.dd
	E
	3.2
	Source: Anders Lindgren, Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  Definition Pre-arranged PoC group is referring to [OMA-POC-XDM] shall it refer to [XDM-SharedGroups] instead?

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	D38 
	2007.01.22
	T
	3.2
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Definitions are not aligned with the SD document.

Proposed Change: Align the definitions in CP and SD and update ETR accordingly.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D39 
	2007.01.22
	T
	3.2 (FDCFO)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  This definition is more like abbreviation description and not definition of what the term is.

Proposed Change: Add definition for FDCFO
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D40 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.2 (SIP Session)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  References need to be in the references style.

Proposed Change: UpdateS 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D41 
	2007.01.11
	T
	3.2 Chat PoC Group
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The "…. does not result in other members of the Chat PoC Group being invited" is confusing since a chat group does not always have any members.

Proposed Change: …..does not result in other members of the Chat PoC Group being invited

( 

….does not result in other PoC Users being invited
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D42 
	2007.01.11
	T
	3.2 Controlling PoC Function
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The Controlling PoC Function definition mention RTP Media but not MSRP.

Proposed Change: Update to also include MSRP.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D43 
	2007.01.11
	T
	3.2 Discrete Media Transfer Progress Report
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problems

Proposed Change: discrete media ( Discrete Media
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D44 
	2007.01.11
	T
	3.2 Distinguished Participant
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The Distinguished Participant definition mention RTP Media but not MSRP.

Proposed Change: Update to also include MSRP.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D45 
	2007.01.11
	E
	3.2 Home PoC Server
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem at the end of definition.

Proposed Change: user ( PoC User
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D46 
	2007.01.11
	T
	3.2 Media Burst Control Protocol
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Claims that MBCP is defined in CP: " Media Burst Control Protocol (MBCP) is a protocol for performing Media Burst Control, and is defined in these specifications."

Proposed Change: Modify as follows: 

Media Burst Control Protocol (MBCP) is a protocol for performing Media Burst Control, and is defined in [OMA-PoC-UP].
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D47 
	2007.01.11
	T
	3.2 Media Burst Control Schemes
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains Talk Burst Control in definition.

Proposed Change: Remove Talk Burst Control from definition.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D48 
	2007.01.11
	E
	3.2 Media Stream
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem

Proposed Change: each media flow ( each Media flow
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D49 
	2007.01.11
	E
	3.2 Participating PoC Function
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains Talk Burst Control

Proposed Change: Talk Burst Control ( Media Burst Control
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D50 
	2007.01.11
	E
	3.2 PoC Session Identity
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains TBCP

Proposed Change: TBCP ( MBCP
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D51 
	2007.01.11
	E
	3.2 Pre-established Session
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem

Proposed Change: user ( PoC User
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D52 
	2007.01.11
	E
	3.2 Primary PoC Session
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem

Proposed Change: user ( PoC User 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D53 
	2007.01.11
	E
	3.2 Secondary PoC Session
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem

Proposed Change: media ( Media
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D54 
	2007.01.11
	E
	3.2 SIP Session
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: References to RFCs within the definition shall have [] around them

Proposed Change: RFC 3261 ( [RFC3261] and RFC 2543 ( [RFC2543]
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D55 
	2007.01.11
	E
	3.2 SIP Session
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: References to RFCs within the definition shall have [] around them. RFC 2396 is not in clause 2.

Proposed Change: RFC 3261 ( [RFC3261] and RFC 2396 [5] ( [RFC2396].

Add RFC2396 in clause 2.1.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D56 
	2007.01.11
	T
	3.2 Talk Burst Control Protocol
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: If needed, reference to these specifications is not correct.

Proposed Change: Make a reference to PoC 1 UP specification.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D57 
	2006-01-19
	E
	3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: wrong definition for Ad-hoc PoC Groups Session.

Proposed Change: Incorporate the agreed 1262.
	Status: OPEN

	D58 
	2006-01-19
	E
	3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Generalise a little the definition of Chat PoC Group.

Proposed Change: Remove the too detailed text in the definition "where the <invite-members> element is set to "false" as specified in the [OMA-POC-XDM] "PoC Groups" and".  
	Status: OPEN

	D59 
	2006-01-19
	E
	3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: The definition of the Discrete Media Progress report is not good.

Proposed Change: Remove the too detailed text in the definition "where the <invite-members> element is set to "false" as specified in the [OMA-POC-XDM] "PoC Groups" and".  
	Status: OPEN

	D60 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.2
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Definition of QoE Profile and Local QoE Profile missed.  

Proposed Change: Include definitions (copy them from SD document)
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D61 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.2
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Definition of PoC Dispatcher 

Proposed Change: Change “is a participant in a 1-many-1 PoC Group Session” to “is a participant in a Dispatch PoC Session”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D62 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.2
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Definition of PoC Fleet Member

Proposed Change: Change “is a participant in a 1-many-1 PoC Group Session” to “is a participant in a Dispatch PoC Session”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D63 
	2007.01.22
	T
	3.2
	Source: Motorola

Form: INP Doc # 2007-0052

Comment: It might be useful in the definitions to map PoC terminology to the generic terminology used in XDM 2.0.  For example, “Chat PoC Group” is called “Join-in Group” in XDM 2.0.

Proposed Change: Add additional text to terms that are genericized in XDM 2.0 Shared Group / Policy XDM TS, such as “In [XDM-Shared-Groups], this is called a Join-in Group”.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D64 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2, "Ad-hoc PoC Group Session"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "Ad-hoc PoC Group" is not defined and is wrong as PoC Group is "A predefined set of PoC Users together with its attributes" while Ad-hoc PoC Group is just an ad-hoc list of PoC Users and/or Pre-arranged PoC Groups.

Proposed Change: Replace with "A PoC Group Session established by a PoC User towards multiple PoC Users and/or Pre-arranged PoC Groups.
	Status: OPEN

	D65 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2, "Answer Mode"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Loop definition.

Proposed Change: Replace with e.g. "The way of the PoC Session invitation handling at the PoC Server performing the Participating PoC Function on behalf of the Invited PoC User."
	Status: OPEN

	D66 
	2007-01-19
	E
	3.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Different definitions use different font (e.g. Answer Mode/Answer Mode Indication)
	Status: OPEN

	D67 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2, "Continuous Media"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "audio" and "video" should be capitalized.
	Status: OPEN

	D68 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2, "Control Plane", "Media Parameters", "User Plane"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: UE PoC Box and NW PoC Box are not covered.
	Status: OPEN

	D69 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2, "Discrete Media Transfer Progress Report"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Definition inconsistent with UP definition

Proposed Change: Replace with UP definition
	Status: OPEN

	D70 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2, "FDCFO"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The abbreviation is already defined in 3.3

Proposed Change: Remove FDCFO from 3.2
	Status: OPEN

	D71 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2 "Pre-established Session"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: it is not clear whether the Pre-established Session containing just Discrete Media not bound to any Media-floor Control Entity is allowed. 
	Status: OPEN

	D72 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2, "Nick Name"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "Nick name" generation in case of the anonymous PoC Addresses is not covered.

Proposed Change: Make 2nd sentence e.g.
	Status: OPEN

	D73 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2, "Participating PoC Function"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: new Media Types and MBCP are not handled in the definition.
	Status: OPEN

	D74 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2, "PoC Group Session"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Definition of "PoC Group Session" is confusing. It is possible to understand the sentence in a way that "PoC Group Session" can be "Pre-arranged PoC Group".

Proposed Change: Change to "A PoC Group Session is a Pre-arranged PoC Group Session, Ad-hoc PoC Group Session or Chat PoC Group Session.  (Source: [OMA-PoC-SD])"
	Status: OPEN

	D75 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2, "PoC Session"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Definition of "PoC Session" is confusing. It is possible to understand the sentence in a way that "PoC Session" can be "Pre-arranged PoC Group".

Proposed Change: Change to "A PoC Session is a SIP Session established by the procedures of this specification. This specification supports the following types of PoC Sessions: 1-1 PoC Session, Ad-hoc PoC Group Session, Pre-arranged PoC Group Session, or Chat PoC Group Session."
	Status: OPEN

	D76 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2, "Talk Burst Control Protocol"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "TBCP is defined in these specifications." is incorrect. TBCP was defined in PoCv1.0
Proposed Change: Replace with statement that TBCP was defined in PoCv1.0 User Plane.
	Status: OPEN

	D77 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.3, "FDCFO"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "Proceed" is missing
Proposed Change: Replace with "Full Duplex Call Follow-On Proceed"
	Status: OPEN

	D78 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.3
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Include QoS and QoE abbreviations

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D79 
	2007.01.11
	E/T
	3.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Some abbreviations are not used in the document.

Proposed Change: Remove the following abbreviations from 3.3:

APP
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D80 
	2007.01.18
	E
	3.3,
PoC
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The abbreviation “PoC” is interpreted differently in different PoC specs. Some with lower case “t”, some with uppercase “T”, some using hyphen, some not. In analogy with “Point-to-point”  defined in [OMA Dictoinary], hyphen should be used, and lower case “t”. 

Also, 3GPP TR 23.979 uses the term with lower case and hyphens.

Proposed Change: Change to “Push-to-talk over Cellular” where needed.

Note. This change is valid for all PoC enabler documentation and XDM enabler.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D81 
	2006-01-19
	E
	3.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Some abbreviations are missing.

Proposed Change: Add missing abbreviations.  At least MBCP is missing.
	Status: OPEN

	D82 
	2007.01.11
	T
	4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The introduction need to be updated.

Proposed Change: Add the following after clause 7:

Clause 8: "PoC Box" defines the procedures at the NW PoC Box and the UE PoC Box required to realize the PoC Box feature of the PoC service. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D83 
	2007.01.22
	E
	4
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Clause 8 does not appear.

Proposed Change: Include it.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D84 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: POC-12 and POC-10 are missing in the 1st sentence and Chapter 8 is not listed.
	Status: OPEN

	D85 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: SCR appendix is not informative but normative.
	Status: OPEN

	D86 
	2007.01.11
	T
	5.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The PoC Box is missing in the last paragraph. Further "…SHALL route via the…" can be modified.

Proposed Change: PoC Client and PoC Server ( PoC Client, PoC Box and PoC Server

SHALL route via the ( SHALL be routed via the
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D87 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.1, 2nd paragraph
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: UE PoC Box and NW PoC Box are missing.
	Status: OPEN

	D88 
	2007.01.11
	E
	5.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: References to RFC shall be embraced with [] without spaces, e.g. [RFC 3485] ( [RFC3485]

Proposed Change: Update the whole subclause to have correct format of references.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D89 
	
	T
	5.3
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  " If the SIP/IP Core supports SIP signaling compression, the SIP/IP Core SHALL support SigComp " This text gives a requirement on SIP/IP Core. Was this an intent of an OMA PoC TS?

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D90 
	2007.01.11
	E
	5.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem

Proposed Change: SIP / IP Core ( SIP/IP Core

(2 occurences) and [RFC 3325] ( [RFC3325] and invited PoC User ( Invited PoC User
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D91 
	2007.01.11
	E
	5.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: In NOTE 3 Talker Identification is used.

Proposed Change: Talker Identification ( Sender Identification
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D92 
	2006-01-19
	E
	5.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Remove text "If Nick Names are supported" in the beginning of the 9th paragraph, because it is duplication.  Everything here is valid only when supported.

Proposed Change: see above.
	Status: OPEN

	D93 
	2006-01-19
	E
	5.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Wrong reference in bullet 3.  Subclause number is wrong and title is wrong and also the used phrase is strange. 

Proposed Change: Change the bullet 3 (first of them) to say 

"3. A string that is the 'user' part of the Anonymous PoC Address as specified in subclause 5.9 "Anonymous PoC Address" e.g., "Anonymous-5". 
	Status: OPEN

	D94 
	2006-01-19
	E
	5.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: 'A' is missing in the beginning of the bullet 1.

Proposed Change: Change 'Nick Name' to A Nick Name'.
	Status: OPEN

	D95 
	2007.01.22
	E
	5.4

Bullet 3
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Referente to subclause “5.8 Anonymous PoC User” is not correct.

Proposed Change: Change to “5.9 Anonymous PoC Address”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D96 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.4 Note 2
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment: Only restricted Chat PoC Groups are stored in the XDMS.  
Proposed Change:  Add “restricted” to Chat PoC Group.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D97 
	2006-01-19
	T
	5.6.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: It is unclear if PoC Server SHALL support all possible languages.

Proposed Change: Clarify that if the language is supported.
	Status: OPEN

	D98 
	2007.01.11
	E
	5.6.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem in the table.

Proposed Change: uri-parameter ( uri parameter, invited PoC User ( Invited PoC User
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D99 
	2007.01.11
	E
	5.6.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Bad English: "….the Warning header when Warning header…."

Proposed Change: the Warning header when Warning header ( the Warning header when a Warning header
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D100 
	2007.01.11
	E
	5.7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Bad English. The paragraph 4 could be improved to increase readability.

Proposed Change: Modify as follows:

PoC Session Identity identifies the PoC Session the way that e.g.:

( The PoC Session Identity identifies the PoC Session in the way that e.g.:

Add an "a" in the beginning of each bullet.


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D101 
	2007.01.11
	E
	5.7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Error in message name

Proposed Change: TBCP Connect message ( MBCP Connect message
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D102 
	2007.01.11
	T
	5.7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: PoC Network (in the NOTE) not defined

Proposed Change: Define PoC Network or change to PoC network
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D103 
	
	T
	5.7
<The third paragraph>
	Source: <lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: < PoC Server performing the Participating PoC Function MAY modify the PoC Session Identity as described in the subclause 7.3.2.1 "General", but how to modify the PoC Session Identity is not described in the subclause 7.3.2.1, so whether the PoC Server performing the Participating PoC Function could modify the PoC Session Identity should be clarified in section 5.7. 
> 

Proposed Change: < n/a>
	Status: OPEN

	D104 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.7
	Source: Motorola

Form: INP Doc # 2007-0052

Comment: Why should participating PoC function modify the PoC Session Identity? There is no such description in section 7.3.2.1 as specified 

Proposed Change: Correct section should be referred or the description should be corrected.
	Status: OPEN



	D105 
	
	T
	5.8
	Source: Anders Lindgren, Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: In SharedGroupXDM is possible to assign a group a QoE profile. Shall also this be described here? 

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	D106 
	2007.01.11
	E
	5.8.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem

Proposed Change: Service Provider ( PoC Service Provider
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D107 
	2007.01.11
	T
	5.8.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Priority not defined

Proposed Change: Priority ( priority or define Priority
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D108 
	2006-01-19
	E
	5.8.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: A little bit strange beginning of the introduction.

Proposed Change: Remove from the beginning "The document [OMA-PoC-SD] defines Quality of Experience (QoE) Profiles. In particular," and add the reference "[OMA-PoC-SD]" in the end of the sentence.
	Status: OPEN

	D109 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.8.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "How the PoC Server authorizes the use of a QoE Profile for a PoC User is out of the scope for this specification." contradicts the previous sentence.

Proposed Change: Remove the sentence
	Status: OPEN

	D110 
	2007-01-19
	E
	5.8.2

C.2.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: NOTE does not use NOTE style.
	Status: OPEN

	D111 
	2007.01.11
	T
	5.8.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: WPS is not in the abbreviation list in 3.3

Proposed Change: Add WPS in 3.3
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D112 
	2007.01.11
	E
	5.8.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The Note shall have the "NO" format.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D113 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.8.2
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Include sentence:  ‘Official Government Use’ QoE Profile is automatically authorized at terminating part.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D114 
	2007.01.11
	E
	5.8.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The bullet list need be cleaned. Each bullet shall end with ";" with the exception of the last bullet that shall end with a "."

Proposed Change: Clean the list.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D115 
	2007.01.11
	E
	5.8.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Talk Burst is used in 3:rd bullet.

Proposed Change: Remove Talk Burst.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D116 
	2007.01.11
	T
	5.8.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Unclear "it" in "If PoC Server supports Nick Names, and if the Nick Name (see subclause 5.4 "Nick Name") is received in a SIP request or SIP response, the PoC Server SHALL use it as a Nick Name."

Proposed Change: Clarify the sentence. Can the whole paragraph be split into several paragraphs? The paragraph is hardly readable.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D117 
	2007.01.11
	T
	5.8.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The last paragraph is almost not possible to read. It is one sentence and when reading it I get the impression that the PoC Server SHALL have a unique Nick Name to (?).

Proposed Change: Need to be simplified, restructured and rephrased.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D118 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.9
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is not clear how the PoC Client which requested privacy finds out its unique Anonymous PoC Address generated by PoC Server.

Proposed Change: Adopt the IMv1.0 solution.
	Status: OPEN

	D119 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: A separate subclause for File transfer is needed but missing. File transfer is different than initiating a PoC Session with MSRP only. Since in the last case it shall be possible to add other Media Types e.g. PoC Speech according to the RD. However, there is no such requirement for File Transfer.

Proposed Change: Introduce a subclause for File transfer.

(Changes in other subclauses and in UP may be required)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D120 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0039

Comment: Inviting PoC User cannot ensure that the PoC Session set up with multiple offered Media Streams results to a PoC Session where all Participants share at least one common Media Type.
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D121 
	2006-01-19
	T
	6.1a
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Whole the leg from PoC Client to CF should use the same version of the spec.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1496R01-CR_CP_backward_compatibility_corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	D122 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1A
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The "… the PoC Client SHALL perform procedures specified in [OMA-PoC-1-CP] "Procedures at the PoC Client"." is unclear. 

Proposed Change: Modify as follows:

… the PoC Client SHALL perform procedure specified in [OMA-POC-1-CP] “Procedures at the PoC Client” instead of the procedures in this document.
	Status: OPEN

	D123 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Incomplet ending of the 1:st paragraph.

Proposed Change: …with the clarifications in the following. ( with the clarifications in this subclause.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D124 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Formatting problems in bullet 4. Bullet 4 also include bullet 5.

Proposed Change: Split the paragraph so it likes the following after the split.

 4. SHALL include the PoC feature tag '+g.poc.groupad' in the Contact header of the SIP REGISTER request that contains the contact address of the PoC Client, if receiving of Group Advertisement messages is supported;

5. SHALL include the PoC feature tag '+g.poc.discretemedia' in the Contact header of the SIP REGISTER request, if Discrete Media is supported;
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D125 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note about automata and principal feature tags.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D126 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note security problems and 3GPP2 MMD.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D127 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.1.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s Note:It is FFS whether the combination of feature tags automata and actor with the value principal is sufficient to uniquely identify the UE PoC Box in order to avoid conflicts with other PoC services
Proposed Change:  Delete unless there is another proposal

 
	Status: OPEN



	D128 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.1.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s Note: If the SIP/IP Core corresponds to 3GPP2 MMD then whether the contact address in the Contact header has to contain the same IP address and port number is FFS because the security mechanisms between the UE and the SIP/IP Core are different from 3GPP IMS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D129 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.1.1.1
PoC service registration and re-registration
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP

Comment: 
Step 5 should start from the new line but it is tied together after step 4.

Proposed Change: Step 5 should start from new line.
	Status: OPEN



	D130 
	2007-01-19
	E
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Bullet 5 is not in the bullet list
	Status: OPEN

	D131 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is unclear how to distinguish UE PoC Box from other (non recording) devices which are automata and principal – e.g. Web camera taking pictures of ski slopes.
	Status: OPEN

	D132 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1.1.1 7.3.2.2.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: When two Contacts are registered (PoC Client and UE PoC Box), the SIP/IP Core may fork incoming SIP INVITE with no Accept-Contact/Reject-Contact as the INVITE satisfies the conditions of both contacts.
	Status: OPEN

	D133 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1.1.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The UE PoC Box contact does not include the PoC feature tag.

Proposed Change: Add the statement that the PoC feature tag is included too.
	Status: OPEN

	D134 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.1.2 PoC service de-registration
Bullet 2
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP

Comment: 
The bullet 2 says “The PoC Client SHALL include the PoC feature tag '+g.poc.groupad' in the Contact header of the SIP REGISTER request if the PoC Client needs to continue to receive Group Advertisement messages;”
After de-registration, how could the Grouip Advertisement is possible?

Proposed Change: The bullet 2 is not needed.
	Status: OPEN



	D135 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.1.2 PoC service de-registration
Bullet 6
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP

Comment: 
The bullet 6 says “6. SHALL include the expiration value set to 0 according to rules and procedures of [RFC3261], if the User Equipment also needs to de-register from the SIP/IP Core;”
The underlined if condition is not needed. What is the meaning of “also” there?
Proposed Change: No need for the if condition.
	Status: OPEN



	D136 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.1.2
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  It is not clear in the section that the Contact header should not include the poc feature tag. It would be helpful to include the note about it. How about the de-PUBLISH? 

Proposed Change: Clarify by adding note.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D137 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.1.2 bullet 4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Need to be modified to also include the UE PoC Box, i.e. SHALL include "pref" also in the UE PoC Box case.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D138 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: IPII PoC Service setting as defined in AD 4.26.5 "Invited Parties Identity Information Mode" is missing.

Proposed Change: Drop in AD or add here.
	Status: OPEN

	D139 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Unknown abbreviation "PF" used.

Proposed Change: Replace with "Participating PoC Function"
	Status: OPEN

	D140 
	2006-01-19
	T
	6.1.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Removal should be added.

Proposed Change: Add removal and clarify that in case of removal and refresh the content is not allowed by RFC.
	Status: OPEN

	D141 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.1.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Wrong format of RFC references.
Proposed Change: [RFC 3841] ( [RFC3841]

[RFC 3903] ( [RFC3903]
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D142 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The NOTE is more like an editor's note.

Proposed Change: Resolve the Note or remove the Note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D143 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.2
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The PoC Service settings are not consistent between CP, section 6.1.2 and SD, section 4.26.

Proposed Change:  Update CP and SD.
	Status: OPEN

	D144 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment:  This NOTE:
It needs to be studied whether a single PoC Address can be used with more than one PoC Client. Should be an Editor’s Note: 

Proposed Change:  Resolve by stating that only a single PoC Address can be registered per PoC Client. Each PoC Address represents and individual PoC Client instance

 
	Status: OPEN



	D145 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.3.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: The PoC Client SHALL generate an initial SIP INVITE request according to rules and procedures of [RFC3261]. The PoC Client:
Numbering is messed up

Proposed Change:  correct numbering

 
	Status: OPEN



	D146 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.1.3.1
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Move note 2 after the last bullet 4 or even delete this note as the information is provided in subclause 5.8.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D147 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.1.3.1 
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Second list bullet 1 contains an "and," at the end.

Proposed Change: Move "and," to bullet 2.
	 2Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D148 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.3.1 bullet 7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Unclear ending of the bullet "… SHALL be included as specified in subclause 5.4 "Nick Name"."

Proposed Change: ….SHALL be included as specified in subclause 5.4 "Nick Name". ( ….the Nick Name SHALL be included as specified in subclause 5.4 "Nick Name".
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D149 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.3.1a
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note.

Proposed Change: Resolve the editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D150 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.1.3.1a
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The sentence before the bullet list contains the following:" When composing an SDP offer according to rules and procedures of [RFC3264] and [RFC4566] the PoC Server:". This subclause is about the PoC Client.

Proposed Change: the PoC Server ( PoC Client
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D151 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.1.3.1a
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Wrong reference in NOTE 3. 

Proposed Change: [OMA TS IM] ( [OMA-PoC-IM]
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D152 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.1.3.1a bullet 2c
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains the unnecessary TBCP

Proposed Change: remove ….with TBCP
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D153 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.3.1a bullet 2e
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: 

e) under the media level definition of MSRP, add to "a=accept types:" SDP attribute a MIME Type "application/vnd.oma.final-report+xml", "application/vnd.oma.detailed-progress-report+xml" or "application/vnd.oma.optimized-progress-report+xml" if either Discrete Media Transfer Final Report, detailed Discrete Media Transfer Progress Report or optimized Discrete Media Transfer Progress Report respectively, is indicated to be supported.

Does this mean that a PoC Client can support only one of them, not all of them??

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D154 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.1.3.1a bullet 3c
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains the unnecessary TBCP

Proposed Change: remove ….with TBCP
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D155 
	2007.01.15
	E
	6.1.3.1a <First Editor’s Note>
	Source: jonathan.lohr@sonyericsson.com

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: Is the Editor’s Note still needed?

Proposed Change: Delete the Editor’s Note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D156 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.3.1a 

SDP offer generation
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP

Comment: 
The following EN can be removed since it is already supported by “a=inactive’ in SDP for Ad-hoc PoC Group and  <remove-media-handling> for Pre-arranged PoC Group.

Editor's note: It is FFS whether an explicit removal of Media from PoC Session is needed ot whether it is enough to have a policy which removes the Media based on disconnecting from a Media by a Participant.

Proposed Change: Discuss whether the EN is already covered and if covered, it can be removed.
	Status: OPEN



	D157 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.1.3.1a

Bullet 4.a
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: PoC Client SHALL include its current Local QoE Profile

Proposed Change: Change to: the value of actual Local QoE Profile achieved by the PoC User
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D158 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6.1.3.1a
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Use 'PoC Client' instead of 'PoC Server' in the sentence just after the Editor's Note.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D159 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.3.1a
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: It is FFS whether an explicit removal of Media from PoC Session is needed ot whether it is enough to have a policy which removes the Media based on disconnecting from a Media by a Participant
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D160 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.3.1a
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editors Note: following is ffs "– e) an attribute to set the Media inactive, if PoC Client is not willing to send or receive the Media immediately
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D161 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.3.1a
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: how to distinguish the PoC Speech and Audio is FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D162 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1.3.1a
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is unclear how a PoC User authorized to remove Media Type can disconnect from the Media Stream without remove it from the other Participants. 
	Status: OPEN

	D163 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1.3.1a
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Distinction between Audio and PoC Speech is not clear
	Status: OPEN

	D164 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1.3.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: When Pre-established Session is used, media content to be provided to the Invited PoC User(s) has to be specified at the Pre-established Session establishment. Since the Inviting PoC User may select different media content for each PoC Session invitation, this limitation prohibits usage of Pre-established Session with Media Content.

Proposed Change: Extend the 6.1.3.2.2 and 6.1.3.2.3 to enable the Inviting PoC Client to specify the media content in the REFER
	Status: OPEN

	D165 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1.3.2, 6.1.3.3, 
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: If a URI is received thru non-PoC means (e.g. e-mail, SMS / ICQ / newspaper advertisement) the PoC User does not necessarily know whether the URI identifies PoC User or PoC Group. The distinction is important for selection of the PoC Session initiation method (6.1.3.3.1 or 6.1.3.3.2 / 6.1.3.2.2 or 6.1.3.2.3). 

Proposed Change: Define a method how PoC Client can request PoC network to detect whether the URI identifies PoC User or PoC Group.
	Status: OPEN

	D166 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.1.3.2.1
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: After the editor’s note. 

Proposed Change: Change “and [RFC4566] the PoC Server:” to “the PoC Client:”.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D167 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.1.3.2.1
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Note 2 should be Note 4

PF is not correct.

Proposed Change: Rename to NOTE 4.

Change PF to Participating PoC Function.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D168 
	2007.01.22
	E
	Many clauses:

Bullets about inclusion of RPH
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Currently states: “equal to the level assigned to the PoC User”. 

Proposed Change: change to: “equal to the level of priority…”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D169 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6.1.3.2.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Remove "in case of Ad-hoc PoC Group" in the bullet 4, because it is valid for 1-1 case also.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D170 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6.1.3.2.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: What means the otherwise sentence in the bullet 4 c ?  What is the case, when not continue ? 

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	D171 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6.1.3.2.2

Bullet 12
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Use form "uri parameter" as used elsewhere in the spec. 

Proposed Change: Change "URI parameter" to "uri parameter".
	Status: OPEN

	D172 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6.1.3.2.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: correct bullet numbering. 

Proposed Change: Bullet after 12 should be 13 (not 11).
	Status: OPEN

	D173 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.1.3.2.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Formatting (indentation) is messed up

Proposed Change:  correct formatting

 
	Status: OPEN



	D174 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1.3.2.2, 4 a)

7.2.1.8 4 b)

7.3.2.2.4 8
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "resource-list" is incorrect.

Proposed Change: "resource-lists" should be used instead
	Status: OPEN

	D175 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.1.3.2.3

Bullet 4
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: subclause 6.1.3.2.3.1 “Dispatch PoC Session establishment as PoC Dispatcher” does not exist 

Proposed Change: Change to: 6.1.3.2.3.1 “Dispatch PoC Session initiation as PoC Dispatcher”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D176 
	2006-01-19
	T
	6.1.3.2.3.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Is the NOTE 1 true ? 

Proposed Change: Remove NOTE 1, if it is not true.
	Status: OPEN

	D177 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1.3.2.3.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "application/resource list+xml" is incorrect.

Proposed Change: "application/resource-lists+xml" should be used instead (as specified in draft-ietf-simple-xcap-list-usage)
	Status: OPEN

	D178 
	2007-01-19
	E
	6.1.3.2.3.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: There are two b) bullets
	Status: OPEN

	D179 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1.3.2.3.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The current formulation allows only one body in the REFER by explicitly stating Content-Type header value to be inserted. This may prevent future extensions – e.g. included media content with Pre-establish Session.

Proposed Change: States instead of b) and b),  include a MIME resource-lists body of the MIME type "application/resource-lists+xml" with the list of the Invited PoC Users
	Status: OPEN

	D180 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.3.2.3.1
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Check if  NOTE1 is possible 

Proposed Change: Delete if NOTE1 is not possible.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D181 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.1.3.2.3.2
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Renumber subclause to 6.1.3.2.4

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D182 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.1.3.3.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Wrong NOTE numbering

Proposed Change: NOTE 1 ( NOTE
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D183 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.3.3.1 bullet 6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: 

6. SHALL, for each URI in the MIME resource-lists body, set the "copyControl" attribute to 'to' or 'cc', and set the "anonymize" attribute to 'true' if the URI is requested to be anonymous, according to rules and procedures of [draft-URI-list-capacity];
It is a little bit confusing why invited parties are anonymous and a clarification could be useful. It will also be easier to see the difference between this and the normal anonymity described in bullet 11.

Proposed Change: modify as follows:

if the URI is requested to be anonymous and not presented to Invited PoC User(s)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D184 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.3.3.1 bullet 7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains some strange formulations: "MAY include a Reject-Contact header with the feature tags and 'actor' with the value of 'msg-taker' along with 'require' and 'explicit' 'automata' along with 'require' and 'explicit' and in another Reject-Contact header the feature tags 'automata' and 'actor' with the value of 'principal' along with 'require' and 'explicit' if the PoC Client doesn't want to be routed to a PoC Box;"

Further, a SHALL is more correct since there is no other way defined how to do it. (The if statement at the end makes it optional anyway)

Proposed Change: Rephrase as follows:

"SHALL include a Reject-Contact header with the feature tags 'automata' and 'actor' with the value of 'msg-taker' along with 'require' and 'explicit' along with 'require' and 'explicit' and in another Reject-Contact header the feature tags 'automata' and 'actor' with the value of 'principal' along with 'require' and 'explicit' if the PoC Client doesn't want to be routed to a PoC Box;"
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D185 
	2006-01-19
	T
	6.1.3.3.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Cover also the Media Content including.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D186 
	2006-01-19
	T
	6.1.3.3.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Is "automata" missing in the bullet 7 ?

Proposed Change: Add "automata", if it is missing.
	Status: OPEN

	D187 
	2006-01-19
	T
	6.1.3.3.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Change MAY to SHALL in the bullet 7.  This is conditional in any case.

Proposed Change: Change "MAY" to "SHALL".
	Status: OPEN

	D188 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.3.3.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: 

7. MAY include a Reject-Contact header with the feature tags and 'actor' with the value of 'msg-taker' along with 'require' and 'explicit' 'automata' along with 'require' and 'explicit' and in another Reject-Contact header the feature tags 'automata' and 'actor' with the value of 'principal' along with 'require' and 'explicit' if the PoC Client doesn't want to be routed to a PoC Box;

Proposed Change:  

7. MAY include a Reject-Contact header with the feature tags and 'actor' with the value of 'msg-taker' along with 'require' and 'explicit' and in another Reject-Contact header the feature tags 'automata' and 'actor' with the value of 'principal' along with 'require' and 'explicit' if the PoC Client doesn't want to be routed to a PoC Box;


	Status: OPEN



	D189 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.3.3.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: 

.4 SHALL include in an Accept-Contact header the feature tags 'automata' and 'actor' with the value of 'msg-taker' along with 'require' and 'explicit' along with 'require' and 'explicit' and in another Reject-Contact header the feature tags 'automata' and 'actor' with the value of 'principal' along with 'require' and 'explicit' if the PoC User explicitly requests that only a PoC Box is to accept the invitation;
Proposed Change:  

4. . SHALL include in an Accept-Contact header the feature tags 'automata' and 'actor' with the value of 'msg-taker' along with 'require' and 'explicit' along with 'require' and 'explicit' and in another Accept-Contact header the feature tags 'automata' and 'actor' with the value of 'principal' along with 'require' and 'explicit' if the PoC User explicitly requests that only a PoC Box is to accept the invitation;
;


	Status: OPEN



	D190 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.1.3.3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem in NOTE 3.

Proposed Change: SIP INVITE ( SIP INVITE request
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D191 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.3.3.2 bullet 4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: 

4. SHALL include in an Accept-Contact header the feature tags 'automata' and 'actor' with the value of 'msg-taker' along with 'require' and 'explicit' along with 'require' and 'explicit' and in another Reject-Contact header the feature tags 'automata' and 'actor' with the value of 'principal' along with 'require' and 'explicit' if the PoC User explicitly requests that only a PoC Box is to accept the invitation;
The Reject-Contact header is not correct!

Proposed Change: 

4. SHALL include in an Accept-Contact header the feature tags 'automata' and 'actor' with the value of 'msg-taker' along with 'require' and 'explicit' along with 'require' and 'explicit' and in another Accept-Contact header the feature tags 'automata' and 'actor' with the value of 'principal' along with 'require' and 'explicit' if the PoC User explicitly requests that only a PoC Box is to accept the invitation;

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D192 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.1.3.3.2 Bullet 10
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: subclause 6.1.3.3.2.1 “Dispatch PoC Session establishment as PoC Dispatcher” does not exist 

Proposed Change: Change to: 6.1.3.3.2.1 “Dispatch PoC Session initiation as PoC Dispatcher”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D193 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.1.3.3.2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Wrong style of the header!

Proposed Change: Change from "normal" to "Heading 6"
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D194 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.1.3.3.2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The bullet list is inconsistent.

Proposed Change: Use ";" at the end of each bullet with the exception of the last that should end with a "." and the second last that should end with "; and,"
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D195 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.4.2 bullet 3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: It is not clear that the "a=sendonly" attribute shall be included in the SDP.
Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D196 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.4.3 bullet 3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: It is not clear that the "a=sendrecv" attribute shall be included in the SDP.
Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D197 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6.1.4.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Change the sentence "If a SIP 200 response is not received …" a NOTE.  This kind of issues are true in many other subclauses also.

Proposed Change: Change the sentence "If a SIP 200 response is not received …" a NOTE to say e.g. "NOTE: If a SIP 200 "OK" response is not received the PoC Client continues to use the previously agreed Media Parameters.".
	Status: OPEN

	D198 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6.1.4.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Change the sentence "If a SIP 200 response is not received …" a NOTE.  This kind of issues are true in many other subclauses also.

Proposed Change: Change the sentence "If a SIP 200 response is not received …" a NOTE to say e.g. "NOTE: If a SIP 200 "OK" response is not received the PoC Client continues to use the previously agreed Media Parameters.".
	Status: OPEN

	D199 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.4.6
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: It is FFS whether an explicit removal of Media Stream from the whole PoC Session is needed or whether it is enough to have a policy which removes the Media based on disconnecting from a Media Stream by a Participant
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D200 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.4.6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note.

Proposed Change: Resolve the editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D201 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.5.1 
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Inconsistent with PoC 1.0.1 in the 1:st bullet list bullet 3.

Proposed Change: Replace the whole bullet 3 with the following Note:

NOTE:
The PoC Session Identity includes the Session Type uri-parameter indicating the PoC Session type e.g. "session=prearranged", "session=chat" or "session=adhoc" as defined in E.5.1 "Session Type uri-parameter";


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D202 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.1.5.1 bullet 3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Bullet 3 (200 OK list) contains some strange English.

3. MAY notify the Media Burst Control Scheme to the PoC User if received the indication of Media Burst Control Scheme; and,
Proposed Change:
3. MAY notify the Media Burst Control Scheme to the PoC User if an indication of Media Burst Control Scheme is received; and,

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D203 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.6.1 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The interaction with user plane also includes initialization of the 2 stage release procedure.

Proposed Change: 1) Rephrase or 2) only say interact with the user plane in the bullet and then modify UP to say something about releasing the granted permission to send Media or for canceling the queued Media Burst Request. Alternative 2) is recommended.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D204 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.6.1

Bullet 5
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment:  When a SIP BYE request is generated the QoE Profile of the PoC Session is already established and can not be changed. 
Proposed Change:  Delete
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D205 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.6.2 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The interaction with user plane also includes initialization of the 2 stage release procedure.

Proposed Change: 1) Rephrase or 2) only say interact with the user plane in the bullet and then modify UP to say something about releasing the granted permission to send Media or for canceling the queued Media Burst Request. Alternative 2) is recommended.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D206 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.6.2

Bullet 8
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment:  When a SIP BYE request is generated the QoE Profile of the PoC Session is already established and can not be changed. 
Proposed Change:  Delete
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D207 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.1.7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: NOTE 1 contains TBCP.

Proposed Change: TBCP ( MBCP
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D208 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.1.7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: In bullet 8 and 9 it is not clear that adding anything to the URI (using the escape mechanism) is only possible if it contains a SIP URI i.e. it is not possible in the case of a TEL URI.

Proposed Change: Describe the limitation giving a hint that converting the TEL URI to a SIP URI makes it still possible in the same way as in NOTE 4 in subclause 6.1.13. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D209 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.8

Bullet 6
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment: Why is the Resource-Priority header needed in the Instant personal Alert?  There is no corresponding requirement in the RD.
Proposed Change:  Delete
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D210 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.8

Bullet 6 

6.1.9 

Bullet 8

6.1.10

Bullet 3

7.2.1.11.1

Bullet 1
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: “the PoC User requests that QoE Profile”. 

All of these subclauses are non session related procedures and QoE Profiles are applied in Sessions. 

Saying that the Client includes the RPH to request Official Government Use QoE Profile is not correct because inclusion of RPH only refers to the desire of the user to gain preferential treatment.

Proposed Change: change to: “the PoC User requests priority.

Avoid referring to QoE Profiles in non session related procedures as this may cause confusion.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D211 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.1.9 bullet 3c
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an unnecessary "and" at the end.

Proposed Change: remove …and,
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D212 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.9
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Consider inclusion of Dispatch attribute, as specified in E.1.2.

Proposed Change: Include a new step to cover the Dispatch attribute.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D213 
	2006-01-19
	T
	6.1.9
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: A new element <supported-services> should be added in the GA definition.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D214 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.9

Bullet 8
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment: Why is the Resource-Priority header needed in the Group Advertisement?  There is no corresponding requirement in the RD.
Proposed Change:  Delete
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D215 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.10

Bullet 3
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment: Why is the Resource-Priority header needed in the subscription to the conference state event? There is no corresponding requirement in the RD.
Proposed Change:  Delete
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D216 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.12
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Unclear how the PoC Client knows if Simultaneous Sessions are supported by the PoC Server.

Proposed Change: Add the following text.

The PoC Client can know if Simultaneous PoC Sessions are supported by the Home PoC Network by checking the parameter SIMU-SESNS. If the SIMU-SESNS parameter is provisioned as specified in Appendix B "Appendix The parameters to be provisioned for PoC service" to a value grater than zero the Home PoC Network supports Simultaneous PoC Sessions.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D217 
	2007-01-19
	E
	6.1.12, 7.3.1.12
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Wrong pointers due to "Talk Burst Control Protocol MIME registration" renaming to "Media Burst Control Protocol MIME registration".
	Status: OPEN

	D218 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1.12.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It should be clarified how the "poc_sess_priority" is set in case there are multiple Media-floor Control Entities.

Proposed Change: State that the "poc_sess_priority" is set for each Media-floor Control Entity the same way
	Status: OPEN

	D219 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.12.1 bullet 2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Unclear that the "poc_sess_priority" parameter is not the only parameter included in the SDP.

Proposed Change: Include a reference to the subclause 6.1.3.1a before this step.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D220 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6.1.12.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Change the sentence " If a SIP 200 "OK" response is not received … " a NOTE.  This kind of issues are true in many other subclauses also.

Proposed Change: Change the sentence "If a SIP 200 response is not received …" a NOTE to say e.g. "NOTE: If a SIP 200 "OK" response is not received the PoC Client continues to use the previously agreed setting. ".
	Status: OPEN

	D221 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.12.2 bullet 2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Unclear that the  "poc_lock" parameter is not the only parameter included in the SDP.

Proposed Change: Include a reference to the subclause 6.1.3.1a before this step.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D222 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1.12.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It should be clarified how the "poc_lock" is set in case there are multiple Media-floor Control Entities.

Proposed Change: State that the "poc_lock" is set for each Media-floor Control Entity the same way
	Status: OPEN

	D223 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1.12.2, 4, 7.2.1.4 2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: it is unclear what is "URI representing any available PoC Dispatcher of the Dispatch PoC Group".
	Status: OPEN

	D224 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.13
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note. However, expelling of Participants is already in the SCR tables for the Dispatcher case and not for normal Participants.

Proposed Change: Editor's note can be removed.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D225 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.1.13
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:  Terminology problem in bullet 2 (SIP NOTIFY) list.

Proposed Change: SIP NOTIFY body ( SIP NOTIFY request body.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D226 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.1.13
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: NOTE 1 contains TBCP.

Proposed Change: TBCP ( MBCP
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D227 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.1.13 bullet 6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Wrong bullet structure.

Proposed Change: Indent bullets a) and b).
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D228 
	2006-01-19
	T
	6.1.13
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Editor's Note should be solved.

Proposed Change: Just remove the EN, because the issue is covered.
	Status: OPEN

	D229 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.13
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Delete editor’s note

Proposed Change: OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1472-CR_CP_dispatcher_remove_EN (agreed by PoC WG in Washington meeting)
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D230 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.13
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editors Note: SCR and ETR should be generated only for Dispatching case
Proposed Change:  Delete

 
	Status: OPEN



	D231 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.1.13
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Formatting (indentation) is messed up (Bullet 6)

Proposed Change:  correct formatting

 
	Status: OPEN



	D232 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.1.14

Bullet 8
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: “PoC Server using a new SIP dialogaccording to”

Proposed Change: Change to “PoC Server using a new SIP dialog according to”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D233 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.1.14
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: In bullet 6 and 7 it is not clear that adding anything to the URI (using the escape mechanism) is only possible if it contains a SIP URI i.e. it is not possible in the case of a TEL URI.

Proposed Change: Describe the limitation giving a hint that converting the TEL URI to a SIP URI makes it still possible in the same way as in NOTE 4 in subclause 6.1.13. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D234 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.1.14
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:  Terminology problem in bullet 2 (SIP NOTIFY) list.

Proposed Change: SIP NOTIFY body ( SIP NOTIFY request body.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D235 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.1.14
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: NOTE 1 contains TBCP.

Proposed Change: TBCP ( MBCP
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D236 
	2006-01-19
	T
	6.1.14
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Clarify what is "URI representing any available PoC Dispatcher".

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D237 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.15
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The NOTE gives the impression that it is possible to send a MESSAGE without an relation to a PoC Session. This is not true.

NOTE:
The SIP MESSAGE can be sent inside or outside the existing SIP dialog, when sent to the Participants of the PoC Session. If sent inside the existing SIP dialog, the Accept-Contact header is not needed to be included.

Proposed Change: Modify the note to be as follows:

NOTE:
The SIP MESSAGE can be sent inside or outside the existing SIP dialog. If sent inside the existing SIP dialog, the Accept-Contact header is not needed to be included.


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D238 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.1.15
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: NOTES are not numbered.

Proposed Change: Number the NOTES i.e. NOTE 1 and NOTE 2.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D239 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6.1.15
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Number the NOTES.  Move the last NOTE before the text "When SIP/IP Core corresponds …".

Proposed Change: See comment.
	Status: OPEN

	D240 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.16.1 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The interaction with user plane also includes initialization of the 2 stage release procedure.

Proposed Change: 1) Rephrase or 2) only say interact with the user plane in the bullet and then modify UP to say something about releasing the granted permission to send Media or for canceling the queued Media Burst Request. Alternative 2) is recommended.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D241 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.16.1

Bullet 5
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment: Why is the Resource-Priority header needed when releasing a PoC Session?  
Proposed Change:  Delete
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D242 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.16.2

Bullet 8
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment: Why is the Resource-Priority header needed when releasing a PoC Session?  
Proposed Change:  Delete
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D243 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.1.16.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:  Terminology problem in bullet 2 (SIP NOTIFY) list.

Proposed Change: SIP NOTIFY body ( SIP NOTIFY request body.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D244 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.17
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: There is no relation between FDCFO Proceed SIP MESSAGE an IM hence the IM procedures shall not be used.

Proposed Change: Use procedures similar to Instant Personal Alert and Group Advertisment.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D245 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.17
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: What is a SIP 2XX success response?

Proposed Change: SIP 2XX success response ( SIP 2xx final response.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D246 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.1.17 bullet 3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Is missing an ";" at the end.

Proposed Change: Add a ";" at the end of the bullet.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D247 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.17 bullet 4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The NOTE 1 should be part of the normative bullet 4.

Proposed Change: Modify bullet for to also include the NOTE 1 as follows:

4.     SHALL include a list of full duplex voice call addresses in the form of MIME application/vnd.poc.fdcfo+xml body as specified in the subclause E.1.4 "FDCFO Proceed Document"; and,
NOTE 2 ( NOTE
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D248 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.1.18
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The 1:st paragraph ends in a strange way. 

Proposed Change: Remove the ":" at the end, add PoC Client:.

Remove from second paragraph "The PoC Client".

Make a bullet list of the SHALL …
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D249 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1.18
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Activation/de-activation of Discrete Media Transfer Progress and Final Report is a form of PoC Session modification. The current place is not appropriate.

Proposed Change: Move the chapter to become subchapter of 6.1.4.
	Status: OPEN

	D250 
	2006-01-19
	T
	6.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Add backward compatibility as proposed by 1496R01.

Proposed Change: See 1496R01.
	Status: OPEN

	D251 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.2.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The bullet 11, 12 and 13 is in the wrong list. It should be in the receive INVITE list instead of the send response list.

Proposed Change: Move 11,12 and 13 in the second list to the 1:st list. Recommended place is between bullet 9 and 10.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D252 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.2.1.1 bullet 5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Warning headers cannot be included in INVITE.

Proposed Change: Remove bullet 5.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D253 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.2.1.1a
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The paragraph 2 and 3 only mentions Media Stream. The same should apply for Media-Control Entities as well.

Proposed Change: Modify paragraph 2 and 3 to also include Media-floor Control Entities also, e.g.:

…. which removes a Media Stream…. ( which removes a Media Stream or a Media-Floor Control Entity or both….
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D254 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.2.1.1a
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an Editor's note regarding setting Media to inactive.

Proposed Change: Resolve and remove the editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D255 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.2.1.1a
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an Editor's note regarding setting how to distinguish between PoC Speech and Audio.

Proposed Change: Resolve and remove the editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D256 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.2.1.1a bullet 2c
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Talk Burst Control Protocol is unnecessary.

Proposed Change: Remove … with Talk Burst Control Protocol…
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D257 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.2.1.1a bullet 3d
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: An unnecessary "Talk Burst Control Protocol" statement.
Proposed Change: Remove: ….with Talk Burst Control Protocol
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D258 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6.2.1.1a
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Use IM endorsement as a reference in the NOTE 1.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D259 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.2.1.1a

Bullet 6
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Consider re-INVITE case: in this case the PoC Client shall include its current Local QoE Profile.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D260 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.2.1.1a
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editors Note: following is ffs "– e) if PoC Client is not willing to send or receive the Media Streams immediately, an attribute to set the Media inactive.
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D261 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.2.1.1a
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: how to distinguish the PoC Speech and Audio is FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D262 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.1.1a
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 6.2.1.1a allows the PoC User to accept or reject the offered Media Types. If any Media Type is rejected in Auto-Answer using On-demand Session, the Inviting PoC User may be misinformed about the Media Types used in the PoC Session as the Controlling PoC Function interprets the reception of the unconfirmed indication already degenerated by the terminating Participating PoC Function as acceptance of all the offered Media Types as specified in 7.2.1.1a 1
	Status: OPEN

	D263 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.2.1.2 bullet 2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Why is a check for the Dispatch Type uri-parameter in both the Contact header and in the Authenticated Originator's PoC Address. The Contact header should be enough. A reference would also be nice.

Proposed Change: Clarify and add a reference to E.5.2.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D264 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.2.1.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note.

Proposed Change: Resolve and remove the editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D265 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.2.1.3 bullet 13
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem

Proposed Change: section ( subclause
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D266 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.2.1.3 bullet 3 and 5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Why is a check for the Dispatch Type uri-parameter in both the Contact header and in the Authenticated Originator's PoC Address. The Contact header should be enough. A reference would also be nice.

Proposed Change: Clarify and add a reference to E.5.2.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D267 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.2.1.3 bullet 4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: References to bullet 3, 4, 5 and 6 are not correct. I am completely lost.

Proposed Change: Update reference to be correct or restructure this part in the subclause.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D268 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6.2.1.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Check the step numbers in bullet 4.

Proposed Change: Correct, if needed.
	Status: OPEN

	D269 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.2.1.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: The procedure if the PoC User decides to have the NW PoC Box accept the PoC Session is FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve by adding text for redirect to NW PoC Box

 
	Status: OPEN



	D270 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is not clear when the re-INVITE reception result to 6.2.2 PoC Session modification and when to 6.2.1 PoC Client invited to a PoC Session

Proposed Change: States in 6.2.2 that 6.2.1 is used when the re-INVITE is received within Pre-established Session not used by any PoC Session.
	Status: OPEN

	D271 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.2.3.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: It would be better to switch the bullet 1 with 2, i.e. start with user plane interaction before sending 200 OK..

Proposed Change: Make bullet 1 bullet 2

Make bullet 2 bullet 1.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D272 
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.2.5
	Source: Anders Lindgren, Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  Duplicated bullet 5 

Proposed Change:  Renumber bullet list.
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	D273 
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.2.5
	Source: Anders Lindgren, Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  Shall it be specified also how the PoC client may use the GroupUsageList AUID in shared List XDMS to store information received in the GA

Proposed Change:  Add a new bullet “MAY store the address and the usage of  the group in the SharedListXDMS using the application  usage org.openmobilealliance.group-usage-list as specified in [XDM-Shared-List] and in [POC-XDM].” Also the reference to [XDM-Shared-List] in section 2.1
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	D274 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.2.5 bullet 6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Alert-Info is not allowed in MESSAGE

Proposed Change: Remove …the Alert-Info header or …

(two occurrences)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D275 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.2.7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Unclear and/or

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D276 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6.2.8
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Add title name in the reference to the IM endorsement in the bullet 1.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D277 
	2007.01.11
	T
	6.2.9
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The FDCFO Proceed SIP MESSAGE has nothing to do with IM. 

Proposed Change: Remove references to IM and clarify what to do instead.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D278 
	2007.01.11
	E
	6.2.9
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The sentence "If the PoC User accepts the switch to full duplex voice call, the PoC Client " shall not be indented.

Proposed Change: Make the sentence "If the PoC User accepts the switch to full duplex voice call, the PoC Client:" a normal paragraph without indent.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D279 
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	6.2.9
	Source: Anders Lindgren, Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  Shall it be specified also how the PoC client may use the GroupUsageList AUID in shared List XDMS to store information received in the GA

Proposed Change:  Add a new bullet “MAY store the address and the usage of  the group in the SharedListXDMS using the application  usage org.openmobilealliance.group-usage-list as specified in [XDM-Shared-List] and in [POC-XDM].” Also the reference to [XDM-Shared-List] in section 2.1
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	D280 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6.2.9
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Correct the title in the IM endorsement reference.  It can't be "IM Client …". 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D281 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.3.1 (POC_CP-SJR-C-043-M)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The description of this SCR states: " Terminating PoC Client cancelling a PoC Session request: On-demand case (receiving SIP CANCEL)". The text "cancelling" should change to supports reception of CANCEL. The terminating PoC Client does not cancel a PoC Session.

Proposed Change: Clarify. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D282 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.1.1 bullet 2cii
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: This bullet is wrong in the following way:

The bullet shall be last without any check if an Accept-Contact header.

Proposed Change: Move after bullet 2ciii, renumber it to iii.

Remove 

…and the Accept-Contact header contains the feature tag 'automata' and the feature tag 'actor' with the value of 'msg-taker' or 'principal' and the parameters 'explicit' and 'require'…..


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D283 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.1.1 bullet 2cii
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: This bullet should be after 2ci.

Proposed Change: Move bullet after 2ci and or, and renumber it to ii and add an or,
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

Solved by:'

OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1355R01-CR_CP_7.1.1_Reception_of_an_initial_SIP_INVITE_request



	D284 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.1.1 bullet 3a
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note as follows:

<Unconditional forward invitations to the NW PoC Box when the PoC User is not registered>

replaced by: 

<allow-unconditional-nwpocbox-routing>
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D285 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.1.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Add the case, when not Chat or Pre-arranged in the bullet 2 a).

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D286 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.1.1

Bullet 2.c) ii
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment:  The text “and the Accept-Contact header contains the feature tag 'automata' and the feature tag 'actor' with the value of 'msg-taker' or 'principal' and the parameters 'explicit' and 'require'” seems to be inserted in error. 
Proposed Change:  Delete
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D287 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.1.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: 2. C 

ii. if the SIP URI in the Request-URI of the SIP INVITE request corresponds to a Chat PoC Group owned by the PoC Server and the Accept-Contact header contains the feature tag 'automata' and the feature tag 'actor' with the value of 'msg-taker' or 'principal' and the parameters 'explicit' and 'require', the PoC Server SHALL perform the role of Controlling PoC Function and continue as specified in subclause 7.2.1.5 "Joining Chat PoC Group Session request";

Proposed Change:  

ii. if the SIP URI in the Request-URI of the SIP INVITE request corresponds to a Chat PoC Group owned by the PoC Server and the Accept-Contact header does not contain the feature tag 'automata' and the feature tag 'actor' with the value of 'msg-taker' or 'principal' and the parameters 'explicit' and 'require', the PoC Server SHALL perform the role of Controlling PoC Function and continue as specified in subclause 7.2.1.5 "Joining Chat PoC Group Session request";

 
	Status: OPEN



	D288 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.1.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: A proper name for <Unconditional forward invitations to the NW PoC Box when the PoC User is not registered> is needed 

Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D289 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.1.1, 2. c) ii.
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "the Accept-Contact header contains the feature tag 'automata' and the feature tag 'actor' with the value of 'msg-taker' or 'principal' and the parameters 'explicit' and 'require'" is incorrect as it allows Chat PoC Session invitation handling when the Inviting PoC User requests usage of PoC Box, which is not allowed. 

Proposed Change: Opposite is true – replace with "there is no Accept-Contact header containing the feature tag 'automata' and the feature tag 'actor' with the value of 'msg-taker' or 'principal' and the parameters 'explicit' and 'require'"
	Status: OPEN

	D290 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.1.1, 2. d)
	Source: Siemens

Form: If the PoC Box Accept-Contact is included in the PoC Session invitation related to "Re-joining PoC Session request", it is not handled correctly.

Proposed Change: Check the PoC Box related Accept-Contact and if present, reject the PoC Session invitation.
	Status: OPEN

	D291 
	2007-01-19
	E
	miscellaneous
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: A few spelling errors "Nameas", "contentwas", "SHALLinclude", "subclause7.2.1.17", "[RFC3265] [RFC4575]", ", and rules", "dialogthe", "MediaStreams", "dialogthe", "if 'a", "is support", ".if", "SIP2xx", "IF", "anSDP", "Clientcontains", "header.the", "Request -URI", "includeds aReject-Contact", "theOMA PoC Enabler]", "ClientAutomatic", "arenon-negative", "Media.prior"

Please also fix the following:

"tb-seg-preload"->"tb_seg_preload"
	Status: OPEN

	D292 
	2007.01.18
	T
	7.2.1
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: When rejecting a session setup request due to Media Type not allowed, why not send a 415 Unsupported Media Type instead of 403 Forbidden (which is not as informative)?

Also, a list of allowed Media Types supported by the PoC Server could be included in that case.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D293 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.2.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Add backward compatibility as proposed by 1496R01.

Proposed Change: See 1496R01.
	Status: OPEN

	D294 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D295 
	2007.01.18
	T
	7.2.1.1
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: When sending warning “107 Not authorized to add <Media Type>”, why not include those Media Types allowed?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D296 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.2.1.1 bullet 10
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Duplicated information (100 trying exception mentioned earlier) and bad English.

Proposed Change: Change:

SHALL include Warning header(s) received in incoming provisional responses to SIP INVITE request with the exception of the SIP 100 "Trying" response.

( 

SHALL include Warning header(s) received in incoming provisional responses to the SIP INVITE request.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D297 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Remove the EN, because covered by E.5.3.

Proposed Change: Remove the EN, because covered by E.5.3.
	Status: OPEN

	D298 
	
	T
	7.2.1.1

7.2.1.2

7.2.1.3.1

7.3.2.2

<The sentence: “The reason for removing the Alert-Info header or the Call-Info header or both may be a local policy in the PoC Server”
	Source: < lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: <The reason to remove alert-info header or call-info header could be based on local policy and the PoC User does not want to receive this information at all and sets not to receive the content of these two headers using PoC Service Setting.> 

Proposed Change: <Add another reason is that PoC User set not to receive these two header using text content support service setting.>
	Status: OPEN



	D299 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's Note : Shall be checked, if use of the URI parameter is according to SIP principles.
Proposed Change:  Resolve. 
	Status: OPEN



	D300 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.1a
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's Note: The cases, when Media is rejected should be covered in the all cases
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D301 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.1a
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: the Media-floor Control Entity parameters in optionally reduced case need to be clarified Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D302 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.1a
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: how to distinguish the PoC Speech and Audio is FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D303 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.1a
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Use "1-1 PoC Session" instead of "1-to-1 PoC Session".

Proposed Change: Use "1-1 PoC Session" instead of "1-to-1 PoC Session".
	Status: OPEN

	D304 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.2.1.1a
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Something is wrong in the bullet 3: "… which are also accepted in at least one of the received SDP answerthe of the PoC Server has received the SDP answers from all the Invited PoC Clients.".
Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D305 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.1a
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Combine together all Chat PoC groups Session cases without changing the content:  "When receiving an SDP offer to join a Chat PoC Group Session that already exists, the PoC Server:" and "When receiving an SDP offer to join a Chat PoC Group Session that does not already exist, the PoC Server:".
Proposed Change: Later by a separate CR.
	Status: OPEN

	D306 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.2.1.1a
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Does the NOTE 4 clarify something or just add confusion ?  If one parameter is clarified, why all others are not.

Proposed Change: Remove the NOTE 4.
	Status: OPEN

	D307 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2.1.1, 7
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: If Inviting PoC Client initiates a 1-many PoC Session and requests routing to PoC Box and one of the Invited PoC Box is UE PoC Box and another Invited PoC Box is NW PoC Box, then it is not clear what "actor" value is inserted into the Contact header of SIP 200 OK response.
	Status: OPEN

	D308 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2.1.1a, 3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The bullet text does not make sense

Proposed Change: Change to "3. SHALL accept all the Media with bound Media-floor Control Entities and the Media not bound to a Media-floor Control Entities from the received SDP offers which are also accepted in at least one of the received SDP answers if the PoC Server has already received the SDP answers from all the Invited PoC Clients."
	Status: OPEN

	D309 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.1a
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Why is the behviour different when initiating a Pre-arranged PoC Group that already exists and joining a Chat PoC Group that already exists. Seem not logical since from a Media point of view the exact same case!

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D310 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.2.1.1a
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an Editor's note about rejecting Media.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D311 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.1a
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's not regarding reducing Media-floor Control entity parameters

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D312 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.1a
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Why is Note 4 needed. Do we need a Note for each parameter.

Proposed Change: Remove Note 4.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D313 
	2007.01.11
	E/T
	7.2.1.1a
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an Ediot's note regarding PoC Speech.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D314 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.2.1.1a bullet 2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: strange wording ".. of the …"

Proposed Change: of the ( the
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D315 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.1a bullet 2c
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: List below " When composing an SDP answer according…" contains an unnecessary Talk Burst Control Protocol

Proposed Change: Remove …with Talk Burst Control Protocol…
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D316 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.1a bullet 2c, 3d,3e
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Talk Burst Control Protocol is unnecessary.

Proposed Change: Remove … with Talk Burst Control Protocol…
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D317 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.2.1.1a bullet 3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: strange wording " SDP answer the of the PoC Server "

Proposed Change: SDP answer the of the PoC Server ( SDP answer when the PoC Server
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D318 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.1a bullet 3c
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: List below " When composing an SDP answer according…" contains an unnecessary Talk Burst Control Protocol

Proposed Change: Remove …with Talk Burst Control Protocol…
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D319 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2.1.1a
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: PoC Media Traffic Optimisation SDP parameter is not described here. 
	Status: OPEN

	D320 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2.1.1a
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: PoC Media Traffic Optimisation should be rejected for 1-many-1 PoC Session and Dispatch PoC Session as the UP defined rules do not satisfy the 1-many-1 PoC Session and Dispatch PoC Session needs. 
	Status: OPEN

	D321 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2.2.1a
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: PoC Media Traffic Optimisation should not be offered for 1-many-1 PoC Session and Dispatch PoC Session as the UP defined rules do not satisfy the 1-many-1 PoC Session and Dispatch PoC Session needs. 
	Status: OPEN

	D322 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2.2.1a
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: PoC Media Traffic Optimisation should not be offered for 1-many-1 PoC Session and Dispatch PoC Session as the UP defined rules do not satisfy the 1-many-1 PoC Session and Dispatch PoC Session needs. 
	Status: OPEN

	D323 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.2.1.2 
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Note 5 talks about members and are confusing since there are no members in Ad-hoc or 1-1 case.

Proposed Change: Rephrase.

How the multiple invited members are conveyed in the SIP INVITE request is specified in [draft-URI-list]. How each URI in the list is anonymized is specified in [draft-URI-list-capacity].
( 

How multiple URIs are conveyed in the SIP INVITE request is specified in [draft-URI-list]. How each URI in the list is anonymized is specified in [draft-URI-list-capacity].
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D324 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: In the list below the " Upon receiving a SIP 200 "OK" response….". Bullet about sending 200 OK shall be moved after the user plane interaction.

Proposed Change: Move bullet 3 after bullet for and add the note:

NOTE x: Resulting User Plane processing is completed before the next step is performed.


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D325 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.2 bullet 7c
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Bullet ends with "skip the next step" this is not correct since next step does not talk about QoE.

Proposed Change: Move bullet 8 after bullet 9.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D326 
	2007.01.18
	E
	7.2.1.2,
STEP 6 (a) (ii)
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Could be more than one body to remove

Proposed Change: Replace “MIME body” by “MIME bodies”
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D327 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: In the bullet 1, we should not give any normative requirements for PoC Clients, because this is a PoC Server subclause.

Proposed Change: Change "PoC Client MAY re-attempt .." by "PoC Client can re-attempt …".
	Status: OPEN

	D328 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Bullet order is not correct.

Proposed Change: Move the bullet 8 after the NOTE 3.
	Status: OPEN

	D329 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.2.1.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Should we cover here also the case that more users are invited, if max number is not anymore reached as we have in 7.2.1.3.1 bullet 2 (Upon receiving a SP final response other than 2xx ...) ? 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D330 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Simplify the wording in the bullet 8.

Proposed Change: Change the bullet 8 to say e.g. "SHOULD use the "b=AS" attribute as specified in [OMA-PoC-UP] "Media buffering", if included in the SDP offer;"
	Status: OPEN

	D331 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Wrong terminology in the note 2.

Proposed Change: Change "PoC Participant" to "Participant".
	Status: OPEN

	D332 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.2.1.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Should we check the release policy also in the bullet 3 c) ?  

Proposed Change: Add if needed.
	Status: OPEN

	D333 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.2.1.2

Bullet 8
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Bullet 8 should be after Note 3.

Proposed Change: Move bullet 8 after Note 3 and renumber.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D334 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.2.1.2

Bullet 2 after receiving the SIP 183
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: “SHALL include body in the SIP 200…” 

Proposed Change: Remove the word “body”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D335 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: 

6. SHALL perform the following actions, if Included Media Content is supported by the PoC Server and if the media content is received in one or more MIME bodies:

a) Check if included Media Type is allowed, using a local policy, and if at least one Media Type is not allowed, either,

i) send a SIP 403 "Forbidden" response. Otherwise continue with the rest of the steps; or,
ii) remove the MIME body containing the not allowed media content.

Proposed Change:  Use 415 Unsupported Media Type instead of 403
 
	Status: OPEN



	D336 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2.1.2, 6 b), 6.1.3.1 5, 6.1.9 7, 7.2.1.3.1 9 c) ii, 7.2.1.3.3. 5 a) ii, 7.3.1.4 3 b), 7.3.1.4 7 b),  7.3.1.4 2 b), 7.3.2.2 7 b), B.3.2 18
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: it is not clear whether the maximum media content size should be compared with summary of all the media content sizes or whether it should be compared to each media content size separately – e.g. 7.3.2.2 7 b) suggests that it is the total size while 6.1.3.1 5 suggests that it is related to the size of each included media content separately
	Status: OPEN

	D337 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2.1.2, 7 c)
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "Skip the next step" is not correct any more as it most likely means that the step 9 should be skipped (instead of skipping step 8)

Proposed Change: Change the order of the bullets - exchange bullets 8 and 9
	Status: OPEN

	D338 
	2007-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.3.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: There are two ii in 9 a and the formatting of  9 b ii. is wrong "9 b ii)"
	Status: OPEN

	D339 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2.1.3.1 NOTE3, 7.2.1.5 2nd NOTE
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Notes do not seem to be correct -  if there is no QoE in the PoC Group definition, then the QoE is taken from there received INVITE SDP (9 b i) which may be e.g. Premium, while according to the note it should be Basic.
	Status: OPEN

	D340 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.3.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s Note: SCR needs to be updated in order to consider this new subclause for Pre-arranged PoC Group Sessions 

Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D341 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.3.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment:  step 9

c) SHALL, if Included Media Content is supported by the PoC Server and if media content is received in one or more MIME bodies,

i. Check if included Media Type is allowed, using a local policy, and if at least one Media Type is not allowed, the PoC Server SHALL,

1. send a SIP 403 "Forbidden" response and do not continue with the rest of the steps; or,

2. remove the MIME bodies containing the media content that is not allowed.

Proposed Change:  Use 415 Unsupported Media Type instead of 403
 
	Status: OPEN



	D342 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.3.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment:  

Upon receiving a SIP 200 "OK" response for the SIP INVITE request as specified in subclause 7.2.2.2 "PoC Session invitation requests" and if anonymity is requested and allowed: 

SHALL include an Anonymous PoC Address as specified in subclause 5.9 "Anonymous PoC Address"; and,
SHALLinclude an Anonymous Nick Name as specified in subclause 5.4 "Nick Name".

Proposed Change:  something is messed up here add “The PoC Server”

 
	Status: OPEN



	D343 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.3.1

General
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP

Comment: 
There are step ordering problem since at least step 5 “verifying the Authenticated Originator's PoC Address” should be earlier step than “returning a SIP 495 "URI-List Handling Refused" response”.

Proposed Change: Need to correct step ordering in 7.2.1.3.1 General.
	Status: OPEN



	D344 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.2.1.3.1

Bullet 9.a
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Third sub-bullet is “i” 

Proposed Change: Change to “iii”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D345 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2.1.3.1 1,  7.2.1.3.1 2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  it is not clear to where the inclusion is done ("SHALL include an Anonymous PoC Address"/ "SHALLinclude an Anonymous Nick Name")"

Proposed Change: replace with "create and cache … for the Invited PoC Client"
	Status: OPEN

	D346 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2.1.3.1 1,  7.2.1.3.1 2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Anonymity may be also requested by 180 Ringing and the Anonymous POC Address creation is missing.

Proposed Change: Extend the statements to over also 180 Ringing
	Status: OPEN

	D347 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.3.2
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: QoE related procedures are not included.

Proposed Change: OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1489-CR_CP_QoE_in_Dispatch_Session
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D348 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Confusing and unneeded duplicated statement in the bullet 1.

Proposed Change: Remove the statement "and do not continue with the rest of the steps".
	Status: OPEN

	D349 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Simplify the wording in the bullet 6.

Proposed Change: Change the bullet 6 to say e.g. "SHOULD use the "b=AS" attribute as specified in [OMA-PoC-UP] "Media buffering", if included in the SDP offer;"
	Status: OPEN

	D350 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.3.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment:  

5. SHALL, if Included Media Content is supported by the PoC Server and if media content is received in one or more MIME bodies,

a) Check if included Media Type is allowed, using a local policy, and if at least one Media Type is not allowed, the PoC Server SHALL,

i) send a SIP 403 "Forbidden" response and do not continue with the rest of the steps; or,
ii) remove the MIME bodies containing the media that is not allowed.

Proposed Change:  Use 415 Unsupported Media Type instead of 403
 
	Status: OPEN



	D351 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.3.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment:  

5. If the Dispatch PoC Group does not have already any on-going Dispatch PoC Session with the entire Dispatch PoC Group, then the PoC Server:

a) SHALL, if Included Media Content is supported by the PoC Server and if media is received in one or more MIME bodies,

i. Check if included Media Type is allowed, using a local policy, and if at least one Media Type is not allowed, the PoC Server SHALL

1. send a SIP 403 "Forbidden" response and do not continue with the rest of the steps; or,

2. remove the MIME bodies containing the media that is not allowed.

Proposed Change:  Use 415 Unsupported Media Type instead of 403
 
	Status: OPEN



	D352 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.3.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Simplify the wording in the bullet 4.

Proposed Change: Change the bullet 4 to say e.g. "SHOULD use the "b=AS" attribute as specified in [OMA-PoC-UP] "Media buffering", if included in the SDP offer;"
	Status: OPEN

	D353 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.3.3
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: QoE related procedures are not included

Proposed Change: OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1489-CR_CP_QoE_in_Dispatch_Session
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D354 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.2.1.3.3

Bullet 6.f
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Dispatch Type uri-parameter “dispatch=sub-group” is not possible.

Proposed Change: Delete this option.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D355 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Remove the confusing statement "performing Controlling PoC Function" in bullets 2 and 3, because this statement is true in all subclauses in the 7.2, but mentioned only here.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D356 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Move "otherwise …" statement before the NOTE.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D357 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Simplify the wording in the bullet 9.

Proposed Change: Change the bullet 9 to say e.g. "SHOULD use the "b=AS" attribute as specified in [OMA-PoC-UP] "Media buffering", if included in the SDP offer;"
	Status: OPEN

	D358 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Wrong bullet order.

Proposed Change: Move bullet 9 after bullet 10.
	Status: OPEN

	D359 
	2007-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.4, 7.2.1.5,

7.2.1.8 
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: it is not clear whether "Otherwise, continue with the rest of the steps;" belongs to bullet 5/6/2 or whether it is a special bullet with missing number.
	Status: OPEN

	D360 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.5
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Move "otherwise …" statement before the NOTE.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D361 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.5
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Simplify the wording in the bullet 8.

Proposed Change: Change the bullet 8 to say e.g. "SHOULD use the "b=AS" attribute as specified in [OMA-PoC-UP] "Media buffering", if included in the SDP offer;"
	Status: OPEN

	D362 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.5
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Change "request" to "SIP request" in the NOTE.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D363 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.5

Bullet 9 and 10
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment:  Is there a requirement for the QoE Profile to apply to Chat Sessions? It might make sense for restricted Chat Groups. No Use Cases seem to indicate this need.

Proposed Change:  Clarify
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D364 
	2007-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.6
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Bullets are not numbered
	Status: OPEN

	D365 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.7

Bullet 2 
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment:  Is there a requirement for the QoE Profile to be modified during the PoC Session. For PoC Sessions with strength tag “mandatory” this is not possible.

Proposed Change:  Add a clarification note.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D366 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.7
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: It is FFS whether an explicit removal of Media Stream from the whole PoC Session is needed or whether it is enough to have a policy which removes the Media Stream based on disconnecting from a Media by a Participant
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D367 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2.1.7 5
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  It is not clear to where the nick name is included as SIP 200 OK is not yet generated
	Status: OPEN

	D368 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2.1.7 10 a)
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  If the PoC Session modification offerer which is authorized to remove Media Type offers am existing Media Stream with a codec not supported by the PoC Server, the offerer is disconnected from the Media Stream (10 a)) without removal of the Media Type from the other Participants.

Proposed Change: The codec check and Media Stream rejection should be done in the SDP offer before starting the PoC Session modification towards the terminating side
	Status: OPEN

	D369 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.8
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Move "otherwise …" statement before the NOTE.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D370 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.8
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Add missing word "response" in several places in the third last paragraph.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D371 
	2007-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.9
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  Bullet 6 is wrongly formatted and also includes the general 3GPP statement
	Status: OPEN

	D372 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.9.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Add cr after the bullet 6.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D373 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.9.1

Bullet 1
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment:  When a SIP BYE request is received the QoE Profile of the PoC Session is already established and can not be changed. 
Proposed Change:  Delete
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D374 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.9.2

Bullet 1
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment:  When a SIP REFER BYE request is received the QoE Profile of the PoC Session is already established and can not be changed. 
Proposed Change:  Delete
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D375 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.9.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Change "termination policy" to "release policy" in the bullet 3 a) vi.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	D376 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.9.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Add cr after bullet 6.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D377 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.9.3

Bullet 1
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment:  When a SIP REFER BYE request is received the QoE Profile of the PoC Session is already established and can not be changed. 
Proposed Change:  Delete
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D378 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.9.4

Bullet 1
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment:  When a SIP REFER BYE request is received the QoE Profile of the PoC Session is already established and can not be changed. 
Proposed Change:  Delete
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D379 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.9.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Change "termination policy" to "release policy" in the bullets 2 a) vi and 2 b) vi.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	D380 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.2.1.9.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Should we check the release policy also in the bullet 2 c) ?  

Proposed Change: Add if needed.
	Status: OPEN

	D381 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.11.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Add "and" between two references in the bullet 6.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D382 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.11.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Add "as follows:" in the end of bullet 8 (before subbullet a)).

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D383 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.11.1

Bullet 1
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment: Why is the Resource-Priority header needed in the subscription to the conference state event?  
Proposed Change:  Delete
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D384 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.2.1.11.1 Bullet 1
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: “preferential treatment to the request to leave the SIP SUBSCRIBE” does not make sense.

Proposed Change: Delete “the request to leave”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D385 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2.1.11.2 2 a ii
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  The From header does not need to be the correct Anonymous PoC Address for the Inviting PoC User. 

Proposed Change: The Anonymous PoC Address should be included instead of From header.
	Status: OPEN

	D386 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.11.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: how to distinguish the PoC Speech and Audio is FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D387 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.11.2
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Is the inclusion of the RPH necessary?

Proposed Change: Delete if it is not necessary.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D388 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.2.1.11.2 Bullet 2.a.v
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Referente to subclause “5.8 Anonymous PoC Address” is not correct.

Proposed Change: Change to “5.9 Anonymous PoC Address”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D389 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.11.2

Bullet 1
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment: Why is the Resource-Priority header needed in the SIP NOTIFY?  There is no corresponding requirement in the RD.
Proposed Change:  Delete
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D390 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.2.1.11.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Paragraph after NOTE 1 contains "Talk Burst".

Proposed Change: Talk Burst ( Media Burst
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D391 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.11.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Interworking attribute missing, if needed.

Proposed Change: Include if needed.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D392 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.11.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note about PoC Speech.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D393 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.11.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: In the bullet 2 a) ii is not clear where the From header is taken.  Is it taken from the initial SIP INVITE request ?  Are there any other alternatives ?

Proposed Change: Clarify the bullet 2 a ii.
	Status: OPEN

	D394 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.11.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Wrong reference in the bullet 2 a) v.

Proposed Change: Change " SHALL for an Invited PoC Client include the Anonymous PoC Address (subclause "5.8 Anonymous PoC Address") of an anonymous user, as specified in [RFC4575], if the Participant has requested privacy; or " to e.g " SHALL for an Invited PoC Client include the Anonymous PoC Address of an anonymous PoC User as specified in subclause 5.9 "Anonymous PoC Address"  and  [RFC4575], if the Participant has requested privacy; or ".
	Status: OPEN

	D395 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.11.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Move NOTE 2 after the bullet 2 c) iii F.

Proposed Change: ".
	Status: OPEN

	D396 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2.1.11.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "Restricted Chat PoC Group Session" is used and definition is not available.

Proposed Change: add the definition or use "restricted Chat PoC Group.
	Status: OPEN

	D397 
	2007.01.18
	T
	7.2.1.12
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: PoC Server’s handling of media content is missing in the text. 

Proposed Change: Add text
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D398 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.12
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Error in the last sentence (when the SIP/IP Core corresponds …).

Proposed Change: Change "Client" to "Server".
	Status: OPEN

	D399 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.12
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Bullet about RPH checking does not appear.

Proposed Change: Include RPH bullet as bullet 1.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D400 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.13
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Error in the last sentence (when the SIP/IP Core corresponds …).

Proposed Change: Change "Client" to "Server".
	Status: OPEN

	D401 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.14
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Should we add initiation policy for 1-1, Ad-hoc PoC group and Chat PoC groups Session, too ?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D402 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.2.1.14.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problems in second paragraph.

Proposed Change: PoC Group Members ( members of the PoC Group
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D403 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.14.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s Note The action <allow-dispatch> shall be specified by OMA PAG WG 

Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D404 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.2.1.14.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problems in the paragraph. above the NOTE 2

Proposed Change: PoC Group Members ( members of the PoC Group
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D405 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.14.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D406 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.14.2
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Editor’s note can be deleted

Proposed Change: OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1439R01-CR_CP_Kill_ENs_PAG (agreed by PoC WG in Washington meeting)
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D407 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.2.1.15
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The Note contains some strange English. " In case of restricted Chat PoC Group, allowed Invited PoC Users are listed in the <list> element of the PoC Group document too "

Proposed Change: Rephrase as follows:

In case of restricted Chat PoC Group, allowed Invited PoC Users are also listed in the <list> element of the PoC Group document.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D408 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.16
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's Note: It is FFS, how release rights are definied for different PoC Session types 

Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D409 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.2.1.16
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Reference title  in NOTE 3 not in italic style.

Proposed Change: change reference title to italic
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D410 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.16
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Move NOTE 1 before the session release bullet.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D411 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.16
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Solve the open EN.

Proposed Change: Later, a separate CR needed.
	Status: OPEN

	D412 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.16
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Change "member" to "Participant" in the NOTE 2.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D413 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.16
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: In the bullet 2 the term "Pre-arranged Chat PoC Group Session" is confusing.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D414 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.2.1.16
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: The word "or" is missing in the end of the bullet 2 a).

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D415 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.2.1.16
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Should we use <min-participant-count> element in the PoC Session release policy ?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D416 
	2007-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.16
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  The bullets should be numbered
	Status: OPEN

	D417 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2.1.16
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  There is no condition in the bullet "if 'true' the PoC Server SHALL remove rest of the Participants from PoC Session". Similar issues is in the following bullet too.

Proposed Change: Change to "if 'true' the PoC Server SHALL remove rest of the Participants from PoC Session, when the originator leaves the PoC Session"
	Status: OPEN

	D418 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.2.1.17 bullet 2a
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: same phrase repeated 2 times: " In case no SIP response is received the SIP 100 "Trying" SHALL be used when no SIP response is received yet "

Proposed Change:Remove …when no SIP response is received yet
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D419 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.17

Bullet 4
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Is the inclusion of the RPH necessary?

Proposed Change: Delete if it is not necessary.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D420 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2.1.20
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  Group advertisement policy is not defined for Chat PoC Group which is neither Restricted Group nor Unrestricted Group (e.g. Chat PoC Group with black list).

Proposed Change: Change the description so that the Group advertisement for Chat PoC Group can be done to any PoC Address allowed to join the Chat PoC Group by <join-handling>.
	Status: OPEN

	D421 
	2007-01-20
	T
	7.2.1.20
	Source: Anders Lindgren, Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  How to handle the new group element <supported-services needs to be defined

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN 



	D422 
	2007.01.18
	E
	7.2.1.20,
2nd para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: wrong element name

Proposed Change: replace “<allow-group-advertisement-sending>” by “<group-advertisement>”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D423 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.22
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note regarding <remove-media-handling>.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D424 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.22
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note regarding Disconnecting of a Media Stream by a Participant who is authorized to remove a Media.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D425 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.22
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: The PoC Server behavior in case <remove-media-handling> action is not included in the Shared Group Authorization policy for the Authenticated Originator's PoC Address is FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D426 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.22
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: Disconnecting of a Media Stream by a Participant who is authorized to removed a Media is FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D427 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.24 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: What does " If the validation is not correct" means, software problems?

Proposed Change: If the validation is not correct or the request is not authorized, ( If the request is not authorized,
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D428 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.24 bullet 5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Duplicated information. There is a reference to a chapter "7.2.1.19 "PoC Session role transfer" but the authentication is aready described in the beginning of the bullet:

"SHALL, for the case of a PoC Address extracted from the Refer-To header identifying an individual PoC User, check if the action <allow-dispatch> is allowed for that PoC User, according to subclause 7.2.1.19 "PoC Session role transfer"…..

Proposed Change: Replace:

check if the action <allow-dispatch> is allowed for that PoC User, according to subclause 7.2.1.19 "PoC Session role transfer"

( 

authorize that PoC User according to subclause 7.2.1.19 "PoC Session role transfer"


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D429 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.2.1.24

Bullet 13
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Change “in accordance with step 11” to “in accordance with steps 10 and 11”

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D430 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.25
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: FDCFO Proceed request has nothing to do with IM it’s a service and is more similar to Instant Personal Alert or Group Advertisement.

Proposed Change: Remove any reference to IM and describe how to handle responses.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D431 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Second and third paragraphs ending is unclear.

Proposed Change: 

…from a PoC Dispatcher ( … initiated by a PoC Dispatcher.

…from a PoC Fleet Member ( … initiated by a PoC Fleet Member
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D432 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.2.1.3.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note that seems to be resolved already.

Proposed Change: Remove editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D433 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.3.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: In the list after "Upon receiving a SIP 200 OK response…." the bullet 2 has an ending that can be misunderstood.

2. SHALL include the warning text set to '103 Too many group members' as specified in subclause 5.6 "Warning header" in the SIP 200 "OK" response, if the Pre-arranged PoC Group has more than <max-participant-count> members as specified in [XDM-Shared-Groups].

The bullet can be understood as if all members were invited.

Proposed Change: Modify as follows:

2. SHALL include the warning text set to '103 Too many group members' as specified in subclause 5.6 "Warning header" in the SIP 200 "OK" response, if all members were not invited because the Pre-arranged PoC Group has exceeded the <max-participant-count> members as specified in [XDM-Shared-Groups].
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D434 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.3.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: In the list after " Upon receiving a SIP 200 "OK" response " sending 200 OK shall be done after user plane interaction.

Proposed Change: Move bullet 5 after bullet 6 and add the note:

NOTE x: Resulting User Plane processing is completed before the next step is performed 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D435 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.2.1.3.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Why is 2 list starting with "Upon receiving a SIP 200 OK response". Very confusing and also unnecessary.

Proposed Change: Restructure! Note that the second list will be a, b, c and so on if the condition: if the SIP final response has not yet been sent to the Inviting PoC Client is fulfilled.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D436 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.2.1.3.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: In the list after "Upon receiving a SIP final response other than 2xx or 3xx that is one of the SIP 4xx, 5xx or 6xx final responses the PoC Server:" the 1:st bullet always result in that the Inviting PoC Client is removed. The bullet 2 seems to be unnecessary.

Proposed Change: Restructure so that either bullet 1 or 2 is done not either of bullet 1a and 1b

(This statement may occur on several places in the CP and need to be updated at the same time)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D437 
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	7.2.1.3.1
	Source: Anders Lindgren, Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  How to handle new group elements like <supported-services> needs to be defined.

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN 



	D438 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.3.1 bullet 10
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: In the list below the "Upon receiving a SIP INVITE" response….". Bullet about sending 200 OK shall be moved after the user plane interaction.

Proposed Change: Move bullet 10h after bullet 10i and add the note:

NOTE x: Resulting User Plane processing is completed before the next step is performed
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D439 
	2007-01-20
	E
	7.2.1.3.1 bullet 4
	Source: Anders Lindgren, Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  Where shall the <allow-dispatch> element be defined? In PoC-TS, in PoC-XDM or in Shared groupXDM?

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN 



	D440 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.3.2 bullet 8
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Confusing "or" in the bullet.

Proposed Change: Rephrase:

MAY remove the Alert-Info or the Call-Info header; (
MAY remove the Alert-Info or the Call-Info header or both;
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D441 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.3.3 bullet 6g
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The sending 200 OK shall be done after user plane interaction.

Proposed Change: Move bullet 6g after bullet 6h and add the note:

NOTE x: Resulting User Plane processing is completed before the next step is performed 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D442 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.4 bullet 14
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The sending 200 OK shall be done after user plane interaction.

Proposed Change: Move bullet 14 after bullet 15 and add the note:

NOTE x: Resulting User Plane processing is completed before the next step is performed 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D443 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.2.1.4 bullet 5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Misplaced " -
Otherwise, continue with the rest of the steps;"

Proposed Change: Restructure bullet 5, the Note and the "Otherwise…"

5…..

5a If Privacy is not allowed + Otherwise…

5b If privacy is allowed

NOTE
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D444 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.2.1.4 bullet 8a
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Inconsistent bullet list format in 8a.

Proposed Change: Remove the "." at the end and replace it with a "; and,"
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D445 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.2.1.4 bullet 8b
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains a "..skip next step" at the end of 8b. This is not correct because next step is not about  QoE.

Proposed Change: Move bullet 9 after bullet 10.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D446 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.2.1.5 bullet 6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Misplaced " -
Otherwise, continue with the rest of the steps;"

Proposed Change: Restructure bullet 6, the Note and the "Otherwise…"

6…..

6a If Privacy is not allowed + Otherwise…

6b If privacy is allowed

NOTE
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D447 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.5.13
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The sending 200 OK shall be done after user plane interaction.

Proposed Change: Move bullet 13 after bullet 14 and add the note:

NOTE x: Resulting User Plane processing is completed before the next step is performed 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D448 
	2007.01.18
	T
	7.2.1.6,
2nd para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  According to the definition of a Restricted Group only members can join. But there is now nothing in this CP spec saying that a Pre-arranged PoC Group is a restricted group. (The definition of it does not mention “Restricted” or that it contains a list of members.) Something is missing because the PoC V1.0 RD subclause 6.1.2 clearly states that Pre-arranged PoC Group is a Restricted Group. The same requirement is put  on restricted Chat PoC Group according to PoC V1.0 RD subclause 6.1.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D449 
	2007.01.18
	T
	7.2.1.6,
2nd para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  PoC does not take advantage of the possibility to define a joining policy based on age restrictions. In Shared Group XDM spec element <age-restrictions> can be used to specify the allowed age for joining for example a Chat PoC Group. In some countries there may be legal constraints for accessing information.

Proposed Change: -
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D450 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: 1:st paragraph. Format of Media streams are unclear.

Proposed Change: changing the formats of supported Media Streams

(
changing the Media formats of supported Media Streams
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D451 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.7 bullet 10
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The phrase "…accepted by the originating PoC Client" is very unclear. Use current or something instead.
Proposed Change: Rephrase and avoid using accepted by the "originating PoC Client".
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D452 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.7 bullet 5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: There are no procedure associated with Nick Name during a PoC Session so this bullet is not needed.

Proposed Change: Remove bullet 5.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D453 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.7 bullet 6c
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Unclear  what the intention is with this bullet.

c) if the current Media-floor Control Entity binding of a Media used and offered by the originating PoC Client is not the same as in the received SDP offer;
My understanding is reflected in the proposed change below:

Proposed Change: 

c) if the current Media-floor Control Entity binding of a Media is not the same as in the received SDP offer;
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D454 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.8 bullet 11
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The "…for each PoC User" is not 100% correct since some of URIs can be identifying Pre-arranged PoC Groups instead of PoC Users.

Proposed Change: for each PoC User ( for each URI in the list
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D455 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.2.1.8 bullet 2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Misplaced " -
Otherwise, continue with the rest of the steps;"

Proposed Change: Restructure bullet 2, the Note and the "Otherwise…"

2…..

2a If Privacy is not allowed + Otherwise…

2b If privacy is allowed

NOTE
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D456 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.1.9.1 bullet 2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Wrong order of sending 200 OK and interact with user plane.

Proposed Change: Move bullet after bullet 3
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D457 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.2.1.9.1 bullet 6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Formatting problem.

Proposed Change: 2:nd sentence starting with "When .." shall be a separate paragraph without number.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D458 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.2.1.9.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem in bullet 3a iv, 3b iv, 4c iv 

Proposed Change: SIP response ( SIP 2xx response
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D459 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.14

Bullet 3
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment: Why is the Resource-Priority header needed in the SIP PUBLISH?  There is no corresponding requirement in the RD.
Proposed Change:  Delete
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D460 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.17
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Duplicated text in the bullet 2 a) :  " In case no SIP response is received the SIP 100 "Trying" SHALL be used when no SIP response is received yet; "

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D461 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.18
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Wrong terminology in the bullet 1 a).

Proposed Change: Change "PoC Session Participant" to "Participant".
	Status: OPEN

	D462 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.2.1.18
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Is "and" wrong between the two last bullets ?  Should it be "or" ?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D463 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.19
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Improve the wording e.g. by adding a word "by" to say e.g. "is allowed by the action …".

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D464 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.20
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Should we say something in the policy about the case, when GA is sent to an individual PoC User ?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D465 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.1.21
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: Change title of the section 7.2.1.21 ”Adding Media Streams to a PoC Session policy”  to “allowing Media Streams to a PoC Session policy”
(Applicable both the Initiating and adding)
Proposed Change: make 2 subsections for initiating and adding
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D466 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.23
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Add subclause title in the reference in the bullet 1.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D467 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.24
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Improve the wording e.g. by adding a word "by" to say e.g. "is allowed by the action …".

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	D468 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.1.24
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Remove the duplicated statement "and do not continue with rest of the steps" in the bullet 5.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D469 
	2007.01.18
	T
	7.2.2
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: this copycontrol procedure is very similar to Instant Messaging using IMESSAGE, and a URI-List with attribute  ‘copy control’ according to IETF draft-ietf-sip-uri-list-message-00.txt
Maybe a 2.1 requirement to also specify it for Group Advertisement with Exploder-URI?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D470 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.2a
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Correct the backward compatibility as proposed 1496R01.

Proposed Change: See 1496R01.
	Status: OPEN

	D471 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2.2a
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: According to OMA-TS_PoC-UserPlane-V2_0-20061219-D.doc , 6.4.4 "When a PoC Client is using the Talk Burst Control Protocol (TBCP) the PoC Server SHALL use messages, parameters and procedures toward that PoC Client as specified in [OMA-PoC-UP-1.0] and is out of scope of this specification." when a PoCv1.0 Client joins the PoCv2.0 Session the Controlling PoC Function User Plane behaves according to PoCv1.0 User Plane. 

Proposed change: Either state that in such case PoC Session modification is started with all the PoC Clients using MBCP to inform them that TBCP is used instead of MBCP or change the User Plane document.
	Status: OPEN

	D472 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note regarding Checking the policy in PoC Session initiation.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D473 
	2007-01-20
	T
	7.2.2.1
	Source: Anders Lindgren, Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  How shall the new group element <subject> be handled? Shall it be sent to the invited user?

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN 



	D474 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.2.1 bullet 8 (INVITE)
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The bullet is not correct since it claims that it is the PoC Address of a PoC Client that should be included.

SHALL include a Referred-By header with the Authenticated Originator's PoC Address of the Inviting PoC Client;

Proposed Change: Rephrase as follows:

SHALL include a Referred-By header with the Authenticated Originator's PoC Address of the Inviting PoC User;
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D475 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.2.2.1 NOTE 3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem

Proposed Change: invited PoC Client ( Invited PoC Client
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D476 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.2.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: We have bullet 2, but why we don't have corresponding bullet for Accept-Contact header ?

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	D477 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.2.2.1

Bullet 16
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Change “16 SHALLinclude” to “16. SHALL include”

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D478 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.2.1a
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an unresolved editor's note regarding PoC Speech

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D479 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.2.1a
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's Note:  Checking the policy in PoC Session initiation is FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D480 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.2.1a
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: how to distinguish the PoC Speech and Audio is FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D481 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2.2.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  The conditions "if the SIP INVITE request is the initialization of a PoC Session" are not clear – it is not clear what else the SIP INVITE can be in this chapter.
	Status: OPEN

	D482 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2.2.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  Anonymous PoC Address generation after 180 Ringing with Privacy: id is received is missing. 
	Status: OPEN

	D483 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2.2.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  The check that Media-floor Control Entity binding of the offered and accepted Media-floor Control Entity is the same in SDP offer and SDP answer is missing.
	Status: OPEN

	D484 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.2.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: It is FFS if automata is the only feature tag to identify a PoC Box
Proposed Change:  Remove

 
	Status: OPEN



	D485 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.2.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's Note: It should be considered whether different warning code is needed, if the PoC Server has a local policy of not allowing too many embedded PoC Groups within the PoC Groups
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D486 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.2.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note about automata and PoC Box.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D487 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.2.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note about Warning header and to many embedded PoC Groups.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D488 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.2.2.2 bullet 11 (INVITE)
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Duplication. Bullet 11 is the same as in the general 7.2.2.1.

Proposed Change: Remove bullet 11. Keep bullet in general.

(If this is okay bullet 10 should be moved to general)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D489 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.2.2 bullet 2,3 (183) 
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Almost the same content. 

Proposed Change: Merge bullet 2 and 3.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D490 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.2.2.2

Bullet 5 (after note 2)
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Subclause 7.2.24 “Removal of Participant from PoC Session” does not exist.

Proposed Change: Change to  7.2.2.4 “Removal of Participant from PoC Session” does not exist.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D491 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.2.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Error in the last sentence (when the SIP/IP Core corresponds …).

Proposed Change: Change "Client" to "Server".
	Status: OPEN

	D492 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2.2.4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  Resource-Priority is included 2x. 
	Status: OPEN

	D493 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.2.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Bullet 2 and 3 is the same with the exception that bullet 2 also talks about generating the SIP BYE request.

Proposed Change: Remove bullet 3. Make 2 bullet out of bullet 2.

One talking about generating the SIP BYE request and the second about the Resource Priority
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D494 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.2.2.4 bullet 2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem.

Proposed Change: Resource-Priority ( Resource-Priority header
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D495 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.2.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Bullets 2 and 3 are overlapping.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D496 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.2.4

Bullet 2 and 3
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment:  When a SIP BYE request is received the QoE Profile of the PoC Session is already established and can not be changed. 
Proposed Change:  Delete
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D497 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.2.2.4
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Bullet 2 and bullet three provide the same information.

Proposed Change: Delete RPH information in bullet 2.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D498 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2.2.5, 7.3.1.6
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  UPDATE cannot be used in case Media-floor Control Entity binding is changed from the current state as this is considered by the PoC Client the same as Media Stream disconnecting and Media Stream adding.

Proposed Change: re-INVITE is used in this case.
	Status: OPEN

	D499 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2.2.5
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  According to the SD, 4.6.1.3 Session modification, 

if Media-floor Control Entity binding of a Media-floor Control Entity accepted in the SDP answer is not the same as in the SDP offer; or

if Media-floor Control Entity binding of a Media-floor Control Entity offered and used previously is not the same as used previously 

then the Participant is to be expelled. Similar should be done if the SDP offer with Media Type used previously and not offered any more is rejected.

The expelling action is missing.

Proposed Change: add the expelling actions
	Status: OPEN

	D500 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.2.5

Bullet 3 
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment:  When a SIP re-INVITE or UPDATE request is received the QoE Profile of the PoC Session is already established and can not be changed if strength tag is set to “mandatory”. 
Proposed Change:  Add a clarification note.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D501 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.2.5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: PoC Traffic Optimization is just one example of when the PoC Server can take an own initiative. Other examples can be User plane adaptation.

Proposed Change: MAY be initiated by the PoC Server for PoC Media Traffic Optimisation purposes 

(
MAY be initiated by the PoC Server e.g. for PoC Media Traffic Optimisation purposes
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D502 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.2.5
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Simplify the wording in the bullet 4.

Proposed Change: Change the bullet 4 to say e.g. "SHOULD use the "b=AS" attribute as specified in [OMA-PoC-UP] "Media buffering", if included in the SDP offer;"
	Status: OPEN

	D503 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.2.6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The first paragraph is not correct. The text should be describing why this procedure is used.

Proposed Change: Replace 1:st paragraph with something along the lines:

This subclause describe the procedure the PoC Server is using when sending a Group Advertisement. The procedure is initiated by procedures described in the subclause 7.2.1.12 "Group Advertisement request".

(In this way the reader can in an easy way trace from where it started)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D504 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.2.6 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: This check is already done in subclause 7.2.1.12.

Proposed Change: Remove bullet 1.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D505 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.2.6
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: A note might clarify the case covered by the bullet 5.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D506 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.2.2.6
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Consider inclusion of RPH bullet.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D507 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2.2.6, 1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  The not supported check has already been done in 7.2.1.12 1. There is no reason to do it again.

Proposed Change: Remove bullet 1
	Status: OPEN

	D508 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.2.7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The first paragraph is not correct. The text should be describing why this procedure is used.

Proposed Change: Replace 1:st paragraph with something along the lines:

This subclause describe the procedure the PoC Server is using when sending Discrete Media using the SIP MESSAGE method. The procedure is initiated by procedures described in the subclause 7.2.1.23 " Discrete Media request ".

NOTE: The procedures the PoC Server is using when sending Discrete media using MSRP is described in [OMA-PoC-UP] and in [OMA_IM_TS_Endorsement].

(In this way the reader can in an easy way trace from where it started)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D509 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2.2.7
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Add subclause title in the references to IM endorsement in the bullets 1 and 3.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D510 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.2.8
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The first paragraph is not correct. The text should be describing why this procedure is used.

Proposed Change: Replace 1:st paragraph with something along the lines:

This subclause describe the procedure the PoC Server is using when sending FDCFO Proceed request. The procedure is initiated by procedures described in the subclause 7.2.1.25 " FDCFO Proceed request ".

(In this way the reader can in an easy way trace from where it started)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D511 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.2.8
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: FDCFO is a service and the sending of the FDCFO request has nothing to do with IM. The model should be Instant Personal Alert or Group Advertisement instead. 

Proposed Change: Remove IM reference and describe responses.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D512 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.2a
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: PoC Network (in the 1:st paragraph) not defined

Proposed Change: Define PoC Network or change to PoC network
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D513 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.2.3.1a
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The SD (4.18.2.3 last paragraph) mentions a local policy that can be used when sending media to a PoC Box. This local policy is not mentioned in this subclause.

Proposed Change: Remove paragraph in SD or update this subclause.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D514 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.3.1a
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Correct the backward compatibility as proposed 1496R01.

Proposed Change: See 1496R01.
	Status: OPEN

	D515 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.1a
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminating PoC Network and PoC Server is confusing since PF never talks directly with a terminating something.

Proposed Change: Terminating PoC Network ( PoC Server performing the Controlling PoC Function

terminating PoC Server ( PoC Server performing the Controlling PoC Function

(several occurrences)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

Solved by:

OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1496R01-CR_CP_backward_compatibility_corrections



	D516 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.1.a
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  Behavior in case PoCv1.0 Client is being served by the PoC Server performing the Participating PoC should be added.

Proposed Change: if the PoC Client indicates in the publish of the PoC Service Settings that the PoC Client supports only PoCv1.0 enabler release, the PoC Server performing the Participating PoC Function should behave according to the PoCv1.0 specification.
	Status: OPEN

	D517 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.1.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  A check should be added that PoC Client does not include "stay-on-media-path" URI parameter to the INVITE Contact header value.
	Status: OPEN

	D518 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note about checking something in the proxy case.

Proposed Change: Remove editor's note and add a bullet before 18 with the following text:

xx. SHALL remove the uri-parameter "stay-on-media-path" if included in the Contact header of the incoming SIP INVITE request if acting as a SIP proxy according to rules and procedures of [RFC3261].

(We have to consider if we need a separate SIP proxy list since at the moment B2BUA and SIP proxy list seems to be mixed)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D519 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.3.1.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Add SIP REFER in the bullet 18.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D520 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.1.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's Note. Shall be covered also the case, that proxy shall check that the PoC Client has not included this field
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D521 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.1.1a
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: how to distinguish the PoC Speech and Audio is FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D522 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.3.1.1a
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: SDP Offer 

Proposed Change: Change to SDP offer
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D523 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.1.1a
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note regarding PoC Speech.

Proposed Change: Resolve the editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D524 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.1.1a bullet 2c, 3d, 3e
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Unnecessary Talk Burst Control Protocol

Proposed Change: Remove: …. with Talk Burst Control Protocol
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D525 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.1.1b
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note regarding PoC Speech.

Proposed Change: Resolve the editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D526 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.1.1b bullet 3c
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Unnecessary Talk Burst Control Protocol

Proposed Change: Remove: …. with Talk Burst Control Protocol: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D527 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.1.1b
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: how to distinguish the PoC Speech and Audio is FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D528 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.1.1c bullet 2c 3d
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Unnecessary Talk Burst Control Protocol

Proposed Change: Remove: …. with Talk Burst Control Protocol: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D529 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.1.1c
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: how to distinguish the PoC Speech and Audio is FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D530 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.1.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  If PoC Client includes Media Content into Pre-established Session INVITE (as specified in 6.1.3.1 5 invoked from 6.1.3.2.1 1), the Included Media Content is not cached.

Proposed Change: Either state that the Included Media Content is not applicable to Pre-established Session INVITE generation in PoC Client or cache it in the Participating PoC Function.
	Status: OPEN

	D531 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.3.1.2

Bullet 9
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Bullet hard to read  

Proposed Change: Consider splitting the bullet (like bullet 6 in subclause 7.3.1.3)
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D532 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.3.1.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Move bullet 14 before the bullet 12.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D533 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.3.1.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: In the bullet 3 the title in the reference is wrong.

Proposed Change: Change "disconnecting from" to "connecting to".
	Status: OPEN

	D534 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.1.3 2

7.3.1.3 3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0039

Comment: The UP subclause titles are incorrect – instead of PoC Client subclauses, Participating PoC Function subclauses should be referenced
Proposed Change: 

Title in 2 should be "Participating PoC Function procedures when disconnecting from a Media Type"

Title in 3 should be "Participating PoC Function procedures when connecting to a Media Type"
	Status: OPEN

	D535 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.1.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Bullet 3and 4 in the list below " Upon receiving an initial SIP INVITE request that contains a Request-URI not owned by this PoC Server, the PoC Server:" contains "…when staying on the media path and Talk Burst Control path…" The expression could be the expression we normally use.

Proposed Change: Change: 

"…when staying on the media path and Talk Burst Control path…"

(
"…when staying on the Media path …"
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D536 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.1.4 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The phrase ", the PoC Server is acting as a B2BUA" is confusing since this part of the subclause is the 1-1 and Ad-hoc case i.e. the PoC Server is by definition a B2BUA.

Proposed Change: Remove: …., the PoC Server is acting as a B2BUA
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D537 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.1.4 bullet 19
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Since all other feature tags of this type is in the general subclause this can be moved too.

Proposed Change: Move bullet 19 to 7.3.1.1 "General".
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D538 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.1.4 bullet 20
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Moving feature tag for interworking is already in the 7.3.1.1 "General" subclause and can be removed from here.

Proposed Change: Remove bullet 20
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D539 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.1.4 bullet 4c
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The phrase "cache 'Official Government Use' as the Local QoE Profile assigned to the PoC User, if the PoC Server is acting as a B2BUA" is confusing since this part of the subclause is the 1-1 and Ad-hoc case i.e. the PoC Server is by definition a B2BUA.

Proposed Change: Remove last part: …, if the PoC Server is acting as a B2BUA
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D540 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.3.1.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: In the bullet 1, write subclause title in italics.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D541 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.3.1.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Remove unneeded ' in the bullet 4.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D542 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.3.1.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Error in the last sentence (when the SIP/IP Core corresponds …).

Proposed Change: Change "Client" to "Server".
	Status: OPEN

	D543 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.3.1.4

Bullet 1
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: References to clauses in other documents are not in italics. In Bullet 1 after NOTE 1 and in Bullet 1 after NOTE 4.

Proposed Change: Put in italics: “Procedures at the PoC Server performing the Partipating PoC Function”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D544 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.3.1.4

Bullet 5

Bullet 9


	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Bullets hard to read. Bullet 5 after NOTE 1, bullet 9 after NOTE 4 and bullet 4 after NOTE 6. 

Proposed Change: Consider splitting the bullets (like bullet 6 in subclause 7.3.1.3)
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D545 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.3.1.5
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Change a NOTE in the beginning of the subclause to the phrase "Upon receiving …..".

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D546 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.3.1.5
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Change INVITE to REFER in the bullet 13.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D547 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.3.1.5
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Something is wrong in the bullet 15.  If we have the text "Do not continue to the rest of the steps" without any condition, why we have any steps after that ?  Are they ever executed ?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D548 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.1.6
PoC Session modifications
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP

Comment: 
The following bullet is using RFC2327, which was obsoleted by RFC4566.

-
2. SHALL include a MIME SDP body in the SIP 200 "OK" response as the SDP answer according to rules and procedures of [RFC3264] and [RFC2327] with the new Media Parameters;
Proposed Change: Need to replace RFC2327 by RFC4566.
	Status: OPEN



	D549 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.1.6

Bullet 2


	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: QoE Procedures are incomplete.

If PoC Client has changed its Local QoE Profile the Participating PoC Function SHALL authorize the new Local QoE Profile and cache it.

Proposed Change: Complete the subclause regarding QoE Profiles.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D550 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.3.1.7 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The list does not follow our style.

Proposed Change: add an "and," after a). End bullet b) with "." instead of a ";".
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D551 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.3.1.7 bullet 3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The list does not follow our style.

Proposed Change: add an "and," after b). End bullet c) with "." instead of a ";".
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D552 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.3.1.7

Bullet 3.b


	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Change “receivedfrom” to “received from”

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D553 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.3.1.7
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: NOTE can be removed, because the content is covered by bullets.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D554 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.1.7

Bullet 1 (CF role) and bullet 3 (PF role)
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment: Why is the Resource-Priority header needed in the SIP SUBSCRIBE to the conference state event? There is no corresponding requirement in the RD.
Proposed Change:  Delete
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D555 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.1.10.1

Bullet 1 and 5 
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment:  When a SIP BYE request is received the QoE Profile of the PoC Session is already established and can not be changed. 
Proposed Change:  Delete
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D556 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.1.10.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  Privacy header is not copied from the received BYE to the sent BYE. May result to the Participant PoC Address being disclosed in Participant Information NOTIFY in the state "disconnected".

Proposed Change: Add statement copying the Privacy header.
	Status: OPEN

	D557 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.1.10.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  If PoC Server works as a SIP proxy, there is no reason to add Resource-Priority header if it is already there as the proxy just resends the received SIP request -> Resource-Priority header would be there twice.

Proposed Change: Remove the statement
	Status: OPEN

	D558 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.1.10.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Why is authorization of the Resource-Priority header needed in the Proxy case (see the second last paragraph)

Proposed Change: Add authorization of the Resource-Priority header?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D559 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.1.10.1 bullet 5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: If authorization of the Resource-Priority header failed in bullet 1a) it is strange that the same Resource-Priority header is included in the outgoing SIP BYE request.

Proposed Change: Modify as follows:

… in the SIP BYE request received from the PoC Client assigned during the PoC Session establishment;

(
in the SIP BYE request received from the PoC Client assigned during the PoC Session establishment and if authorization of the Resource-Priority header was successful in step 1a);
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D560 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.3.1.10.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Add "check" after SHALL in the bullet 1.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D561 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.3.1.10.1

Bullet 1


	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Change to “1. SHALL check if a Resource-Priority”

Proposed Change:  Include the word “check”.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D562 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.3.1.10.1

Bullet 5


	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: RPH shall be included if the received RPH was authorized in step 1.a

Proposed Change:  Change to: “…was present in the SIP BYE request received from the PoC Client  and was authorized in step 1.a; and,”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D563 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.3.1.10.2

Bullet 2


	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: RPH shall be included if the received RPH was authorized in step 2.a.i

Proposed Change:  Change to: “…was present in the SIP REFER request received from the PoC Client  and was authorized in step 2.a.i,”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D564 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.1.10.2, 7.3.1.10.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  Privacy header is not included in the sent BYE when in the received REFER. May result to the Participant PoC Address being disclosed in Participant Information NOTIFY in the state "disconnected".

Proposed Change: Add statement setting up the BYE Privacy header based on REFER privacy header.
	Status: OPEN

	D565 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.1.10.2

Bullet 2 a) and 2 h) 
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment:  When a SIP REFER BYE request is received the QoE Profile of the PoC Session is already established and can not be changed. 
Proposed Change:  Delete
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D566 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.3.1.10.3

Bullet 5


	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: RPH shall be included if the received RPH was authorized in step 1.a.i

Proposed Change:  Change to: “…was present in the SIP BYE request received from the PoC Client  and was authorized in step 1.a.i; and,”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D567 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.1.10.3

Bullet 1 a) and 3 b) 
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment:  When a SIP BYE request is received the QoE Profile of the PoC Session is already established and can not be changed. 
Proposed Change:  Delete
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D568 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.1.11


	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Bullet about RPH checking does not appear. Consider if a bullet is needed.

Proposed Change:  If needed, include a bullet to check and authorize de RPH.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D569 
	2007.01.18
	T
	7.3.1.11
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: PoC Server’s handling of media content is missing in the text.

Proposed Change: Add text
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D570 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.1.11 3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  it is not clear based on what the PoC Server determines whether the PoC Client can send group advertisements.
	Status: OPEN

	D571 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.3.1.12.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem in NOTE 1. A stand-alone Secondary is not defined.

Proposed Change: Secondary ( secondary
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D572 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.3.1.12.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Write secondary with lower case s in the NOTE 1.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D573 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.3.1.12.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Correct the bullet 1.

Proposed Change: Change "PoC Session priority in the SDP offer are …" to PoC Session locking parameter in the SDP offer is …". 
	Status: OPEN

	D574 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.1.14
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  Some PoC Server settings are missing in the NOTE (e.g. Invited Parties Identity Information Mode as specified in SD 4.26.5 Invited Parties Identity Information Mode (IPIIM) or Privacy value as specified in CP 6.1.2 PoC Service Settings procedure 9 e)
	Status: OPEN

	D575 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.1.14
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The NOTE does not contain all PoC Service settings

Proposed Change: Add text content, reference content, privacy, etc.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D576 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.3.1.14 bullet 3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The list does not follow our style.

Proposed Change: add an "and," after a). End bullet b) with "." instead of a ";".
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D577 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.1.14 bullet 6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The default value "snot supported" does not work for all PoC Service settings. We need a list with the default value of all optional PoC Service settings now.

Proposed Change: Update bullet 6 with the list of all PoC Service settings and the default value of each one of them.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D578 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.1.14


	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Client does not include an RPH in SIP PUBLISH.

Proposed Change:  Delete bullet 3.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D579 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.1.14 6
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  It is not clear what the default value for the "Privacy" PoC Service Setting is as "not supported" does not exist for the "Privacy" service setting listed in 6.1.2 9 e)
	Status: OPEN

	D580 
	2007-01-19
	E
	Miscellaneous (2x)
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  References uses wrong subclause name for the subclause 7.3.2.6.3. 
	Status: OPEN

	D581 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.3.1.15
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The first paragraph contains some old stuff:

Upon receiving a PoC Session release request from the User Plane as specified in [OMA-PoC-UP] "Receive TBCP Talk Burst Acknowledgement message (R: TB_Ack)" or "T15 (Connect message re-transmit) timer fired N times" or "Receive PoC Session release indication from PoC Client (R: PoC Session release from PoC Client)", the PoC Server:

Proposed Change: Update as follows:

Upon receiving a PoC Session release request from the User Plane as specified in [OMA-PoC-UP] "Receive MBCP Media Burst Acknowledgement message (R: TB_Ack)" or "T15 (Connect message re-transmit) timer fired N times" or "Receive PoC Session release indication from PoC Client (R: PoC Session release from PoC Client)", the PoC Server:


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D582 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.1.16
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D583 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.3.1.16
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Add subclause title in the bullet 1.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D584 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.1.16
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's Note: The behavior as proxy is FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D585 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.1.17
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's Note: Application of service provider policy on the URI list is FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D586 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.1.17
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D587 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.1.17
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: FDCFO is a service more like Instant Personal Alert and Group Advertisement a has nothing to do with IM.

Proposed Change: Remove references to IM and describe responses.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D588 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.3.1.17 bullet 2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Not according to CP style in a list.

Proposed Change: Add an "and," at the end of bullet 2.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D589 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.3.2a
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Correct the backward compatibility as proposed 1496R01.

Proposed Change: See 1496R01.
	Status: OPEN

	D590 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.3.2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Bullet list problems in the list below provisional responses:

Proposed Change: 

Bullet 6b shall end with a "."

Bullet 7 shall not be indented.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D591 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.3.2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Bullet list problems in the list below 200 OK response:

Proposed Change: 

Bullet 2b shall end with a "."

Bullet 2 shall not be indented.

Remove "and," at end of bullet 9.

Change in bullets 6, 10, 11 "." ( ";"
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D592 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.3.2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The list below provisional responses: The warning headers are only needed in the first provisional response.

Proposed Change: Add at end of bullet 9, 10 and 11 the following:

… if not previously sent in a provisional response for this dialog
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D593 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.3.2.1, 7.3.2.2, 7.3.2.1a and 7.3.2.1b
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The section name for 7.3.2.1 is missing and there is some numbering problem, since 7.3.2.1a and b are in section 7.3.2.2.

Proposed Change: Update
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D594 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.2.1a
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: how to distinguish the PoC Speech and Audio is FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D595 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.1a
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains editor's note about PoC Speech.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D596 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.1a bullets 2c,3d,3e
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Unnecessary use of Talk Burst Control Protocol

Proposed Change: Remove …with Talk Burst Control Protocol
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D597 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.1b
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains editor's note about PoC Speech.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D598 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.3.2.1b bullet 3a
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Formatting problem in the bullet 3a.

Proposed Change: Format as other bullets b, c…
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D599 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.1b bullets 2c, 3d
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Unnecessary use of Talk Burst Control Protocol

Proposed Change: Remove …with Talk Burst Control Protocol
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D600 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.2.1b
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: how to distinguish the PoC Speech and Audio is FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D601 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.2.1c
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: the Media-floor Control Entity parameters in reduced case need to be clarified
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D602 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.2.1c
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: how to distinguish the PoC Speech and Audio is FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D603 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.1c
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains editor's note about PoC Speech.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D604 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.1c bullets 3c, 4d
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Unnecessary use of Talk Burst Control Protocol

Proposed Change: Remove …with Talk Burst Control Protocol
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D605 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.1c
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  It is not stated 

that Media Streams bound to a Media-floor Control Entity can be accepted in the SDP answer only if the accepted Media-floor Control Entity binding in the SDP answer is the same as in the SDP offer and as negotiated in Pre-established Session establishment

that Media Streams not bound to a Media-floor Control Entity can be accepted in the SDP answer only if not bound to a Media-floor Control Entity in the SDP offer and if the binding was not negotiated in Pre-established Session establishment

If this is not stated, binding mismatch may happen (PoC Client may believe that a different binding is used that Controlling PoC Function).
	Status: OPEN

	D606 
	2007-01-19
	E
	7.3.2.1 3

7.3.2.1a 3 a)

7.3.2.1b 3 a)

7.3.2.1c 4 a)

7.3.2.2 4

7.3.2.2.1 4

7.3.2.2.4 5
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  Wrong formatting of bullet  

(7.3.2.1 - in "When sending a SIP 200 "OK" response ….": 3)

(7.3.2.2.1 - in "Whenever the PoC Server sends the SIP 200 "OK" response the PoC Server:")

(7.3.2.2.4 - in "Upon receiving a SIP 200 "OK" response to the SIP re-INVITE request, the PoC Server:")
	Status: OPEN

	D607 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.1 4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  In "When sending a SIP 200 "OK" response ….": 

The Privacy header should be set based on received SIP 200 OK response and not based on the provisional response
	Status: OPEN

	D608 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.1 8
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:   

In "When sending a SIP provisional responses ….":

According to the current description, if the PoC Service Settings did not include Privacy" PoC Service Setting, the identity of the served PoC User may be disclosed when invited to PoC Session.

If PoC Service Settings did not include "Privacy" PoC Service Setting -> 7.3.2.1 8 means that Privacy: id is not included ->  7.2.1.11.2 can include the PoC User with "dial-out" in NOTIFY sent in 7.2.2.2 2.

This is not consistent with 7.3.1.14 6 which states that if the PoC Service setting is not included, it is "not supported".
	Status: OPEN

	D609 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an Editor's note about an access rule?

Proposed Change: Clarify what access rule and/or resolve the editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D610 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.3.2.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Formatting problem in bullets 8 and 9

Proposed Change: Change "." ( ";" at end of bullets.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D611 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.3.2.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem in NOTE 2.

Proposed Change: Change invited PoC Client ( Invited PoC Client
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D612 
	2007-01-20
	E
	7.3.2.2
	Source: Anders Lindgren, Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  The reference to [PoC-XDM Specification shall be changed to [XDM-Shared-Policy]

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN 



	D613 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.3.2.2 bullet 12
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Unnecessary"." in bullet

Proposed Change: Change 7.3.2.2.5.3 "Forward invitations to a NW PoC Box".if ( 7.3.2.2.5.3 "Forward invitations to a NW PoC Box" if
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D614 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.2 bullet 14
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The bullet and sub-bullets references parameters stored in PoC XDM.

Proposed Change: Change all occurrences of …stored in PoC XDM ( …stored in Shared Policy XDMS
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D615 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.3.2.2 bullet 4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Formatting problems.

Proposed Change: Format as e.g. bullet 3.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D616 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.2 bullet 4a,b
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Bullet a and b does not fit together with bullet 4. There is a conditional statement missing.

Proposed Change: Add, after bullet 4 and as a new bullet on the same level, a statement along the lines:

x.  If the Invited PoC User is not registered the PoC Server:
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D617 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.3.2.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: In the bullet 1, write subclause title in italics.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D618 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Wrong reference to access rules spec in several bullets.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D619 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Is the bullet 4a) covered already in 7.1.1 ?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D620 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: The text in bullet 12, does it work with PoC 1 Clients ?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D621 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Clarify the bullet 14 b) i.  Action and reference is missing.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D622 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.3.2.2

Bullet 1
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Reference to clause in other document is not  in italics. 

Proposed Change: Put in italics: “Procedures at the PoC Server performing the Partipating PoC Function”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D623 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.2.2 steps 4, 5, & 14
	Source: Motorola

Form: INP Doc # 2007-0052

Comment: User Access Policy has been moved from PoC XDM TS to Shared Policy XDM TS.

Proposed Change: Change “stored in the PoC XDMS as described in [PoC-XDM Specification]” to “as described in [XDM-Shared-Policies], and add new reference to normative references section.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D624 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.2.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s note: the access rule is FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D625 
	2007-01-19
	E
	7.3.2.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "Otherwise the PoC Server SHALL perform actions specified in subclause 7.3.2 …. ". should be bullet 15 instead of starting new paragraph.
	Status: OPEN

	D626 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The condition for selection of 7.3.2.2.4 "Manual answer Using Pre-established Session" or 7.3.2.2.3 "Manual answer Using On-demand Session" needs to take into account the Media Types negotiated in the Pre-established Session(s) set up as specified in OMA-TS-PoC-System-Description-V2_0-20061221-D.doc, 4.6.2 "Pre-established Session".

Proposed Change: Add the conditions for the Media Type matching.
	Status: OPEN

	D627 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Bullet 4 and 5 - stored in Shared Policy XDMS instead of PoC XDMS

Proposed change: 

Add reference to Shared Policy XDMS
	Status: OPEN

	D628 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Bullet 14.b.ii - the <allow-media> action is not defined in [PoC-XDM Specification]

Proposed change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D629 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Bullet 14.6 - <allow-invited-id-autoanswer> should be moved to Shared Policy XDMS.

Proposed change:
	Status: OPEN

	D630 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.2.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 

The first two bullet lists are to be concatenated.

The checks (e.g. 3. SHALL authorize the Authenticated Originator's PoC Address … ) should be done before sending 183 as the 183 is interpreted by the Controlling PoC Function and possibly also Inviting PoC Client as unconfirmed acceptance of PoC Session – there is no reason to send 183 and then immediately reject the session set up – may lead to the situation when a PoC Session is set up for a very limited time but still charged to the PoC Client.
	Status: OPEN

	D631 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The bullet 6 in the second bullet list (sending INVITE) is ending with a MAY. Why is it MAY. If Invited Parties Identity information is sent out shouldn't the "copycontrol" be done then??

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D632 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Bullet 1 ii) under the "Upon receiving a SIP 200 "OK" response to the SIP INVITE, the PoC Server:" the interaction with user plane is not needed since there is no user plane yet.

Proposed Change: Remove Bullet 1 ii): SHALL interact with User Plane as specified in [OMA-PoC-UP] "Participating PoC Function procedures at PoC Session release ";
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D633 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The bullet 4 under " Whenever the PoC Server sends the SIP 200 "OK" response the PoC Server:" is part of bullet 3 at the moment.

Proposed Change: Split bullet 3 so that bullet 4 is a separate bullet.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D634 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.3.2.2.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: The term "Invited Parties Identity Information Mode" is not defined in 3.2.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D635 
	2007-01-19
	E
	7.3.2.2.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  "Upon receiving a SIP 200 "OK" response …" - Wrong bullet type used - "1 i." instead of "1 a)".
	Status: OPEN

	D636 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.2.1 6

7.3.2.2.2 6

7.3.2.2.3 6

7.3.2.2.4 8

7.3.2.2.5.3 9

7.3.2.2.5.4 8
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  If IPII is include and application of "anonymize" attribute is MAY, then the privacy is not ensured.
Proposed Change: If the terminating Participating PoC Function includes IPII, it SHALL apply the "anonymize" attribute as specified in OMA-TS-PoC-System-Description-V2_0-20061221-D.doc, 4.34 "Invited Parties Identity Information"
	Status: OPEN

	D637 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.2.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The bullet 6 in the second bullet list (sending INVITE) is ending with a MAY. Why is it MAY. If Invited Parties Identity information is sent out shouldn't the "copycontrol" be done then??

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D638 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.2.3 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains "…stays in the media path and Talk Burst Control path or not…" The expression could be the expression we normally use.

Proposed Change: Change: 

"…stays in the media path and Talk Burst Control path or not…"

(
"…stays in the Media path or not…"
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D639 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.3.2.2.3 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem.

Proposed Change: media path ( Media path
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D640 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.2.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Some doubts that bullets 2 and 3 don't cover all cases.

Proposed Change: A separate CR needed to cover this issue.
	Status: OPEN

	D641 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.2.2.3
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Local QoE Profile authorization is not done when the PoC Server is acting as SIP proxy. This needs to be included

Proposed Change: Include a bullet similar to 1.d before 2.a.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D642 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.2.2.3 Manual-answer using On-demand Session <upon receiving 200 OK, checking simultaneous session>
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: the PoC Client has maximum number of Simultaneous PoC Session and check whether the number is exceeded or not in case of receiving new incoming PoC Session invitation. If exceeded, the PoC Client operates the release procedure of PoC Session. Then PF does not have to do double check of Simultaneous PoC Session 

Proposed Change: simultaneous session checking and further procedure are deleted in upon receiving paragraph 1, c).
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D643 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.3.2.2.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note about PoC Box.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D644 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.3.2.2.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Write title names in italics in the references.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D645 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.2.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Are the bullets 2 and 4 correct in the Upon receiving a 200 OK response paragraph ?  Or are these parameters copied from the received 200 OK response received from the Invited PoC Client ? 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D646 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.2.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Should we specify something about releasing this kind of PoC Session ? 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D647 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.2.2.4
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s note: It is FFS, if and how Manual-answer using pre-established session can be used with redirecting to NW PoC Box or acceptance by a UE PoC Box
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D648 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.2.4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 6.2.1.1a allows the PoC User to accept or reject the offered Media Types. If any Media Type is rejected in Manual-Answer using Pre-established Session by PoC Client, the Participating PoC Function needs to update the User Plane configuration (in "Upon receiving a SIP 200 "OK" response to the SIP re-INVITE request, the PoC Server")
	Status: OPEN

	D649 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.2 4

7.3.2.2 5

7.3.2.2.1 1 i
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The failure SIP response is sent towards Controlling PoC Function rather than inviting PoC Client.

Proposed Change: Use "PoC Server SHALL respond with a SIP …. response" instead stating towards which functional entity the response is sent
	Status: OPEN

	D650 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.2 4

7.3.2.7 2

7.3.2.8 2

7.4.1.2 1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  The PoC User Access Policy is stored in the Shared Policy XDMS instead of PoC XDMS
	Status: OPEN

	D651 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.2 4 a)

7.3.2.2.5.1 3

7.3.2.2.5.1 4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Exact PoC User Access Policy action and PoC User Access Policy action value should be used instead of stage 2 symbolic names.
	Status: OPEN

	D652 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.2.4 1

7.3.2.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: If there are multiple Pre-established Sessions with different Media Types, selection of the Pre-established Session is not clear.
	Status: OPEN

	D653 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.2.5.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains editor's note about Accept-contact and reject contact.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D654 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.2.2.5


	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment: The use of PoC Box in PoC2.0 is limited to 1-1 PoC Sessions. All references to other types of PoC Session establishments should be removed as there is no mechanism foreseen to notify other PoC Session participants of the PoC Box inserted into a PoC Session. 
Proposed Change:  Remove references to other PoC Sessions besides 1-1. Add a check when establishing a PoC Session with a PoC Box that the PoC Session type is “1-1”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D655 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.2.2.5.1


	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment: The use of PoC Box in PoC2.0 is limited to 1-1 PoC Sessions. All references to other types of PoC Session establishments should be removed as there is no mechanism foreseen to notify other PoC Session participants of the PoC Box inserted into a PoC Session. 
Proposed Change:  Add a check when forwarding a SIP INVITE to a PoC Box that the PoC Session Type is “1-1”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D656 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.2.5.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains editor's note about access rule.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D657 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.3.2.2.5.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: This text needs to be updated to reflect the conditions based on the revised contents of the Accept-Contact and Reject-Contact headers ( actor feature tags)
Proposed Change:  This has been resolved so remove

 
	Status: OPEN



	D658 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.2.2.5.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: The access rule for PoC User PoC Box routing determination is FFS. From this text it is proposed that the PoC User can indicate a preference or can require to use only one type of PoC Box)
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D659 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.2.5.1 2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: If indication-setting is set to "unwillingness", PoC Session will always be rejected with SIP 480 response as the 7.3.2.2.5.1 is invoked in 7.3.2.2
	Status: OPEN

	D660 
	2007-01-19
	E
	7.3.2.2.5.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 2nd and 3rd paragraph should be merged together or 3rd paragraph should be made into bullet. 

4th and 5th paragraph should be merged together or 5th paragraph should be made into bullet
	Status: OPEN

	D661 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.2.5.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: SIP 302 response could be used for other purposes than just routing to PoC Box. The current statement is too restrictive.

Proposed Change: A Contact URI should be checked for a well know PoC Box URI
	Status: OPEN

	D662 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.3.2.2.5.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: This text is preliminary and needs further work and addition of further criteria including to take into account XDM Access Rules
Proposed Change:  This has been resolved so remove

 
	Status: OPEN



	D663 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.2.2.5.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: This subclause specifies how the PoC Server determines whether to route request to a NW PoC Box after failing to receive a non SIP 2xx final response from the PoC Client or from the UE PoC Box.

Proposed Change:  

This subclause specifies how the PoC Server determines whether to route request to a NW PoC Box after failing to receive a SIP 2xx final response from the PoC Client or from the UE PoC Box.

 
	Status: OPEN



	D664 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.2.2.5.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: The access rule for PoC User PoC Box routing determination is FFS. From this text it is proposed that the PoC User can indicate a preference or can require to use only one type of PoC Box
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D665 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.2.2.5.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: Further work is needed to add the setting and expiration of the 'PoC Box Alert User Timer’ and the name of the timer is FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D666 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.3.2.2.5.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Upon an expiration of the 'PoC Box Alert User Timer' or upon failing to receive a final response or receiving any SIP 4xx, 5xx or 6xx response to the SIP INVITE request from the PoC Client or UE PoC Box and if the original SIP INVITE request received from the Inviting PoC Client does not contain a Reject-Contact header containing only the feature tag 'automata' and the feature tag 'actor' with the value of 'msg-taker' along with the parameters 'require' and 'explicit'.

Then if based on the Access rules the PoC User does not refuse to have PoC Session invitation requests routed to the NW PoC Box and the PoC Server supports the PoC Box and the called PoC User subscribes to the NW PoC Box service then route the original Incoming SIP INVITE Request to the NW PoC Box as specified in subclause 7.3.2.2.5.3 "Forward invitations to a NW PoC Box".

Proposed Change:  Merge paragraphs

 
	Status: OPEN



	D667 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.2.5.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note about access rules

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D668 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.2.5.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note about access rules for PoC Box routing determination.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D669 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.2.5.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note about PoC Box Alert User Timer.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D670 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.2.5.2 bullet b
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Strange SIP return code.

Proposed Change: Change:

If no response was received return an appropriate SIP 5xx response

(
If no response was received return an appropriate SIP 4xx response
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D671 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.2.2.5.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: The sending of the181 "Call is Being Forwarded" response is FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D672 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.2.5.3 bullet 8
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The Referred-By is not included in the case privacy is requested. This limitation is not needed since the NW PoC Box is a trusted entity.

8. SHALL include the Referred-By header from the incoming SIP request if anonymity is not requested by the value 'id' in the Privacy header;

Proposed Change: Change to:

8. SHALL include the Referred-By header from the incoming SIP request;
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D673 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.2.5.3 bullet 9
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The invites parties identities are included in the INVITE sent to the PoC Box. Is this really required. Is this in the RD.

Proposed Change: Remove bullet 9 and the NOTE??
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D674 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.2.5.3 5
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: History is not defined in RFC4244. It is History-Info.

Proposed Change: Use History-Info instead of History.
	Status: OPEN

	D675 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.3.2.2.5.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The bullet lists does not follow the CP style.

Proposed Change: Add ";" after all bullets except the second last where it should be "; and," and the last that should end with "."


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D676 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.2 14
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The condition for selection of 7.3.2.2.2 "Automatic answer using the Pre-established Session" or 7.3.2.2.1 "Automatic answer Using On-demand Session" should take into account the Media Types negotiated in the Pre-established Session(s) set up as specified in OMA-TS-PoC-System-Description-V2_0-20061221-D.doc, 4.6.2 "Pre-established Session".

Proposed Change: Add the conditions for the Media Type matching.
	Status: OPEN

	D677 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The paragraph below the first bullet list contains:

"Otherwise the PoC Server SHALL include the Answer-Mode header set to 'Manual;Require' into the SIP re-INVITE request; and," 

The SHALL is not needed since manual is the default action in SIP. Further the paragraph need to be more indented so it is clear that it belongs to the bullet list.

Proposed Change: Change SHALL ( MAY

Indent the paragraph on step more. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D678 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: In the paragraph above "Upon receiving a SIP 180 "Ringing" response to the SIP INVITE request the PoC Server:" the following sentence is unnecessary:

A SIP UPDATE request MAY be used only if the PoC Client has indicated support for the SIP UPDATE method.

The reason is that the decision if a UPDATE or a re-INVITE is sent is already taken in the Controlling PoC Server based on the Allow header received from the PoC Client when PF is a proxy.

Proposed Change: Remove "A SIP UPDATE request MAY be used only if the PoC Client has indicated support for the SIP UPDATE method."
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D679 
	2007.01.11
	E
	7.3.2.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The " Upon receiving a SIP 180 "Ringing" response to the SIP INVITE request the PoC Server:

" should also include "if the PoC Server act as a PoC Server, not be included in each bullets in the list.

Proposed Change:
Add …if the PoC Server act as a PoC Server

Remove from the bullet 1 and 2:

… if acting as a SIP proxy
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D680 
	200y.mm.dd
	E
	7.3.2.3
	Source: Anders Lindgren, Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  The reference to [PoC-XDM Specification shall be changed to [XDM-Shared-Policy]

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN 



	D681 
	2007.01.18
	T
	7.3.2.3,
first 
STEP 5
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: access rules are not stored in PoC XDMS in PoC V2.0 (provided pending decision in OMA about Shared Policy XDMS goes in that direction)

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D682 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.3.2.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Handling of 180 Ringing response as a SIP proxy is duplicated. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D683 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.2.3

Bullet 4
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment:  When a SIP re-INVITE or UPDATE request is received the QoE Profile of the PoC Session is already established and can not be changed. 
Proposed Change:  Delete
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D684 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.2.3 step 5
	Source: Motorola

Form: INP Doc # 2007-0052

Comment: User Access Policy has been moved from PoC XDM TS to Shared Policy XDM TS.

Proposed Change: Change “stored in the PoC XDMS as described in [PoC-XDM Specification]” to “as described in [XDM-Shared-Policies].
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D685 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Auto-answer mode set up by 7.3.2.3 is not handled in 6.2.2.
	Status: OPEN

	D686 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Bullet 5a – stored in Shared Policy XDMS instead of PoC XDMS

Proposed change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D687 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Bullet 5b – <allow-media> action is not defined in [PoC-XDM Specification]

Proposed change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D688 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.3 5
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: For the Auto-Answer determination also only the Media Type Media-floor Control Entity binding of which is being changed needs to be taken into account (as change of Media-floor Control Entity binding is taken as removal and adding of the Media Type).
	Status: OPEN

	D689 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.3 5 a
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "the Authenticated Originator's PoC Address indicated by the Request-URI" is incorrect as the Request-URI contains the served PoC User URI
	Status: OPEN

	D690 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Why is not the Resource-Priority header considered?

Proposed Change: Update to also include Resource-Priority header.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D691 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.2.6.1

Bullet 1 
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment:  When a SIP BYE request is received the QoE Profile of the PoC Session is already established and can not be changed. 
Proposed Change:  Delete
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D692 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.6.1 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Why is the Resource-Priority header not authorized?

Proposed Change: Authorize the Resource-Priority header before applying any preferential treatment.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D693 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.6.2 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Why is the Resource-Priority header not authorized?

Proposed Change: Authorize the Resource-Priority header before applying any preferential treatment.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D694 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.2.6.2

Bullet 1 
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment:  When a SIP BYE request is received the QoE Profile of the PoC Session is already established and can not be changed. 
Proposed Change:  Delete
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D695 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Why is not the Resource-Priority header considered?

Proposed Change: Update to also include Resource-Priority header.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D696 
	2007.01.18
	T
	7.3.2.7,
STEP 2
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Allusion error. It looks as if Request-URI is stored in XDMS, but it should actually refer to access rules

Proposed Change: Clarify text
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D697 
	2007.01.18
	T
	7.3.2.7,
STEP 2
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: nothing is stored in PoC XDMS in PoC V2.0 (provided pending decision in OMA about Shared Policy XDMS goes in that direction)

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D698 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.2.7 step 2
	Source: Motorola

Form: INP Doc # 2007-0052

Comment: User Access Policy has been moved from PoC XDM TS to Shared Policy XDM TS.

Proposed Change: Change “stored in the PoC XDMS as described in [PoC-XDM Specification]” to “as described in [XDM-Shared-Policies].
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D699 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.2.7
Group Advertisement request
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP

Comment: 
In this subclause, some descriptions for Included Media Content PoC Service Settings need to be included.

Proposed Change: Description of checking whether to include Media in the Group Advertisement is needed using the PoC Service Setting for Included Media Content.
	Status: OPEN



	D700 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.7
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Bullet 2 – stored in Shared Policy XDMS instead of PoC XDMS

Proposed change:
	Status: OPEN

	D701 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.8
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Bullet 2 – stored in Shared Policy XDMS instead of PoC XDMS

Proposed change:
	Status: OPEN

	D702 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.2.8 step 2
	Source: Motorola

Form: INP Doc # 2007-0052

Comment: User Access Policy has been moved from PoC XDM TS to Shared Policy XDM TS.

Proposed Change: Change “stored in the PoC XDMS as described in [PoC-XDM Specification]” to “as described in [XDM-Shared-Policies].
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D703 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.8
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Why is not the Resource-Priority header considered?

Proposed Change: Update to also include Resource-Priority header.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D704 
	2007-01-20
	T
	7.3.2.8
	Source: Anders Lindgren, Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  The reference to [PoC-XDM Specification shall be changed to [XDM-Shared-Policy]

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN 



	D705 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.3.2.8
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Wrong reference to the access rules. 

Proposed Change: Use Shared Policy XDMS instead of PoC XDMS.
	Status: OPEN

	D706 
	2007.01.11
	T
	7.3.2.9
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Why is not the Resource-Priority header considered?

Proposed Change: Update to also include Resource-Priority header.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D707 
	
	T
	7.3.2.9
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The FDCFO Proceed request is a service similar to Instant Personal Alert and has nothing to do with IM.

Proposed Change: Remove references to IM and describe the response procedure.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D708 
	
	T
	7.3.2.9
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note about Application of service provider policy.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D709 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.3.2.9
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's Note: Application of service provider policy on the URI list is FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D710 
	
	E
	7.3.2a
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem

Proposed Change: invited PoC Client ( Invited PoC Client
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D711 
	2007.01.22
	E
	7.3.3.1
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Clarification is needed that the steps are performed only the PoC Server actually wants to subscribe (optional). Only if supported, the SHALLs are SHALLs.

Proposed Change: Update: "The PoC Server:" to "If supported, the PoC Server:"  or "If subscribing, the PoC Server:"
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D712 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.3.3.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is unclear how to ensure that PoC Client cannot fake the same headers as the PoC Server and thus getting the real PoC Addresses for the Participants as the originating Participating PoC Function seems to work for the SUBSCRIBE in the proxy mode (7.3.1.7)
	Status: OPEN

	D713 
	
	T
	7.3.3.1 bullet 3 
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: contains "…in all initial SIP requests" at the end of bullet 3. Since this describe only the SUBSCRIBE part that part is not necessary.

Proposed Change: Remove …in all initial SIP requests
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D714 
	
	T
	7.4.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Why is not the Resource-Priority header considered in any of the subclauses?

Proposed Change: Update to also include Resource-Priority header.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D715 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.4.1.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Bullet 1 – stored in Shared Policy XDMS instead of PoC XDMS

Proposed change:
	Status: OPEN

	D716 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.4.1.2 step 1
	Source: Motorola

Form: INP Doc # 2007-0052

Comment: User Access Policy has been moved from PoC XDM TS to Shared Policy XDM TS.

Proposed Change: Change “stored in the PoC XDMS as described in [PoC-XDM Specification]” to “as described in [XDM-Shared-Policies].
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D717 
	
	T
	7.4.1.9.4 3d
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Unclear text " d) if the URI is else, the PoC Server:"

Proposed Change: Rephrase.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D718 
	2007-01-19
	E
	8.
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The NW PoC Box chapters should be reordered as 

8.1 "Procedures terminated by the NW PoC Box" includes 8.1.3 "NW PoC Box" 

8.3 "UE PoC Box" contains just terminating signaling while originating signaling is defined in 8.4 "Procedures initiated by the UE PoC Box"
	Status: OPEN

	D719 
	2007.01.22
	T
	8, 

8.1, 

8.1.1

8.1.2

8.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: 

8.1.1 and 8.1.2 are basically general text that should apply to both the NW PoC Box and the UE PoC Box. Also 8.1.1 and 8.1.2 are not referred to in 8.1.3.1 and 8.3.1.

The structure of the NW and  UE PoC Box subclauses is inconsistent and some alignment of common text is needed

Proposed Change:  

Restructure so that 8.1.1 and 8.1.2 are general text that is common to both the NW PoC Box and the UE PoC Box.

Have NW and UE PoC Box specific procedures reference 8.1.1 and 8.1.2 procedures.

Align  the NW and  UE PoC Box subclauses

 
	Status: OPEN



	D720 
	
	E
	8.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: In the bullet 8 in the 2:nd bullet list there is an unnecessary "and,".

Bullet 5 contains an "." at the end.

Bullet 10 has an unnecessary ". at the end

Proposed Change: Remove " and," in bullet 8.

Change "." ( ";" at the end of bullet 5.

Remove ". from the end of bullet 10.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D721 
	2007-01-19
	T
	8.1.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: in the bullet 8 "and the Alert-Info header … " should be changed to "if the Alert-Info header"
	Status: OPEN

	D722 
	2007-01-19
	T
	8.1.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 

Meaning of "5. SHALL store the Session Type information to the PoC User based on the information received in the Session-Type uri-parameter in the Contact header;" is unclear
	Status: OPEN

	D723 
	
	T
	8.1.1

<bullet no.3 in the section about on “receipt of the initial SIP INVITE request the NW PoC Box”>
	Source: < lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: <To my surprise, PoC Box does not store Group ID, that means that PoC User couldn’t get the information about this voice stored in PoC Box comes which group. In general, we think it is quite important information.> 

Proposed Change: <n/a>
	Status: OPEN



	D724 
	2007-01-19
	T
	8.1.1 4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is unclear where the PoC Address of the Inviting PoC User is taken from

Proposed Change: State it is taken from the Referred-By
	Status: OPEN

	D725 
	2007-01-19
	T
	8.1.1 5 
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "-
5. SHALL include the Session-Expires header in the SIP 200 "OK" response to the initial SIP INVITE request or the SIP re-INVITE request within a Pre-established Session and start the SIP Session timer according to rules and procedures specified in [RFC4028], "UAS Behavior". The 'refresher' parameter in the Session-Expires header SHALL be set to 'uas'." - Pre-established session is not used by NW PoC Box.
	Status: OPEN

	D726 
	2007-01-19
	T
	8.1.1 9
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Bullet 9 ("-
9. SHOULD store the media content received in MIME bodies to the PoC User if media content in a request is supported and the Media Type is supported by the PoC Box; and,") is inconsistent with bullet 6 (-
6. SHALL discard the MIME bodies containing Included Media if included in the SIP INVITE request;) and it is in inappropriate place.
	Status: OPEN

	D727 
	2007-01-19
	T
	8.1.1 9
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: EN "Editor’s note: Media-floor Control Entity Protocol for each Media Stream or each Media Stream combination is FFS" is obsolete.
	Status: OPEN

	D728 
	2007.01.22
	T
	8.1.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s note: Media-floor Control Entity Protocol for each Media Stream or each Media Stream combination is FFS 

Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D729 
	2007.01.22
	T
	8.1.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: how to distinguish the PoC Speech and Audio is FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D730 
	
	T
	8.1.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note about Media-floor Control Entity Protocol for each Media Stream or each Media Stream combination is FFS

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D731 
	
	T
	8.1.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note about PoC Speech

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D732 
	
	T
	8.1.2 bullet 2c,3c
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: 2c contains un unnecessary Talk Burst Control Protocol.

3c Contains unnecessary TBCP

Proposed Change: Remove …with Talk Burst Control Protocol

Remove …with TBCP
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D733 
	
	T
	8.1.3.1 bullet 3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Media format missing in bullet 3

3. SHALL validate that at least one Media Stream and Media Parameters and at least one codec offered in the SIP INVITE request are acceptable to the PoC Box and if not, reject the request with a SIP 488 "Not Acceptable Here" response. Otherwise, continue with the rest of the steps;

Proposed Change: Change to:

3. SHALL validate that at least one Media Stream and Media Parameters and at least one codec or Media format offered in the SIP INVITE request are acceptable to the PoC Box and if not, reject the request with a SIP 488 "Not Acceptable Here" response. Otherwise, continue with the rest of the steps;


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D734 
	
	T
	8.1.3.1 bullet 6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:

Proposed Change: Include the following note between bullet 6 and 7:

NOTE: Resulting User Plane processing is completed before the next step is performed
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D735 
	
	E
	8.3.1 bullet 2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains " includeds aReject-Contact"

Proposed Change: replace with:

includes a Reject-Contact
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D736 
	
	T
	8.3.1 bullet 3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Media format missing in bullet 3

3. SHALL validate that at least one Media Stream and Media Parameters and at least one codec offered in the SIP INVITE request are acceptable to the PoC Box and if not, reject the request with a SIP 488 "Not Acceptable Here" response. Otherwise, continue with the rest of the steps;

Proposed Change: Change to:

3. SHALL validate that at least one Media Stream and Media Parameters and at least one codec or Media format offered in the SIP INVITE request are acceptable to the PoC Box and if not, reject the request with a SIP 488 "Not Acceptable Here" response. Otherwise, continue with the rest of the steps;


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D737 
	
	T
	8.3.1 bullet 7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment:

Proposed Change: Include the following note between bullet 7 and 8:

NOTE: Resulting User Plane processing is completed before the next step is performed
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D738 
	2006-01-19
	T
	8.3.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: There is something wrong in the bullet 2.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D739 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  There are no SCRs for IPI feature (Invited Parties Identity)

Proposed Change: Update SCR table.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D740 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  There are no queuing SCRs.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D741 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  There are no SCRs for simultaneous PoC Sessions (MUS in ETR).

Proposed Change: Update TS. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D742 
	2007.01.22
	E
	A
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  CP SCRs need editorial cleanup

Proposed Change: The change is proposed in 2006 PoC CR: OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1479-CR_CP_SCR_Cleanup
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D743 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Mandatory and Optional SCRs may not be enough. Requirements are Mandatory (SHALL), Optional but recommended (SHOULD) and merely optional (MAY). The difference between SHOULD and MAY is not considered in SCRs. 

Including RECOMMENDED (R) SCRs would be a solution

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D744 
	2007-01-19
	T
	A
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is unclear why there are "?" in the Function column
	Status: OPEN

	D745 
	2007.01.22
	E
	A,B
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  According to the template, the Appendix A is supposed to contain history and appendix B SCR tables.

Proposed Change: Update the appendices appropriately.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D746 
	2007.01.22
	E
	A.1
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Split up the GEN SCRs into 2 tables: -C and -S as the rest of the SCR sections.

Proposed Change: Update.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D747 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.1 (PoC_CP-GEN-C-001-M

 and PoC_CP-GEN-C-003-M)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  These 2 SCRs point to backwards compatibility for the client.

Proposed Change: Combine these 2 SCRs and in References provide references from both of these requirements. Name the requirement to indicate that this is PoC Client backwards compatibility.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D748 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.1 (PoC_CP-GEN-C-003-M
 and PoC_CP-GEN-S-006-M)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Can we really state: ERELD1:OCF and ERELD1:OSF in the 2.0 Client and Server requirements? That would mean that 2.0 PoC Client and 2.0 PoC Server must support all optional client and server requirements respectively.
Proposed Change: Remove OCF and OSF from these 2 requirements. It is possible to add 2 extra SCRs:  PoC_CP-GEN-C-003-O and PoC_CP-GEN-S-006-O and only list ERELD1:OCF and ERELD1:OSF in them.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D749 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.1 (PoC_CP-GEN-S-004-M
 and PoC_CP-GEN-S-006-M)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  These 2 SCRs point to backwards compatibility for the server.

Proposed Change: Combine these 2 SCRs and in References provide references from both of these requirements. Name the requirement to indicate that this is PoC Server backwards compatibility.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D750 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.12.2 (POC_CP-OWM-S*)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The SCRs for the Warning header for the PoC Server represent every place the Warning header is used in TS. The SCRs for Warning header should more represent the actual feature of Warning header specified in section 5.6

Proposed Change: Combine some of the SCRs and keep only SCRs that pertain to this feature. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D751 
	2007.01.22
	E
	A.2.1 
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The title of the section is inconsistent with the technical text. 

Proposed Change: Change the name to "PoC service registration".
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D752 
	2007.01.22
	E
	A.2.1 (POC_CP-REG C-004-M)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The name of the SCR is inconsistent with the technical text. 

Proposed Change: Change the name to "PoC service de-registration".
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D753 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.2.1 (POC_CP-REG-C-001-M, POC_CP-REG-C-004-O, POC_CP-REG-C-003-O)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Should we not have only the PoC specific functionality in the SCRs and not 3GPP/2? 

Proposed Change: Have only one SCR for registration: POC_CP-REG-C-001-M - "PoC service registration" and point to section 6.1.1.1, which specifies the registration procedures.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D754 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.2.2
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Shouldn't the publishing of the mandatory PoC Settings be part of this section? It is part of the initial registration procedure as specified in the section 6.1.1.2.

Proposed Change: Add an SCR Item for the PoC Server.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D755 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.3.1 (POC_CP-SJR-C-010-M)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  This SCR Item is already part of POC_CP-SJR-C-006-M, POC_CP-SJR-C-007-M and POC_CP-SJR-C-008-M
Proposed Change: Remove SCR Item.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D756 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.3.1 (POC_CP-SJR-C-020-O and POC_CP-SJR-C-021-O)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  These SCRs are for sending and not receiving REFER messages.

Proposed Change:  Change "receiving" to "sending"
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D757 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.3.1 (POC_CP-SJR-C-023-O)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The SCR description is not clear.

Proposed Change: Update text to state "Pre-established Session: PoC Client initiates a Pre-arranged PoC Group Session or joins a Chat PoC Group Session (sending of REFER)" 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D758 
	2007.01.22
	E
	A.3.2 (POC_CP-SJR-S-001-M)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Update the description of the requirement.

Proposed Change: Clarify text to something like: "General procedures for PoC Session Establishment."
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D759 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.3.2 (POC_CP-SJR-S-006-O)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  POC_CP-SJR-S-006-O includes as Requirements SCRs: POC_CP-SJR-S-007-O OR -8 OR 9 and is called Pre-established session initiation. The SCR 9 is modification of an existing pre-established session when not in the PoC Session, so it should not be placed as requirement of pre-established session initiation.
Proposed Change: Remove the SCR 9 from the requirements column.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D760 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.3.2 (POC_CP-SJR-S-012-M)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Is the SCR: POC_CP-SJR-S-012-M not the same as POC_CP-SJR-S-016-M?
Proposed Change: Remove POC_CP-SJR-S-012-M. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D761 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.3.2 (POC_CP-SJR-S-022-O and POC_CP-SJR-S-023-O)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The references for these SCRs do not exist in the TS.

Proposed Change: Update.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D762 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.3.2 (POC_CP-SJR-S-022-O and POC_CP-SJR-S-023-O)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Should not these SCRs be in the PoC Box section?

Proposed Change: Update.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D763 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.3.2 (POC_CP-SJR-S-034-O and POC_CP-SJR-S-036-O)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The references do not seem to be correct for these 2 SCRs, since alternative address and port are not described there.

Proposed Change: Update the references, or consider the SCRs. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D764 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.3.2 (POC_CP-SJR-S-035-M)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  change the name of the SCR. It is not rejoining the session, but joining Chat PoC Group Session.

Proposed Change: Update
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D765 
	2007.01.22
	E
	A.3.2 (POC_CP-SJR-S-037 to POC_CP-SJR-S-040)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Reference 7.2.2.2a does not exist.

Proposed Change: Update to 7.2.2.1.a 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D766 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.3.2 (POC_CP-SJR-S-044-O)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Is this SCR not mandatory according to 7.3.1.15, bullet 2

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D767 
	2007.01.22
	E
	A.4 
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The title of the section is inconsistent with the technical text. 

Proposed Change: Change the name to "PoC Session related features (SRF)".
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D768 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.4.1 (POC_CP-SRF-C-012-M)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Clarification is needed on the SCR description. It is mandatory to handle NOTIFY request, but it is optional to display the results to the PoC User.

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D769 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.4.1 (Simultaneous Sessions)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  These SCRs should be moved to MUS section.

Proposed Change: Update. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D770 
	2007.01.22
	E
	A.4.2 (PoC Server Role Establishment)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The SCRs POC_CP-SRF-S-021and onwards should have the Server Role Establishment string. Otherwise it is confusing. It is not clear what is the difference between the reception of initial invite here from the session establishment reception of the initial invite. 

Proposed Change: Update text. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D771 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.4.2 (POC_CP-SRF-S-012-M)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The SCR should be marked as optional according to section 7.2.1.18 text: "The PoC Server MAY terminate the implicit subscription created by the SIP REFER request and indicate the termination to the PoC Client according to rules and procedures of [RFC3265] and [RFC3515]."

Proposed Change: Update -M to -O and update the reference for the SCR by adding section 7.2.1.18 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D772 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.4.2 (POC_CP-SRF-S-032-O and POC_CP-SRF-S-033-O  and POC_CP-SRF-S-038-O)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Should this SCR be part of Dispatch portion?

Proposed Change: Update 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D773 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.4.2 (POC_CP-SRF-S-036-M)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Seems that this SCR is taken out of context. Sending NOTIFY is mandatory when it is required by a particular function. On its own, section 7.2.1.17 states that the PoC Server SHALL [..] when generating the NOTIFY.

Proposed Change: Remove the SCR Item, since it does not mean anything on its own.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D774 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.4.2 (POC_CP-SRF-S-046-M)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  This seems to be optional feature for the server in section 7.3.3.1.

Proposed Change: Update -M to -O
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D775 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.4.2 (Simultaneous Sessions)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  These SCRs should be moved to MUS section.

Proposed Change: Update. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D776 
	2007.01.22
	E
	A.5.1 (PoC Service Settings)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  It might be useful to move these to REG

Proposed Change: Update. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D777 
	2007.01.22
	
	A.5.1 (POC_CP-SUF-C-009 - POC_CP-SUF-C-012)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  PoC Service settings should be moved to the feature section they pertain to. For instance genertic SCR: POC_CP-SUF-C-009-M about PUBLISH message should be moved to REG section. Same about SCR to publish mandatory PoC settings. Then there should be a separate SCR for each PoC settings to be published. Each of these SCRs then should be moved to the section that describes the feature the PoC setting represents.
Proposed Change: Update all SCRs for PoC service settings.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D778 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.5.1(POC_CP-SUF-C-007-M )
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  This SCR should be optional according to 6.2.4

Proposed Change: Update
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D779 
	2007.01.22
	E
	A.5.2 (PoC Service Settings)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  It might be useful to move these to REG

Proposed Change: Update. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D780 
	2007.01.22
	E
	A.5.2 (POC_CP-SUF- S-008-O)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Reference needs to be updated

Proposed Change: Update. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D781 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.6.1 (POC_CP-PBO-C-001-O)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The SCR should add a Contact header value for registration of the UE PoC Box.

Proposed Change: Update the SCR Item, or create a new one. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D782 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.6.1 (POC_CP-PBO-C-005-M)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  This SCR should be marked as optional and added in a requirement of POC_CP-PBO-C-004-O, which will make it mandatory if POC_CP-PBO-C-004-O is supported.
Proposed Change: Update
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D783 
	2007.01.22
	E
	A.7.2
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Editorials 

Proposed Change: OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1471R01-CR_CP_SCR_QoE_Disp_Edits
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D784 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.8.1
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Requirement for invited PoC Client is needed; change PoC Client requirements to Optional (to be aligned with the rest of the specification).

Proposed Change: OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1471R01-CR_CP_SCR_QoE_Disp_Edits
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D785 
	2007.01.22
	E
	A.8.2
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Editorials 

Proposed Change: OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1471R01-CR_CP_SCR_QoE_Disp_Edits
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D786 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.8.2
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Items 012, 016 and 017 should be Mandatory. Complete requirement column in 012, 016 and 017

Proposed Change: Change 012, 016 and 017 to Mandatory. 

Complete requirement column with:

Item 012: POC_CP-SJR-S-011-M

Item 012: POC_CP-SJR-S-033-M

Item 012: POC_CP-SJR-S-035-M


	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D787 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.8.2 (POC_CP-QOE -S-001-M and POC_CP-QOE -S-002-M and POC_CP-QOE -S-004-M)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  These SCR Items are for QoS for pre-established session. Since pre-established session is optional, these SCRs should also be optional.

Proposed Change: Change -Ms to -Os
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D788 
	2007-01-20
	T
	B
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note about if an AC file is needed or not. 

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D789 
	2007.01.22
	T
	Appendix B
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s note: Whether the AC file need to be included in 2.0 or not is FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D790 
	2007.01.15
	T
	Appendix B <Editor’s Note>
	Source: jonathan.lohr@sonyericsson.com

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: It is time to sort out the Editor’s Note.  If the inclusion of the AC file in the review material means that decision has already been made, then this is an editorial issue and the Editor’s Note should simply be deleted.

Proposed Change: Include the AC file in PoC 2.0.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D791 
	2006-01-19
	T
	B.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Add a parameter to indicate, that this is PoC 2.0 system.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	D792 
	2007-01-20
	E
	B.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Is the NOTE still needed.

Proposed Change: Remove if not needed.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D793 
	2007.01.22
	T
	Appendix B.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: This subclause defines the mobile device Management Object (MO) for OMA PoC. The MO MAY be used for intitial provisioning of parameters when the DM Profile is to be used (as specified on [OMA-DM-v1-2]), and the MO SHOULD be used for later provisioning of parameters according to [OMA-DM-v1-1-2] or [OMA-DM-v1-2], if required by the service provider to update service configurations. 

The OMA PoC Management Object consists of relevant parameters required by theOMA PoC Enabler]. It is compatible with OMA Device Management protocol specifications[OMA-DM-v1-1-2], and is defined using the OMA DM Device Description Framework as described in [OMA-SyncML-DMTND-V1-1-2] and [OMA-SyncML-DMStdObj-V1-1-2]. 

The Management Object Identifier is: org.openmobilealliance/1.0/PoC.

Protocol compatibility: This MO is compatible with OMA DM 1.1.2.

Management object name: OMA_PoC.

This needs to be revised based on DM 1.2 references
Proposed Change:  

This subclause defines the mobile device Management Object (MO) for OMA PoC. The MO MAY be used for intitial provisioning of parameters when the DM Profile is to be used (as specified on [OMA-DM]), and the MO SHOULD be used for later provisioning of parameters according to [OMA-DM-], if required by the service provider to update service configurations. 

The OMA PoC Management Object consists of relevant parameters required by the OMA PoC Enabler. It is compatible with OMA Device Management protocol specification [OMA-DM-], and is defined using the OMA DM Device Description Framework as described in [DMTND] and [DMSTDOBJ]. 

The Management Object Identifier is: org.openmobilealliance/1.0/PoC.

Protocol compatibility: This MO is compatible with OMA DM 1. 2.

Management object name: OMA_PoC.

 
	Status: OPEN



	D794 
	2007-01-20
	E
	B.3.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Figure not in power point format. The figure is not visible if not in page mode. Some of the objects are drawn directly on the page. This is sometimes dangerous since objects drawn on the page may fall between pages sometimes unless Word is well configured. 

Proposed Change: Convert to Power point format.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D795 
	2007-01-19
	T
	B.3.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Bullet 16 – reference [XDM Specification] not defined

Proposed change:
	Status: OPEN

	D796 
	2007-01-20
	T
	B.3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Configuration parameter for Included Text Content is missing.

Proposed Change: Add configuration in this subclause or remove this requirement from SD 4.33.3
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D797 
	2006-01-19
	T
	B.3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Add a parameter to indicate, that this is PoC 2.0 system.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	D798 
	2007-01-20
	T
	C
	Source: Anders Lindgren, Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  Is presence information for a open PoC box missing? What is the presence state when a PoC User is only registered with a UE PoC Box

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN 



	D799 
	2007-01-20
	T
	C
	Source: Anders Lindgren, Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  Is presence information for a PoC box missing?

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	D800 
	2007-01-20
	T
	C.1.6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note about encoding of the Automatic Answer mode value.

Proposed Change: Resolve the editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D801 
	2007-01-20
	E
	C.1.6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: References not according to CP style.

Proposed Change: Update:

(see C.2.1.4) ( (See subclause C.2.1.4 "Automatic Answer-mode")

(2 occurrences in the subclause)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D802 
	2007.01.22
	T
	Appendix C.1.6
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s Note: The encoding of this presence value needs to be resolved between PoC and PAG groups 

Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D803 
	2007-01-20
	E
	C.2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: NOTE should be in the "NO" style instead of "normal" style.

Proposed Change: Change NOTE to be in "NO" style 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D804 
	2007-01-19
	T
	D
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The filter criteria does not take into account the discrete media feature tag (g.poc.discretemedia).
	Status: OPEN

	D805 
	2007-01-20
	E
	D.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: NOTE should be in the "NO" style instead of "normal" style.

Proposed Change: Change NOTE to be in "NO" style 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D806 
	2007-01-20
	T
	D.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Filter criteria for Instant message, FDCFO need to be included

Proposed Change: Add to the list of originating filer criteria:

CASE method="MESSAGE" AND header="Accept-Contact" = "+g.poc.fdcfo"  


THEN: ROUTE request to the specified PoC Server Originating Port Address

CASE method="MESSAGE" AND header="Accept-Contact" = "+g.poc.discretemedia"  


THEN: ROUTE request to the specified PoC Server Originating Port Address


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D807 
	2007.01.22
	T
	Appendix D.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Filter Criteri Examples need to be update to take account of other feature tags
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D808 
	2007.01.22
	T
	Appendix D.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Filter Criteri Examples need to be update to take account of other feature tags
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D809 
	2007-01-20
	T
	D.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Filter criteria for Instant message, FDCFO need to be included

Proposed Change: Add to the list of terminating filer criteria:

CASE method="MESSAGE" AND header="Accept-Contact" = "+g.poc.fdcfo"  


THEN: ROUTE request to the specified PoC Server Originating Port Address

CASE method="MESSAGE" AND header="Accept-Contact" = "+g.poc.discretemedia"  


THEN: ROUTE request to the specified PoC Server Originating Port Address


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D810 
	2007-01-20
	T
	E
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: description is missing for elements defined in SUP file for poc_settings  

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D811 
	2007-01-20
	T
	E.1, General
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Improve structure to increase readability of XML-based definitions. Now each subclause has its own structure. The current structure may cause important info will not be documented as there are no guidelines/good practise, especially if  PoC XDM spec is removed for V2.0. 

Proposed Change: Subclause structure should be aligned within the appendix to reflect info required for XML-based definitions. A template structure can be fetched from Shared Group XDM spec Appendix D, and extended if needed to suit information needs in CP spec. This is an example of heading structure:

E.1.x <Functional name>

E.1.x.1 Structure

E.1.x.2 XML schema
E.1.x.3 Validation constraints
E.1.x.4 Data semantics

E.1.x.5 Example

Example of “Functional name” is “Group Advertisement”.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D812 
	2007.01.22
	T
	Appendix E.1.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Need to consider alignment of Group Advertisement  with SIMPLE IM and applicability of the Groups to PoC and IM
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D813 
	2006-01-19
	T
	E.1.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: This appendix can  be removed, because no reference to this subclause anymore (reference is to Shared groups XDMS.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D814 
	2007-01-19
	T
	E.1.1.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: “Each <group> element contains a <display-name> child element that contains the name of the PoC Group. The <uri> child element contains the URI of the PoC Group.” 

Not compliant with the schema – display name is optional and uri 1 or more.

Proposed change:
	Status: OPEN

	D815 
	2006-01-19
	T
	E.1.1.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: This appendix can  be removed, because no reference to this subclause anymore (reference is to Shared groups XDMS.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D816 
	2007.01.22
	E
	E.1.1.1
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: “whether the Prearranged Group is a Dispatch PoC Session”

Proposed Change: Change to “whether the Pre-arranged PoC Group is a Dispatch PoC Group. 


	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D817 
	2006-01-19
	T
	E.1.1.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: This appendix can  be removed, because no reference to this subclause anymore (reference is to Shared groups XDMS.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D818 
	2006-01-19
	T
	E.1.1.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: This appendix can  be removed, because no reference to this subclause anymore (reference is to Shared groups XDMS.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D819 
	2007.01.22
	E
	E.1.2
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: “whether or not the PoC Group is a Dispatch PoC Session”

Proposed Change: Change to “whether or not the PoC Group is a Dispatch PoC Group. 


	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D820 
	2007-01-19
	T
	E.1.2.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: According to "urn:oma:xml:poc:dispatch-ind" ‘Dispatch’ attribute name starts with capital D

Proposed change:
	Status: OPEN

	D821 
	2007-01-19
	E
	E.1.2

C.1.6

E.1.2.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Wrong font/style is used

in E.1.2 for the whole text,

in C.1.6, E.1.4.3, E.4.1 for part of the text, 

E.1.1.1,E.1.1.2,E.1.1.3, E.1.2.1, E.1.2.2, E.1.3.1, E.1.3.2, E.1.4.1, E.1.4.2, E.1.4.3, E.3.1.1 – App4 should be used
	Status: OPEN

	D822 
	2007.01.22
	T
	E.1.2

E.1.2.1

E.1.2.2
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Is here the correct place to Describe the Dispatch attribute?

Should we move it to PoC XDM or to Shared Group XDM documents?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D823 
	2007.01.22
	E
	E.1.3
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Change “and indicates the negotiated QoE for the user on the PoC Session” to “and indicates the Local QoE Profile for the PoC User on the PoC Session”

Proposed Change: 

	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D824 
	2007-01-19
	T
	E.1.3.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:     piflag prefix not defined

Proposed change: <endpoint entity="sip: PoC-ClientB@networkB.net" piind:LocalQoE="Basic" piind:FDCFOSupported="true">

…

<endpoint entity="sip: PoC-ClientC@networkC.net" piind:LocalQoE="Premium" piind:FDCFOSupported="false">
	Status: OPEN

	D825 
	2007-01-19
	T
	E.1.4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The abbreviation FDFCO, fdfco schema name and element name are misspelled.

Proposed Change: replace FDFCO with FDCFO and fdfco with fdcfo.
	Status: OPEN

	D826 
	2007.01.22
	T
	E.2.4
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Solve and delete editor’s note

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D827 
	2007.01.22
	E
	Appendix E.2.4
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s Note: need to register this new feature tag with IANA
Proposed Change:  Register with IANA and remove

 
	Status: OPEN



	D828 
	2007-01-20
	T
	E.2.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note about IANA registration.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D829 
	2007.01.22
	T
	E.3.1
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: Redundant Talk Burst Confirm indication due to unnecessary parameter of “tb_granted” 
Proposed Change: delete the extension of tb_granted since current UP doesn’t take account the parameter in the procedure.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>
 

	D830 
	2007.01.22
	T
	Appendix E.3.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Transmit bandwidth parameter is missing (see SD)
Proposed Change:  Define parameter

 
	Status: OPEN



	D831 
	2007-01-19
	T
	E.3.1, "mbc_scheme"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 

"mbc_scheme", 1st sentence – the parameter may be more that the "suggested" scheme – if sent by PoC Server, it is the used scheme.

"mbc_scheme", 4th sentence – "If mbc_scheme parameter is present in a SDP offer from the PoC Client for the PoC Session, the PoC Client is indicating to use the included Media Burst Control Scheme for the PoC Session if the PoC Server allows it" should be changed to "If mbc_scheme parameter is present in a SDP offer from the PoC Client, the PoC Client is indicating the Media Burst Control Scheme wished to be used in the PoC Session if supported by the PoC Server".

"mbc_scheme", 5th sentence is should be move after 6th sentence as 6th sentence is more generic.
	Status: OPEN

	D832 
	2007-01-19
	T
	E.3.1, "tb_seg_preload"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 

It is not clear why the tb_seg_preload is set to an integer value in the SDP offer sent by the PoC Client.

The text states:

"If the SDP answer contains a nonzero value of tb_seq_preload, the PoC Client has permission to transmit prior to MBCP Media Burst Granted message reception a segment of RTP Media limited to the value of tb_seg_preload contained in the answer in octets."

The SDP answer thus contains a number of bytes, which the PoC Client is allowed to send after it gets the 200 OK, but before it gets MBCP Granted. 

Since the PoC Client does not need to do any buffering (according to the description above it just streams the recorded RTP packets to Controlling PoC Function), it is not clear why the PoC Client needs to offer the maximum size of this value in the SDP offer. ("The value of tb_seg_preload is to be less than or equal to the value of tb_seg_preload offered by the PoC Client.")

It would be enough to state in the SDP offer whether the PoC Client supports the feature or not and let the PoC Server to define the tb_seg_preload value.

Also please change "answer" -> "SDP answer"
	Status: OPEN

	D833 
	2007-01-19
	T
	E.3.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The parameter to be used for the implicit media burst negotiation (UP 6.4.2) for Media Types other than PoC Speech is missing.
	Status: OPEN

	D834 
	2007-01-20
	T
	E.3.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an unnecessary Talk Burst Control Protocol

Proposed Change: Remove …with Talk Burst Control Protocol
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D835 
	2007-01-20
	T
	E.3.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The local_grant parameter is missing. The local_grant parameter was agreed in Shenzhen in the agreed CR: "OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1263-CR_CP_E3_locally_granted"

Proposed Change: Update E.3.1 according to OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1263-CR_CP_E3_locally_granted
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D836 
	2006-01-19
	T
	E.3.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Add imp_mb_req a parameter as described in the OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1485R01-CR_CP_Imp_mb_req.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1485R01-CR_CP_Imp_mb_req.
	Status: OPEN

	D837 
	2007-01-20
	E
	E.3.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problems.

Proposed Change: Media burst control protocol ( Media Burst Control Protocol

(3 occurrences)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D838 
	2007-01-19
	E
	E.3.1.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The spaces after semicolon in the fmtp example are not allowed by the description

Proposed Change: Please remove the spaces
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D839 
	2007-01-20
	E
	E.3.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: for TBCP shall be replaced with for MBCP

Proposed Change: For TBCP ( MBCP
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D840 
	2007-01-20
	E
	E.3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problems:

Proposed Change: Inviting PoC User ( inviting PoC User

(several occurrences)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D841 
	2007.01.22
	E
	E.3.2
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Mandatory QoE Profile means that every PoC User shall support that QoE profile

Proposed Change: Second example: Change “indicating that Professional QoE Profile” to “indicating that support of Professional QoE Profile”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D842 
	2007-01-19
	E
	E.3.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The spaces after colon in the "poc-qoe" examples are not allowed by the description

Proposed Change: Please remove the spaces
	Status: OPEN

	D843 
	2007-01-19
	E
	E.4.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Editor's note is obsolete as the text states that the User-agent and Server headers are used also for PoC Box.
	Status: OPEN

	D844 
	2007.01.22
	T
	Appendix E.4.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: If a User-agent and Server headers is needed for  PoC Box is FFS)
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D845 
	2007-01-20
	T
	E.4.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an editor's note about if If a User-agent and Server headers is needed for  PoC Box. 

Since knowing what an end point is and the revision is always useful in later phases my suggestion is that the editor's note is unnecessary.

Proposed Change: Remove editor's note.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D846 
	2007.01.22
	T
	Appendix E.5.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Need to consider if this is the appropriate usage of a URI parameter
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	D847 
	2007-01-20
	T
	E.6
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Wrong title of heading

Proposed Change: Change heading to “PoC Service Settings”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D848 
	2007-01-19
	T
	E.6.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The XML schema name is obsolete (does not fit to XML setting document (after the OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1282 is applied)).

Proposed Change: change to xmlns:PoC2Set="urn:oma:xml:ns:poc:poc2.0-settings"
	Status: OPEN

	D849 
	2007-01-20
	E
	E.6.3
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Wrong URN, “ns” should not be there.

Proposed Change: Change URN to “urn:oma:xml:poc:poc-settings””
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D850 
	2007.01.22
	T
	Appendix F
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Appendix F examples need to be updated based on PoC 2.0 Functionality

e.g Resource Priority, 

Included/referenced Media Content,

etc

Proposed Change:  Update Examples

 
	Status: OPEN



	D851 
	2007.01.22
	T
	Appendix F
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Missing Appendix F examples:

PoC Box,

Dispatch,

Full Duplex Call Follow on 

PoC Client Buffering

Manual Answer using Pre-established session

Backward compatible examples

Discrete Media
Proposed Change:  Add Examples

 
	Status: OPEN



	D852 
	2007.01.22
	T
	F.x
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: QoE is not showed in flow examples

Proposed Change: Include information about QoE in some examples
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D853 
	2007-01-20
	T
	F.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The PoC Service setting for: Privacy value as specified in [RFC3323] and [RFC3325] ( ‘none’ or 'id') is missing.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D854 
	2007-01-20
	T
	F.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: New media types are missing in sdp. Further also other new information is needed.

Proposed Change: Add new media types in sdp. 

Update with: QoE, Included Media, new feature tags, etc..
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D855 
	2007-01-20
	T
	F.3.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: New media types are missing in sdp. Further also other new information is needed.

Proposed Change: Add new media types in sdp. 

Update with: QoE, Included Media, new feature tags, etc..
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D856 
	2007-01-20
	T
	F.3.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: New media types are missing in sdp. Further also other new information is needed.

Proposed Change: Add new media types in sdp. 

Update with: QoE, Included Media, new feature tags, etc..
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D857 
	2007-01-20
	T
	F.3.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Message flow for Pre-established session and Manual answer mode is missing.

Proposed Change: Rephrase the Note or include message flows.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D858 
	2007-01-20
	T
	F.3.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: New media types are missing in sdp. Further also other new information is needed.

Proposed Change: Add new media types in sdp. 

Update with: QoE, Included Media, new feature tags, etc.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D859 
	2007-01-20
	T
	F.4.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: New media types are missing in sdp. Further also other new information is needed.

Proposed Change: Add new media types in sdp. 

Update with: QoE, Included Media, new feature tags, etc.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D860 
	2007-01-20
	T
	F.4.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: New media types are missing in sdp. Further also other new information is needed.

Proposed Change: Add new media types in sdp. 

Update with: QoE, Included Media, new feature tags, etc.. 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D861 
	2007-01-20
	T
	F.5.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: New media types are missing in sdp. Further also other new information is needed.

Proposed Change: Add new media types in sdp. 

Update with: QoE, Included Media, new feature tags, etc.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D862 
	2007-01-20
	T
	F.5.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: New media types are missing in sdp. Further also other new information is needed.

Proposed Change: Add new media types in sdp. 

Update with: QoE, Included Media, new feature tags, etc.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D863 
	2007-01-20
	T
	F.6.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: New media types are missing in sdp. Further also other new information is needed.

Proposed Change: Add new media types in sdp. 

Update with: QoE, Included Media, new feature tags, etc.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D864 
	2007-01-20
	T
	F.7.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: New media types are missing in sdp. Further also other new information is needed.

Proposed Change: Add new media types in sdp. 

Update with: QoE, Included Media, new feature tags, etc.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D865 
	2007-01-20
	E
	F.13.1, step 5
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: line is not aligned to left margin

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D866 
	2007-01-20
	E/T
	F.14.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Some parameters are missing in the notification, e.g. FDCFOSupported and LocalQoE

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D867 
	2007-01-20
	E/T
	F.14.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Some parameters are missing in the notification, e.g. FDCFOSupported and LocalQoE

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D868 
	2007-01-20
	T
	F.15.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Is missing included media content.

Proposed Change: Include Included media content. in the flow
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D869 
	2007-01-20
	T
	F.15.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Is missing included media content.

Proposed Change: Include Included media content in the flow.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	D870 
	2007-01-20
	T
	General
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: handling of  elements defined in Shared Group XDM spec but currently not used in CP spec should be described in the spec.  Identify which they are and include handling of them in the procedures where applicable. 

Proposed Change: Elements not used by PoC procedures should be transparent to the PoC Server, i.e. ignored. Include also handling of elements that should be used by PoC procedures.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D871 
	2007-01-20
	E
	General
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  MMD is still used for 3gpp2 instead of agreed usage 3GPP/3GPP2 IMS.

Proposed Change: Update the whole document to be consistent. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D872 
	2007-01-20
	E
	General
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: When printing this word document I never get page numbering in the document, although page references exist in the Content list. (There is no problem printing other PoC Word documents.) What could be the problem?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D873 
	2007-01-20
	T
	General
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: For example in subclause 6.1.3.1 “General” a reference is made to [RFC2046] about including MIME bodies with a Media Type in SIP INVITE. However, in the RFC only a number of top-level Media Types and a number of “initial” subtypes are listed, as defined per 1996 when this RFC was issued. Since then new types have been registered with IANA, see http://www.iana.org/assignments/media-types/.

This CP spec does not mention anything about authorization of Media subtypes, but it cannot be guaranteed that a PoC Client can handle ANY subtype. A clarification of the handling is needed, and if the list in RFC2046 is to be regarded as “complete” for the specification of media handling in PoC service.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D874 
	2007.01.22
	E
	General
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  MMD is still used for 3gpp2 instead of agreed usage 3GPP/3GPP2 IMS.

Proposed Change: Update the whole document to be consistent. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D875 
	2006-01-19
	E
	general
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Correct small editorials like add spaces here and there, add ';' in the end of bullet, use " instead of curved one, etc.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0004-CR_PoC_CP_editorials.
	Status: OPEN

	D876 
	2006-01-19
	T
	general
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Cover all open Editor's Notes.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D877 
	2006-01-19
	T
	general
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Everywhere where SIP INVITE is handled, we should refer to the IM endorsement, if Discrete Media is included.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D878 
	2006-01-19
	T
	general
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: For future proofness point of view, we should not include 'require' and 'explicit' when including poc feature tag in Accept-Contact header in the SIP INVITE request.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D879 
	2006-01-19
	T
	general
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0024-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_CP comments_NOKIA

Comment: All references to Shared Groups XDMS and Shared Policy XDMS should be checked after the consistency review of XDM2.0 is closed.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	D880 
	
	T
	
	Source: <lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: < When the Session modification changed the binding between Media types and Media Burst Control entities, This will lead to some changes on the PoC Session parameter and affect something else, e.g. the Media Burst Request Queue removing. 

> 

Proposed Change: < n/a>
	Status: OPEN

	D881 
	2007.01.22
	E
	General
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment: Change [PoC-XDM Specification] reference to [XDM-Shared-Groups Specification].  
Proposed Change:  See above.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D882 
	2007.01.22
	T
	General
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment:  Procedure describing the notification to the PoC Clients of the Local Grant capabilities of the PoC Server is missing.
Proposed Change:  Add missing specification text.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D883 
	2007.01.22
	T
	General
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0044

Comment:  Procedure describing the retrieval of an URI-list from another hosting PoC Server than the one controlling the PoC Session is missing.
Proposed Change:  Add missing specification text.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D884 
	2007.01.22
	T
	General (QoE Related clauses)


	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Alignment and consistency of QoE Procedures for PoC Client.

Proposed Change: Align according to the decided for requirements FUNC-QOE-GN-002 and FUNC-QOE-GN-008

CR when decision taken.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D885 
	2007.01.22
	T
	tbd
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: The following needs to be considered:

Behavior of Participating PoC Function when served PoC Client is invited to a PoC Session with Official Government Use QoE Profile.

Procedures when Simultaneous Sessions are supported and when are not supported.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D886 
	2007.01.22
	E
	Many clauses:

Bullets about inclusion of RPH
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Currently says: “Local QoE Profile assigned to the PoC User within the on-going”

Proposed Change: change to: “Local QoE Profile assigned to the PoC User for the on-going…level of priority”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D887 
	2007.01.22
	T
	general
	Source: Jaekwon Oh, Samsung, jaekwon.oh@samsung.com 

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054
Comment: PoC CP does not have no semantical description on PoC extensions to Shared Group (e.g., <allow-dispatch>) as provided by OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_poc-sharedgroup-ext-V2_0-20061220-D.

Proposed Change: To have a new Normative Appendix for the descriptions on PoC extensions to Shared Group.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	D888 
	2007-01-19
	T
	POC_CP-SJR-C-003-O

POC_CP-SJR-C-005-O
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 

It is media content and not media in
"Includes media in one or more MIME types" 

"Includes reference to Media" 
	Status: OPEN

	D889 
	2007-01-19
	T
	Whole document
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: In some places 3GPP2 IMS (e.g. 5.1) is used while in other places 3GPP MMD (e.g. "Application Server" definition) is used. It is unclear whether there is any deviation or not. Use one term, if possible.
	Status: OPEN

	D890 
	2007-01-22
	T
	F
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0039

Comment: Allow header in the examples should contain OPTIONS as OPTIONS is a mandatory SIP method as specified in RFC 3261, 

11 Querying for Capabilities:

….All UAs MUST support the OPTIONS method…..
	Status: OPEN

	D891 
	2007-01-22
	T
	F.1 / msg 5 + msg 6
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0039

Comment: Error in XML – syntactically incorrect document
	Status: OPEN

	D892 
	2007-01-22
	T
	F.14.1 / msg 12 + msg 13 + msg 14 + msg 15 + msg 23 + msg 24
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0039

Comment: Error in XML – syntactically incorrect document
	Status: OPEN

	D893 
	2007-01-22
	T
	F.14.2 / msg 8 + msg 9 + msg 10 + msg 15 + msg 16 + msg 17
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0039

Comment: Error in XML – syntactically incorrect document
	Status: OPEN


2.5 OMA-TS-PoC_UserPlane-V2_0-20061219-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	E1 
	2006-01-19
	T
	general
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Cover all open Editor's Notes.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E2 
	2006-01-19
	E
	general
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Some small editorials.

Proposed Change:  See xxxx.
	Status: OPEN

	E3 
	2007.01.22
	T
	General
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: UP covers MBCP only and does not addres TBCP as in PoC 1.0. either UP needs to reference PoC 1.0 UP  in many places or CP needs to reference PoC 1 when TBCP is negotiated.
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	E4 
	2007-01-19
	E
	miscellaneous
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: A few spelling errors "[OMA-IM-TS]and", "supportedthe",  "SessionSIP", "Typeand"

"MSRP messages RTCP packets" -> "MSRP messages, RTCP packets"

"PoC Server Performing the Participating PoC Function" -> "PoC Server performing the Participating PoC Function"

"started.," -> "started,"

6.5.1.2.5 "filed" -> "field"

Remove "6.2.5.9.5" in the headline of "6.2.5.9.5" subclause

Remove "6.2.5.9.6" in the headline of "6.2.5.9.6" subclause

6.2.7. - "SHALL remain in PoC Client state to" -> "SHALL remain in PoC Client state"

6.2.8.1.2 - "When an another PoC Session" -> "When another PoC Session"

6.3.3 – "the Pre-established Session state machine returns to the a state specified in subclause 6.3.6 "Pre-established Session state diagrams – basic"" -> "the Pre-established Session state machine returns to the state specified in subclause 6.3.6 "Pre-established Session state diagrams – basic""

6.3.6 – ", SIP response RTP Media packet" -> ", SIP response, RTP Media packet"

6.3.8.1.1 – missing ending quotation mark in "PoC Session priority request 

7.12.1 – "::" in schema name
	Status: OPEN

	E5 
	2007-01-19
	E
	miscellaneous
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: wrong font/style

6.2.6.2.3 - wrong font of "PoC Client rejoining a PoC Session"

6.2.7 – wrong font of "PoC Session control state diagram – basic"

6.2.7. - "SHALL remain in PoC Client state to" -> "SHALL remain in PoC Client state"

6.2.8 – wrong font of "PoC Session control state diagram – basic"

6.2.8.2.8 2 – wrong font of " criteria specified in the subclause"

6.3.6.3.3 – wrong font of "PoC Session release from User Plane"

6.4.5.3.3 – wrong formatting/style of NOTE

6.4.5.5.6 – work formatting of "Enter the 'U: waiting MB_Revoke' state"

6.4.7.3.3 – wrong formatting/style of NOTE

6.6.3 – wrong formatting/style of "UE PoC Box control state diagram – Continuous Media"

7.11 – strange font of the headline

9 - different fonts are used in the tables.
	Status: OPEN

	E6 
	2007-01-19
	T
	Whole document
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "Media Burst Request Queue Status Request" is not used in any state machine. 

Proposed Change: Use the method or mark it obsolete in the document
	Status: OPEN

	E7 
	
	T
	
	Source: < lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: <The readers understand that this document could be used as Media Burst Control protocol for each Media Type. But PoC service is for multiple media and need give whole aspect of all Media Types used in a PoC Session.> 

Proposed Change: <Additional information about how the different Media streams work according to user plane.>
	Status: OPEN

Editor’s view: section number is missing

	E8 
	
	T
	
	Source: < lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>
Form: <INP doc >

Comment: <If there is no connection among Media Burst Control entities on different Media Types. That could cause more than one media transferred by PoC Server performing Controlling Function from different directions in a PoC Session at same time. It is very confused for reader and could be improved in simple way. There is no wording about that the behaviors of Media Burst Control on different Media Types are independent each other. In our view, it is available to change state machine to address this comment but it would take more time.> 

Proposed Change: <Using the proposal about one queue for more than one Media Burst Control entities or re-organize  state machine to let them could avoid this unexpected situations>
	Status: OPEN

Editor’s view: section number is missing

	E9 
	2007-01-19
	T
	1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "This specification does not specify the underlying SIP/IP Core, its features and functions. However, some parts of the specification can place requirements on the implementation of SIP / IP Core." Since this is UserPlane description it is unclear what requirements it can state to SIP/IP core as no user plane reference point interfaces with SIP/IP Core.
	Status: OPEN

	E10 
	2007-01-19
	T
	1, 5.1, 5.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Restriction to POC-3 and POC-4 is too restrictive - the document also describes POC-10 and POC-12.
	Status: OPEN

	E11 
	2007.01.08
	E
	2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The title of the document is missing in "OMA-TS-IM_SIMPLE"
Proposed Change: Add title
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E12 
	2007.01.08
	E
	2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: [RFC2234] not used in UP 

Proposed Change: Remove [RFC2234] 
	Status: OPEN

	E13 
	2007.01.08
	E
	2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: [TS24.229] not used in document 

Proposed Change: Remove [TS24.229]
	Status: OPEN

	E14 
	2007.01.08
	E
	2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  References not in order

Proposed Change: Sort references to be in alphabetical order.
	Status: OPEN

	E15 
	2006-01-19
	E
	2.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: RFC 2234 is obsolete.

Proposed Change: Change RFC2234 to RFC4234.
	Status: OPEN

	E16 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2, "Active PoC Session"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Active PoC Session can also be PoC Session that carries both RTP and Talk Burst Control Protocol based packets to the PoC User.

Proposed Change: Update the definition so it also allows Talk Burst Protocol to be used instead of Media Burst Protocol.
	Status: OPEN

	E17 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2, "Ad-hoc PoC Group"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Wrong terms used - Pre-arranged or Chat Group

Proposed Change: Use "Pre-arranged PoC Group or Chat PoC Group"
	Status: OPEN

	E18 
	2007-01-19
	E
	3.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Different definitions use different font (e.g Continuous Media/Confirmed Indication)
	Status: OPEN

	E19 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2, "Answer Mode"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Instead of Answer Mode, the definition defines Answer Mode Indication.

Proposed Change: Replace with e.g. "The way of the PoC Session invitation handling at the PoC Server performing the Participating PoC Function on behalf of the Invited PoC User."
	Status: OPEN

	E20 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2, "Control Plane", "Media Parameters", "User Plane", 4.2, 5.1, 5.4, 5.5
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: UE PoC Box and NW PoC Box are not covered.
	Status: OPEN

	E21 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2, "Dormant PoC Session"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Dormant POC Session can be TBCP + PoC Speech.

Proposed Change: Update the definition so it also allows Talk Burst Protocol to be used instead of Media Burst Protocol.
	Status: OPEN

	E22 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2, "Group"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is unclear what is the different between "Group" and "PoC Group".

Proposed Change: If the same, drop one of the terms.
	Status: OPEN

	E23 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2 "Participating PoC Function"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Participating PoC Function may also relay TBCP. 
	Status: OPEN

	E24 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2,  "PoC Group Session"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Definition of "PoC Group Session" is confusing. It is possible to understand the sentence in a way that "PoC Group Session" can be "Pre-arranged PoC Group".

Proposed Change: Change to "A PoC Group Session is a Pre-arranged PoC Group Session, Ad-hoc PoC Group Session or Chat PoC Group Session.  (Source: [OMA-PoC-SD])"
	Status: OPEN

	E25 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2,  "PoC Session"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Definition of "PoC Session" is confusing. It is possible to understand the sentence in a way that "PoC Group Session" can be "Pre-arranged PoC Group".

Proposed Change: Change to "A PoC Session is a SIP Session established by the procedures in [OMA-POC-CP]. The following types of PoC Sessions are supported: 1-1 PoC Session, Ad-hoc PoC Group Session, Pre-arranged PoC Group Session, or Chat PoC Group Session"
	Status: OPEN

	E26 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2,  "Pre-arranged PoC Group"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Definition of "Pre-arranged PoC Group" is wrong – "Pre-arranged PoC Group" is not "PoC Session Identity".

Proposed Change: Align with CP.
	Status: OPEN

	E27 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2,  "Pre-established Session"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Definition of "Pre-established Session" is not aligned with CP – in CP, it is the Home PoC Server towards which the Pre-established Session is established..

Proposed Change: Align with CP.
	Status: OPEN

	E28 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2,  "Sender Identification"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "Sender Identification is the procedure by which the current talker's identity is determined and made known to listeners on the PoC Session." - restricting to talker only is wrong – it could be the sender of Video too.

Proposed Change: Change to "Sender Identification is the procedure by which the current Media sender's identity is determined and made known to listeners on the PoC Session."
	Status: OPEN

	E29 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2, 
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "LockIn PoC Session", "LockIn", "Final Report", "Discrete Media Final Report" is not defined.
	Status: OPEN

	E30 
	2006-01-19
	E
	3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: align definitions with CP and SD.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E31 
	2007.01.08
	T
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Ad-hoc PoC Group defines Ad-hoc PoC Group Session instead.

Proposed Change: Clarify. 
	Status: OPEN

	E32 
	2007.01.08
	T
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The definition of Alert Margin is unclear.

"The amount of time difference between the moment when the advanced revocation alert is notified to the PoC User and the moment when the granted Media Burst for the PoC User is to be revoked."
Proposed Change: 

Change to:

"The amount of time between the moment when the Advanced Revocation Alert notifies the PoC User and the moment when the granted Media Burst for the PoC User is to be revoked." 
	Status: OPEN

	E33 
	2007.01.08
	T
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The term Answer Mode defines Answer Mode Indication instead of Answer Mode.

Proposed Change:  Clarify
	Status: OPEN

	E34 
	2007.01.08
	E
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The term Automatic Answer Mode contains User instead of PoC User. 

Proposed Change: Change to PoC User. 
	Status: OPEN

	E35 
	2007.01.08
	T
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Many of the definitions are not aligned with CP definition.

Proposed Change:  A separate task force to align definitions in CP, UP, SD, AD, ID, POC XDM.
	Status: OPEN

	E36 
	2007.01.08
	T
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The Chat PoC Group definition mentions "members". There are no members in a Chat PoC Group unless it is restricted. 

Proposed Change:  Rephrase to be more general, e.g. replace "members" with "PoC Users":
	Status: OPEN

	E37 
	2007.01.08
	E
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: some client ( PoC Client 

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	E38 
	2007.01.08
	E
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  In "Dormant PoC Session" receives MBCP ( receives MBCP messages.

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	E39 
	2007.01.08
	E
	3.2 
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The definition "Served PoC User" is not used in UP.

Proposed Change:  Remove "Served PoC User"
	Status: OPEN

	E40 
	2007.01.08
	E
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Un clear "that" in "A Media Burst is the flow of Media from a PoC Client while that has the permission to send Media."

Proposed Change:  Change to PoC Client
	Status: OPEN

	E41 
	2007.01.08
	E
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The term "Media Burst Control Protocol (MBCP) is a protocol for performing Media Burst Control, and is defined in these specifications." mentions more than one document specifying MBCP!

Proposed Change: Change to: "Media Burst Control Protocol (MBCP) is a protocol for performing Media Burst Control, and is defined in this specification." 
	Status: OPEN

	E42 
	2007.01.08
	T
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The term "Sender Identification is the procedure by which the current talker's identity is determined and made known to listeners on the PoC Session." mention "talker".

Proposed Change: Rephrase to be applicable for other media than audio. 
	Status: OPEN

	E43 
	2007.01.08
	E
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The left column sometimes contains bold text sometimes normal text.

Proposed Change: Change all text in the left column to bold.
	Status: OPEN

	E44 
	2007.01.08
	E
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Definition of audio and video is missing

Proposed Change: Define Audio and Video. Use CP definition.
	Status: OPEN

	E45 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.2
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007- 0051

Comment:  Several definitions repeat the defined term in the definition. 

Proposed Change:  Remove repetition. (Defined term in the definitions).
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E46 
	2007.01.22
	T
	3.2 
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007- 0051

Comment:  The definition of Sender Identification does not cover the Media. 

Proposed Change:  Change to: “Procedure by which the current identity of the talker or sender of media is determined and made known to other Participants of the PoC Session”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E47 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.2 
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0053-INP-POCv2.0_CONR_more_comments Comment: Missing definitions of: Discrete Media Final report 

Proposed Change: Add missing definitions
	Status: OPEN



	E48 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2 "Pre-established Session"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: it is not clear whether the Pre-established Session containing just Discrete Media not bound to any Media-floor Control Entity is allowed.
	Status: OPEN

	E49 
	2007.01.08
	T
	3.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  MB_seg_Preload_in 200 is missing in abbreviation.

Proposed Change: Include in 3.3 
	Status: OPEN

	E50 
	2006-01-19
	E
	3.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: the table of abbreviations is different from the one in CP or SD.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	E51 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.3
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Abbreviation of QoE is not present

Proposed Change: Include QoE in abbreviations.


	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E52 
	200y.mm.dd
	E
	4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: An overview of the expected functionality is nice but could be maid even better if references to the clauses in the document where this interesting things are specified.

Proposed Change: Try to at the end make references to clauses in the document, see introduction in CP.
	Status: OPEN

	E53 
	2007.01.08
	E
	4.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: [OMA-IM-TS]and need a space 

Proposed Change: [OMA-IM-TS]and ( [OMA-IM-TS] and 
	Status: OPEN

	E54 
	2007.01.08
	E
	4.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Mention Annex E "Endorsement" that does not exist.
Proposed Change:  Annex E "Endorsement". ( [OMA-IM-TS]
	Status: OPEN

	E55 
	2006-01-19
	E
	4.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Reference to the endorsement is wrong.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	E56 
	2007.01.22
	E
	4.1

2nd paragraph 
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007- 0051

Comment: Incorrect reference to Appendix E.

Proposed Change:  Correct reference to point to the IM-Endorsement TS.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E57 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "Other PoC Clients in a PoC Session receive an indication about the identity of the PoC Client sending the Media Burst." is incorrect when privacy is applied.

Proposed Change: Change to "Other PoC Clients in a PoC Session receive an indication about the identity of the PoC Client sending the Media Burst, subject to privacy"
	Status: OPEN

	E58 
	2006-01-19
	E
	4.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Reference to the endorsement is wrong.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	E59 
	2006-01-19
	T
	4.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: the last bullet of the list id not supported and should be removed.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	E60 
	2007.01.08
	T
	4.2 
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The PoC Box is missing in the 4.2 subclause.

Proposed Change:  Add the PoC Box in the figure and text in subclause 4.2.
	Status: OPEN

	E61 
	2007.01.08
	E
	4.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Mention Annex E "Endorsement" that does not exist.
Proposed Change:  Annex E "Endorsement". ( [OMA-IM-TS]
	Status: OPEN

	E62 
	2007.01.08
	T
	4.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The subclause uses in one place "operator". Looking through the UP both operator and PoC service provider is used.

Proposed Change:  Replace operator with PoC service provider.
	Status: OPEN

	E63 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.2.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "and return to the PoC Client the port numbers that it receives from the PoC Server performing the Controlling PoC Function" -> PoC Box is not covered

Proposed Change: Change to "and return to the PoC Client or the PoC Box the port numbers that it receives from the PoC Server performing the Controlling PoC Function"
	Status: OPEN

	E64 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.2.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "UDP port number for sending and receiving MBCP messages." needs to be applied to NW PoC Box and UE PoC Box too
	Status: OPEN

	E65 
	2007.01.08
	E
	5.2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The 2:nd paragraph is unclear.

Proposed Change: Change to:

If the PoC Server Performing the Participating PoC Function will be present in the Media path, then the PoC Server performing the Participating PoC Function SHALL provide its port numbers for the Continuous Media and Media Burst Control Protocol part of the User Plane to the PoC Client or to the PoC Box and to the PoC Server performing the Controlling PoC Function during the SIP Session establishment phase.

 
	Status: OPEN

	E66 
	2007.01.08
	E
	5.2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The 3:rd paragraph is unclear and incorrect.

Proposed Change:  If the PoC Server performing the Participating PoC Function will not be present in the Media path then, the PoC Server performing the Participating PoC Function SHALL forward to the PoC Server performing the Controlling PoC Function the port numbers that it received from the PoC Client or from the PoC Box and return to the PoC Client or to the PoC Box the port numbers that it receives from the PoC Server performing the Controlling PoC Function.


	Status: OPEN

	E67 
	2007.01.08
	T
	5.2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Does not specify how the NW PoC Box shall select port for MBCP. 

Proposed Change:  Add: "The NW PoC Box SHOULD use the same UDP port number for sending and receiving MBCP messages."
	Status: OPEN

	E68 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.2.1

Sentence before NOTE 1 
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007- 0051

Comment: NW PoC Box does not send Continuous Media

Proposed Change:  Remove “sending and” from the sentence.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E69 
	2006-01-19
	T
	5.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: POC-10 and POC-12 are missing.

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	E70 
	2006-01-19
	E
	5.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: the wording is a little bit misleading e.g. in the bullet " SHALL at the minimum support the reception of RTCP packets, other than those used for MBCP messages ", because it sounds like MBCP messages are not needed to be supported.

Proposed Change:  We should say something like "in addition to the MBCP messages".
	Status: OPEN

	E71 
	2006-01-19
	T
	5.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: the statement about scheduling the RTCP packets during the Media transfer may be confusing without reference to 7.1, where the issue is described in details. 

Proposed Change:  Add reference to 7.1 "Quality Feed back"
	Status: OPEN

	E72 
	2007.01.08
	T
	5.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The intention with the last sentence "Unique port numbers identify the PoC Sessions." is unclear.

Proposed Change: Clarify. 
	Status: OPEN

	E73 
	2007.01.08
	T
	5.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The and/or in the bullet "SHALL support the creation, modification and/or processing of the content in MBCP packets." is unclear

Proposed Change:  Clarify
	Status: OPEN

	E74 
	2007.01.08
	E
	5.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The "NOTE 3:
If the PoC Client supports the minimum level of RTCP, it discards received RTCP packets." contains an unclear "it".

Proposed Change:  Change to: "NOTE 3:
If the PoC Client supports the minimum level of RTCP, the PoC Client discards received RTCP packets."
	Status: OPEN

	E75 
	2007.01.08
	T
	5.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The bullet below the Note 3 contains an unclear and/or (MAY support the creation and/or processing of the content in RTCP packets)

Proposed Change:  Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	E76 
	2007.01.08
	T
	5.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The bullet above the Note 4 contains an unclear and/or (MAY support either creation, modification and/or processing of the content in RTCP packets, )

Proposed Change: Clarify 
	Status: OPEN

	E77 
	2007.01.08
	T
	5.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Note 5 contains a normative statement (Therefore, it is recommended that the PoC Clients and PoC Servers do not send RTCP BYE packets.)

Proposed Change:  Rephrase to e.g.: "Therefore, PoC Clients and PoC Servers do not need to send RTCP BYE packets."
	Status: OPEN

	E78 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.4, 1st sentence
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 1st sentence should be normative
	Status: OPEN

	E79 
	2006-01-19
	T
	5.5
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: clarify that reports are mandatory on the UP, if they are negotiated in CP. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E80 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It could be stated that the TBCP can be used (e.g. in scope of PoCv2.0 when Simultaneous PoC Sessions are used)
	Status: OPEN

	E81 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "MBCP Connect - is used by the PoC Server to notify all PoC Clients using Pre-established Session, that PoC Session is connected." – it is unclear why "all PoC Clients" is used.

Proposed Change: "MBCP Connect - is used by the Home PoC Server to notify the served PoC Client using Pre-established Session, that a PoC Session is connected."
	Status: OPEN

	E82 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "A Participating PoC Server MAY support the MBCP Media Burst Acknowledgment message." – at least the transparent transport should be "SHALL", otherwise the floor control does not work when Participating PoC Function is in the Media path and MB_Taken requires MB_Ack
	Status: OPEN

	E83 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1, last paragraph
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: PoC Box timers are not referenced.
	Status: OPEN

	E84 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Introduce MBCP Connect before the MBCP Disconnect.  It is more logical. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E85 
	2006-01-19
	T
	6.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: In the end of the subclause is missing the Timers in the PoC Box. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E86 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The PoC Box is missing in the 1:st paragraph.

Proposed Change:  Rephrase to:

Media Burst Control SHALL use the ports (in the PoC Client, the PoC Box and PoC Servers) negotiated at the SIP Session establishment.
	Status: OPEN

	E87 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: (Media Burst Granted)
The "The Controlling PoC Function includes information about the stop talking timer and can include the number of Participants in the PoC Session at the time that this message is sent." contains duplicated (and incomplete) information specified in 6.5.  

Proposed Change:  Remove sentence.
	Status: OPEN

	E88 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  (MBCP Media Burst Idle)
Contains unclear "it".

Proposed Change:  it ( the PoC Server
	Status: OPEN

	E89 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  A reference to CP and anonymous identities could be useful in Note 1. 

Proposed Change:  Add reference to as described in [OMA-PoC-CP] "Anonymous PoC Address" at the end of note.
	Status: OPEN

	E90 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  (MBCP Media Burst Revoke)
Contains unclear "Media resource"

Proposed Change:  Clarify; maybe the use of Media-floor Control Entity could be useful here.
	Status: OPEN

	E91 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The PoC Box is missing in the last paragraph of 6.1.

Proposed Change: Add reference to 9.4 "PoC Box" in last paragraph. 
	Status: OPEN

	E92 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Write word "negotiation" with lower case "n".  

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E93 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: State machine for queuing Media-floor Control Entity with bound Discrete Media is not available.
	Status: OPEN

	E94 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Need to be modified to reflect more media types than PoC Speech. E.g. the paragraph talks about starting state machines when a PoC Session is started. This may be true if for the first Media-floor but not always true. When additional Media-floor control entities are added new state machines are started.

Proposed Change:  Carefully update the whole subclause to reflect additional media types added. See text in the Controlling PoC Server as an example on how to do it.
	Status: OPEN

	E95 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Procedures for handling queuing of MSRP messages are missing.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E96 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The description of implicit Media Burst request is inconsistent to the corresponding text in the Controlling PoC Server. (only the PoC 1.0 is described)

Proposed Change:  Align with Controlling PoC Server i.e. add implicit Media Burst request for other Media Types than PoC Speech. 
	Status: OPEN

	E97 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The sentence: "When the second PoC Session is created, within each PoC Session control state machine, basic or queuing, a sub-state machine is created for the 'U: not permitted and MB_Taken' state." in the 3:rd paragraph below the last bullet list is unclear and describes the state that is entered.

Proposed Change:  Clarify or remove the sentence.
	Status: OPEN

	E98 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The last paragraph contains at the end "…the current speaker."

Proposed Change:  Rephrase to apply to all Media Types.
	Status: OPEN

	E99 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Subclause contains normative statements.

Proposed Change: Consider moving text about ssrc assignment to 5.3 and 5.4 and only include a reference to those subclauses in 6.2.1 or rephrasing the paragraph to be informative.
	Status: OPEN

	E100 
	2006-01-19
	T
	6.2.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Remove in the third bullet the text "or RTP Media packet to initiate the PoC Session."  This statement is not valid anymore. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E101 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6.2.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Change in the fifth bullet "active PoC Session" to e.g. "on-going PoC Session", because it is difficult to understand, when PoC Session is active. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E102 
	2006-01-19
	E
	6.2.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: In the end of the subclause change "speaker" to "Media sender". 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E103 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Contains an unclear it in the last sentence. 

Proposed Change:  it ( an instance of a PoC Session control state machine
	Status: OPEN

	E104 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  It is not clear what: "instance of a PoC Session control state machine" means. The PoC Client contains many state machines.

Proposed Change:  Clarify (e.g. basic or queuing)
	Status: OPEN

	E105 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:   It is not clear what: "instance of a PoC Session control state machine" means. The PoC Client contains many state machines.

Proposed Change:  Clarify (e.g. basic or queuing)
	Status: OPEN

	E106 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.4A
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Contains an editor's note.

Proposed Change:  Editor's note need to be resolved.
	Status: OPEN

	E107 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.2.4A
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: Simultaneous PoC Sessions are FFS.
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	E108 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.4A
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The editor's note is obsolete
	Status: OPEN

	E109 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.4A.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The sentence "When a new Media-floor Control Entity is offered by PoC Client to the PoC Server, a new instance of the 'PoC Session control state machine – basic' is created or 'PoC Session control state machine – queuing' is created for the Media-floor Control Entity and started based on the negotiation result." is strange and need some modification.

Proposed Change:  Rephrase as follows:

"When a new Media-floor Control Entity is offered by PoC Client to the PoC Server, a new instance of the 'PoC Session control state machine – basic' is created or 'PoC Session control state machine – queuing' is created for the Media-floor Control Entity and started based on the negotiation result."
	Status: OPEN

	E110 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.4A.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  It is not clear what: "instance of a PoC Session control state machine" means. The PoC Client contains many state machines.

Proposed Change:  Clarify (e.g. basic or queuing)
	Status: OPEN

	E111 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.2.4A.1

Second paragraph 
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007- 0051

Comment: Any new Media Type with floor control accepted by the PoC Server shall trigger a new state machine 

Proposed Change:  Replace “Continuous Media” with “new Media Type with floor control”.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E112 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.2.4A.1

NOTE 
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0051

Comment: Any new Media Type with floor control accepted by the PoC Server shall trigger a new state machine 

Proposed Change:  Replace “Continuous Media” with “new Media Type”.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E113 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.4A.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  It is not clear what: "instance of a PoC Session control state machine" means. The PoC Client contains many state machines.

Proposed Change:  Clarify (e.g. basic or queuing)
	Status: OPEN

	E114 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Unclear "it" in last paragraph.

Proposed Change: Clarify. 
	Status: OPEN

	E115 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.5 Figure
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The event "Rejoin to a PoC Session - Chat PoC Group Session inititated/joined" in the Start-stop state is missing text.

Proposed Change: Since the event is described in 6.2.5.1.1 "PoC Session initiated – originating PoC User"  a new subclause could be introduce with an reference to 6.2.5.1.1?
	Status: OPEN

	E116 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.5 Figure
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The event PoC Session 

Initialization with MB_granted  in 200 OK is missing in text

Proposed Change:  Since the event is described in 6.2.5.1.1 "PoC Session initiated – originating PoC User"  a new subclause could be introduce with an reference to 6.2.5.1.1?
	Status: OPEN

	E117 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.5 Figure
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  A subclause for the event "S:MB_Request AND S: Media" in the U: has no permission state  is missing"

Proposed Change: The existing procedure in MB_Request is proposed to be moved to a new subclause.
	Status: OPEN

	E118 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.5 Figure
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  An OR missing in the "event box" between R: Media and Timer T10 fired N times" in state U: pending MB_Release.

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

	E119 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.2.5

Figure 3 
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0051

Comment: “Taken” instead “MB_Taken” in the state transition starting from state “U:Local Grant”. 

Proposed Change:  Correct error.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E120 
	2007-01-19
	E
	6.2.5, Fig.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The state "local grant" needs to be filled by yellow color.
	Status: OPEN

	E121 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.5, Fig.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is not clear why some sent messages are not shown in the figure (e.g. MB_ACK for MB_Taken in state U: pending MB_Request), while others are shown (e.g. MB_ACK for MB_Disconnect). 

Proposed Change: Make consistent or explain the reason.
	Status: OPEN

	E122 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.5, Fig.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Some transitions are missing in the figure – e.g. moving to 'U: pending MB_Release' from 'U:has permission'/'U: Permission to send limited segment' when MB_Revoke with  'Only one PoC User' or 'No permission to send a Media Burst' is received as described in 6.2.5.4.3 is not contained in the figure

Proposed Change: Add or state that the figure contains only the most important transitions.
	Status: OPEN

	E123 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.5, Fig.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Transition from the 'U: permission to send limited segment' and 'U:Local Grant' to 'U: releasing' is not shown in the figure although they are defined in 6.2.5.7

Proposed Change: Add or state that the figure contains only the most important transitions.
	Status: OPEN

	E124 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.5.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The sentence "In this state no PoC Session exists." is wrong. There may be a PoC Session for another Media Type. In PoC 2.0 this state machine is created per Media-floor Control Entity instead.

Proposed Change: Change the statement to talk about Media-floor Control entity instead.  
	Status: OPEN

	E125 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.5.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The Media-floor Control concept missing completely. State machines are now also initiated when Media-floor Control Entities are initiated.

Proposed Change:  Introduce the concept of Media-floor Control Entity when initiating the state machine. This subclause may be kept and a new subclause introduced for the case when a Media-floor control entity is added in a PoC Session.
	Status: OPEN

	E126 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.5.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Implicit floor request for new media types need is not considered.

Proposed Change: Introduce implicit floor request fro new media types using the parameter in sdp. 
	Status: OPEN

	E127 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.5.1 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Unclear name of  a state machine "PoC User Media Burst operation state machine"

Proposed Change:  Use the same name as in the figure 3 instead. 
	Status: OPEN

	E128 
	2007-01-19
	E
	6.2.5.1.1, last sentence

6.2.5.1.2 1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Wrong style used
	Status: OPEN

	E129 
	2007-01-19
	E
	6.2.5.1.1, 6.2.5.6.5
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: State name does not end with ' 

'U: has no permission in 6.2.5.1.1

'U: pending MB_Release in 6.2.5.6.5
	Status: OPEN

	E130 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.5.1.2 NOTE
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: NOTE is partly correct – if the PoC Session is set up using Pre-established Session, 200 OK is not sent.
	Status: OPEN

	E131 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.5.1.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The Media-floor Control concept missing completely. State machines are now also initiated when Media-floor Control Entities are initiated.

Proposed Change:  Introduce the concept of Media-floor Control Entity when initiating the state machine. This subclause may be kept and a new subclause introduced for the case when a Media-floor control entity is added in a PoC Session. 
	Status: OPEN

	E132 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.5.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The statement "In this state the PoC Client can receive RTP Media packets or MBCP Media Burst Control messages." contains a confusing "or".

Proposed Change:  or ( and
	Status: OPEN

	E133 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.5.2.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The sentence "Upon receiving an indication from the PoC User to request permission to speak and if timer T12 (Retry after) is not running the PoC Client:" contains "speak".

Proposed Change:  speak ( send Media
	Status: OPEN

	E134 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.5.2.4 bullet 4 and 5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  the "the PoC Client" is not needed.

Proposed Change:  Replace "the PoC Client:" with a ","
	Status: OPEN

	E135 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.5.2.4 bullet 5b
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Contains "voice"

Proposed Change:  voice ( media  
	Status: OPEN

	E136 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.5.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The "In this state the PoC Client can receive RTP Media packets or MBCP Media Burst Control messages." is confusing.

Proposed Change:  or ( and
	Status: OPEN

	E137 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.5.3.1 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Contains a confusing "it"

Proposed Change:  Rephrase.
	Status: OPEN

	E138 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.5.3.1 bullet 3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The "MAY provide notification of the number of Participants, receiving Media Bursts in the PoC Session, to the PoC User, if included in the message;" is wrong. If number of participants are included they only reflect number of participants connected to the Media-floor Control Entity. 

Proposed Change:  Update bullet to be number of connected participant to the Media-floor Control Entity instead.
	Status: OPEN

	E139 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.5.3.7
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: T11 should be stopped as there is no need to re-apply for the floor.
	Status: OPEN

	E140 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.5.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The statement  (1:st paragraph) "In this state the PoC Client is allowed to send RTP Media packets and can receive MBCP Media Burst Control messages." is partly already said in 1:st sentence.

Proposed Change:  Remove "the PoC Client is allowed to send RTP Media packets and"
	Status: OPEN

	E141 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.5.4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is unclear why queueing is mentioned in this chapter since the queue state machine is described elsewhere.
	Status: OPEN

	E142 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.5.4.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The 1:st paragraph contains "speak" which is wrong.

Proposed Change: speak ( Media 
	Status: OPEN

	E143 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.5.4.3

6.2.5.9.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Some reason codes are not covered (e.g. No resources available).
	Status: OPEN

	E144 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.5.4.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: T17 should be stopped
	Status: OPEN

	E145 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.5.4.3 bullet 4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Contains the word "voice".

Proposed Change:  voice ( Media
	Status: OPEN

	E146 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.5.5.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Unclear and/ or

Proposed Change:  Clarify and/or.
	Status: OPEN

	E147 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.5.6.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Contains the word "voice".

Proposed Change:  voice ( Media
	Status: OPEN

	E148 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.5.6.5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The subclause does not explain when to be used. There is no reference from another procedure to this subclause. The explanation in PoC 1.0 was: " As soon as the PoC Client has sent all buffered voice packets, the PoC Client" 

Proposed Change: Re-insert text from PoC 1, add another explanation or remove subclause. This need further study.
	Status: OPEN

	E149 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.5.7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The state is missing in the figure. Instead lines from all states are drawn which makes the figure very messy. It is hard to understand that for certain events the reader should look in any state since any state is not visible in the figure. 

Proposed Change:  Add the "Any state" to the figure and remove the lines from all other states.
	Status: OPEN

	E150 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.5.7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Missing subclause what to do when the Media-floor Control Entity is released but PoC Session continues anyway.

Proposed Change: Introduce Media-floor Control Entity concept. 
	Status: OPEN

	E151 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.5.7.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Receive MBCP Disconnect message (R: Receive Disconnect) is inconsistent with state diagram.

Proposed Change:  Change to Receive MBCP Disconnect message (R: Receive MB_Disconnect)
	Status: OPEN

	E152 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.5.8
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Second step of Media-floor Control Entity may be needed

Proposed Change: Introduce Media-floor Control Entity concept. 
	Status: OPEN

	E153 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.5.9
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The subclause contains an event "Enter state …". This breaks the style in the PoC Client state machine. (PoC Server uses this style)

Proposed Change: 1) Add the "Enter state .." subclause in all states or 2) Remove this and add the content to all places where this subclause is called. 2) is recommended!  
	Status: OPEN

	E154 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.5.9
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Unclear "it" and "its" in 1:st paragraph.

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	E155 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.5.9 last paragraph
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "PoC Client must wait for a MBCP Media Burst Granted message" is unclear - the PoC Client may instead of waiting continue buffering the media locally

Proposed Change: Change to "Once the PoC Client has completed sending of the limited number of RTP Media packets the PoC Client does not send further RTP Media packets until the PoC Client receives a MBCP Media Burst Granted message from the PoC Server and the PoC Client can continue buffering the Media locally."
	Status: OPEN

	E156 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.5.9.2

6.2.5.9.3

6.2.5.9.6

6.2.5.9.7
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is not clear what happens with the buffered Media when the floor was not granted.

Proposed Change: State that the buffered Media is dropped.
	Status: OPEN

	E157 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.5.9.4 bullet 3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The "MAY provide notification of the number of Participants, receiving Media Bursts in the PoC Session, to the PoC User, if included in the message;" is wrong. If number of participants are included they only reflect number of participants connected to the Media-floor Control Entity. 

Proposed Change:  Update bullet to be number of connected participant to the Media-floor Control Entity instead.
	Status: OPEN

	E158 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.5.9.5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Contains the subclause number in the title. 

Proposed Change: Remove subclause number from title. 
	Status: OPEN

	E159 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.5.9.6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Subclause title need some cleaning.

Proposed Change:  Align subclause title with the event name in figure.
	Status: OPEN

	E160 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.5.9.7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Contains the word "speak"

Proposed Change: speak ( send Media
	Status: OPEN

	E161 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.5.10
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Contains unclear "or" in 2:nd paragraph. 

Proposed Change: or ( and
	Status: OPEN

	E162 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.5.10.1 bullet 2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The "MAY provide notification of the number of Participants, receiving Media Bursts in the PoC Session, to the PoC User, if included in the message;" is wrong. If number of participants are included they only reflect number of participants connected to the Media-floor Control Entity. 

Proposed Change:  Update bullet to be number of connected participant to the Media-floor Control Entity instead.
	Status: OPEN

	E163 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.5.10.2 bullet 2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Contains "voice"

Proposed Change: voice ( Media
	Status: OPEN

	E164 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.5.10.3 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Contains "voice"

Proposed Change: voice ( Media
	Status: OPEN

	E165 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.5.10.5 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Contains "voice"

Proposed Change: voice ( Media
	Status: OPEN

	E166 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.5.10.7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Contains the word "speak"

Proposed Change: speak ( send Media
	Status: OPEN

	E167 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.6.
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is not clear what is the behaviour in case multiple Media-floor Control Entities are part of the Pre-established Session. Does a single MB_Connect imply that all the Media and Media-floor Control Entities belonging to the Pre-established Session are accepted?
	Status: OPEN

	E168 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.6
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The state machine does not work for the  Pre-established Session containing just Discrete Media not bound to any Media-floor Control Entity as there will be no MBCP messages.
	Status: OPEN

	E169 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Unclear "it" in the last paragraph after the figure.

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	E170 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  How to handle MSRP messages is missing in the state machine and procedures.

Proposed Change: Add reference
	Status: OPEN

	E171 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.6 Fig 4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The case when the PoC Client rejects the PoC Session set up (6.2.6.2.1 3 a) is not covered in the figure.
	Status: OPEN

	E172 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.6.2, 2nd sentence
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "In this state the PoC Client can receive PoC Session initiation message or RTP Media packets." is inconsistent with the following subchapters – in the following subchapter the MBCP message reception is described while RTP Media packets reception is not described there.
	Status: OPEN

	E173 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.6.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Unclear "or" in last paragraph.

Proposed Change: or ( and
	Status: OPEN

	E174 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.6.2.1 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Need to be aligned with the Media-floor Control Entity concept.

Proposed Change:  SHALL create an instance ( SHALL create instances. A note to explain more could be useful. 
	Status: OPEN

	E175 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.6.2.1 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Reference to MSRP state machine missing.

Proposed Change: Add reference
	Status: OPEN

	E176 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.6.2.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The 1:st paragraph contains some confusing text "Upon receiving a SIP 202 "Accepted" response to the sent an indication from the PoC User to initiate a PoC SessionSIP REFER as specified…"

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

	E177 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.6.2.6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Title of subclause not in line with state diagram

Proposed Change: Modify subclause title
	Status: OPEN

	E178 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.6.2.6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Title of subclause not in line with state diagram

Proposed Change: Modify subclause title
	Status: OPEN

	E179 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.6.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: In case the Pre-established Session contains both Continuous Media and Discrete Media, the state machine does not cover MSRP message sending and receiving

Proposed Change: Allow MSRP message sending and receiving in the state 'U: Pre-established Session_In_use'
	Status: OPEN

	E180 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.6.3.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Title of subclause not in line with state diagram

Proposed Change: Modify subclause title
	Status: OPEN

	E181 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.6.3.1 2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: MB_Request is inconsistent with 6.4.2 and 6.2.5.1.1. The MB_Request should be sent only when negotiated (when PoC Speech is not bound to Media-floor Control Entity) or when the PoC Session is not Chat PoC Group Session.
	Status: OPEN

	E182 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.6.3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Reference to MSRP state machine missing.

Proposed Change: Add reference
	Status: OPEN

	E183 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.6.3.4 bullet 2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Title names of referenced subclauses shall be in italic.

Proposed Change: Update references and use italic.
	Status: OPEN

	E184 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.6.3.5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Reference to MSRP state machine missing.

Proposed Change: Add reference
	Status: OPEN

	E185 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.6.3.7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Title of subclause not in line with state diagram

Proposed Change: Modify subclause title
	Status: OPEN

	E186 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.6.3.7
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: MB_ACK for the MB_Disconnect is sent 2x – once in 6.2.5.7.1 2 and once in 6.2.6.3.7 1
	Status: OPEN

	E187 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The Media-floor Control Entity concept is missing. E.g. in 1:st paragraph the behavior of PoC 1 is describe i.e. only one state machine for each PoC Session. In PoC 2 one state machine is needed for each Media-floor Control Entity. 

Proposed Change: The Media-floor Control Entity concept need to be described.
	Status: OPEN

	E188 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.7
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The CR OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1435-CR_UP_SS_MSRP_not_affected was not applied in this chapter.
	Status: OPEN

	E189 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.7
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The whole chapter should take into account also the PoCv1.0 Sessions which are Simultaneous PoC Sessions. 

E.g. there may be two Simultaneous PoC Sessions – 1st set up with PoCv1.0 Controlling PoC Function (with TBCP) and 2nd with PoCv2.0 Controlling PoC Function (with MBCP). The PoCv2.0 Participating PoC Function should allow the PoCv2.0 Client to set the 1st as Primary PoC Session or to lock into the 1st.

The TBCP should be handled in this state machine too.
	Status: OPEN

	E190 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.7.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The sentence "In this state no PoC Session exists." is partly correct. A PoC Session may exist but without Continuous Media.

Proposed Change: Clarify. Review if more clarification is needed in other subclauses in this state machine.
	Status: OPEN

	E191 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.7.2.6
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: it is unclear why bullets 2 and 3 are explicitly stated as they should be described in 6.2.5
	Status: OPEN

	E192 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.2.7.2.7 Receive RTP Media packets
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: It needs to mention one more condition, no Media packets from the Primary Session. 

Proposed Change: in first sentence; Upon receiving RTP Media packets from a Secondary PoC Session and no Media packet from the Primary PoC Session, the PoC Client
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E193 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.7.3.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "SDP: LockIn information"  is unclear. 

Proposed Change: either the exact SDP parameter name and value should be listed instead of "SDP: LockIn information" or the pointer to CP should be added.
	Status: OPEN

	E194 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.2.7.4.5 
	Source: Samsung

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054

Comment: It needs to mention one more condition, no Media packets from the Primary Session. 

Proposed Change: in first sentence; Upon receiving RTP Media packets from a Secondary PoC Session and no Media packet from the Primary PoC Session, the PoC Client
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E195 
	2007-01-19
	E
	6.2.7.4.7
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "secondary PoC Session" -> "Secondary PoC Session"
	Status: OPEN

	E196 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.8
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Sentence fragment "The changes of the states are partly controlled by the Control Plane as specified in." – add the missing reference.
	Status: OPEN

	E197 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.8
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The Media-floor Control Entity concept is missing. E.g. in 1:st paragraph the behavior of PoC 1 is describe i.e. only one state machine for each PoC Session. In PoC 2 one state machine is needed for each Media-floor Control Entity. 

Proposed Change: The Media-floor Control Entity concept need to be considered.
	Status: OPEN

	E198 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.8.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The statement "In this state no PoC Session exists." is not true.

Proposed Change: Change along the lines:

In this state no PoC Session exists with Continues Media bound to any of the Media-floor Control Entities used in a PoC Session.
	Status: OPEN

	E199 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.8.1.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Bad English "an another"

Proposed Change: an another ( another
	Status: OPEN

	E200 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.8.2.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  This subclause describes PoC 1 behavior. In PoC 2 the state machine depends on if Continuous Media is bound to a Media-floor Control Entity or not.

Proposed Change: The Media-floor Control Entity concept need to be reflected somehow.
	Status: OPEN

	E201 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.8.3.8
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  This subclause describes PoC 1 behavior. In PoC 2 the state machine depends on if Continuous Media is bound to a Media-floor Control Entity or not.

Proposed Change: The Media-floor Control Entity concept need to be reflected somehow.
	Status: OPEN

	E202 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.2.8.3.11
	Source: Samsung

Form: 

Comment: The state is ‘dormant’, that means this session is secondary PoC Session. If Primary PoC Session has the delivery of Media Burst, The PoC Client can not enter ‘Active’.

Proposed Change: changing sentence like 

Upon receiving RTP Media packets for the PoC Session which is the Secondary PoC Session and if no Media Burst is in the Primary PoC Session, the PoC Client:

1. SHALL enter ~ 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E203 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.9
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  1:st paragraph: The Media-floor Control Entity concept is missing. E.g. A state machine is needed for each Media-floor Control Entity is used and queuing is negotiated per  Media-floor Control Entity.

Proposed Change: If the PoC Client and PoC Server negotiate support of queuing for the PoC Session, ( 

If the PoC Client and PoC Server negotiate support of queuing for the Media-floor Control Entity.
	Status: OPEN

	E204 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.9.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The statement "In this state no PoC Session exists" is not correct.

Proposed Change: The Media-floor Control Entity concept need to be reflected somehow.
	Status: OPEN

	E205 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.9.2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Contains "speak"

Proposed Change: speak ( send Media
	Status: OPEN

	E206 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.9.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Confusing "or" in 2:nd paragraph.

Proposed Change: or ( and
	Status: OPEN

	E207 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.9.3.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The MB_Ack sending if MB_Taken requests it is missing.
	Status: OPEN

	E208 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.9.7
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The PoC Client should have a possibility to query its current queue position (e.g. by MB_Request or MBCP Media Burst Request Queue Status Request). 
	Status: OPEN

	E209 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.9.7
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  The PoC Server has a chance to inform the PoC Client about its queue position change (MBCP Media Burst Request Queue Status Response) by 6.4.4.2.5 4 a, but it is not handled here.
	Status: OPEN

	E210 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.9.7.3 bullet 3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The "MAY provide notification of the number of Participants, receiving Media Bursts in the PoC Session, to the PoC User, if included in the message;" is wrong. If number of participants are included they only reflect number of participants connected to the Media-floor Control Entity. 

Proposed Change:  Update bullet to be number of connected participant to the Media-floor Control Entity instead. 
	Status: OPEN

	E211 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.10
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Synchronization with the MSRP state machine and the basic state machine is missing. (In the case both Continuous Media and Discrete Media is bound to the same Media-floor Control Entity)

Proposed Change: 1) Merge this state machine with the state machine in subclause 6.2.5 or 2) describe how it is synchronized. 1) is recommended.
	Status: OPEN

	E212 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.10
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  the PoC Client behavior is unclear if both Discrete Media and Continuous Media are bound to the same Media-floor Control Entity. If both state machines are used, e.g. TBCP Request is sent 2x.
	Status: OPEN

	E213 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.10
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  Reception of MSRP REPORT (not including final report or progress report) is missing.
	Status: OPEN

	E214 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.10.1.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  According to 6.4.2. the implicit Media burst request can be negotiated for Media Types other than PoC Speech too, while in 6.2.10.1.1 the PoC Client always switches to "M: has no permission"
	Status: OPEN

	E215 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.10.2.2 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  contains a , and a ; at the end.

Proposed Change: , ; ( ;
	Status: OPEN

	E216 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.10.2.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Contains an Editor's note.

Proposed Change: Solve the Editor's note by maybe referencing the subclause 7.12 and/or 7.13.
	Status: OPEN

	E217 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.2.10.2.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: The content of the MSRP REPORT is FFS.
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	E218 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.10.2.3 1

6.2.10.3.3 1

6.4.6.3.2 2

6.4.6.4.4 2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  MSRP 200 OK is to be sent only when requested by MSRP (e.g. not requested by "Success-report: no" and "failure-report: no" )

Proposed Change: "add if requested by MSRP"
	Status: OPEN

	E219 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.10.2.3

6.2.10.3.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  Editor's note is obsolete

Proposed Change: remove the editor's note
	Status: OPEN

	E220 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.10.2.3

6.2.10.3.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  When MB_Revoke is received and MSRP SEND chunk sending is in progress, the chunk should be aborted ('#' in MSRP draft)

Proposed Change: add a NOTE that "MSRP chunk can be aborted  according to rules and procedures of [MSRP], if chunk is being sent"
	Status: OPEN

	E221 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.2.10.3.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: The content of the MSRP REPORT is FFS.
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	E222 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.10.3.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Contains an Editor's note.

Proposed Change: Solve the Editor's note by maybe referencing the subclause 7.12 and/or 7.13.
	Status: OPEN

	E223 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.10.4.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The procedure reference [MSRP]. Should reference [OMA-PoC-IM] or both instead.

Proposed Change: ?
	Status: OPEN

	E224 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.2.10.4.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Title of subclause not aligned with the event name in the state diagram

Proposed Change: Align
	Status: OPEN

	E225 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.10.5.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  This event is not described in the state diagram. Further the title contains an error.

Proposed Change: Change title to:

T10 (Media Burst Release) timer fires n times and update state diagram.
	Status: OPEN

	E226 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.10.6.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Contains an Editor's note.

Proposed Change: Solve the Editor's note by maybe referencing the subclause 7.12 and/or 7.13.
	Status: OPEN

	E227 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.2.10.6.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: Exact details about the final report is FFS.
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	E228 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.10.6.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  reception of final report is not included
	Status: OPEN

	E229 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.10.6.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  reception of Discrete Media Transfer Progress Report is not included
	Status: OPEN

	E230 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.2.10.6.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s note: Progress report is FFS.
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	E231 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.2.10.6.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  Contains an Editor's note.

Proposed Change: Solve the Editor's note by maybe referencing the subclause 7.12 and/or 7.13.
	Status: OPEN

	E232 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: In the paragraph below the bullet list there is a need to consider the Media-floor Control Entity concept. I.e the state machine is only initiated when a PoC Session if a Media-floor Control Entity with at least one Continuous Media bound to it. 

Proposed Change: Some minor re-phrasing is needed.
	Status: OPEN

	E233 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.3.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  In the paragraph describing Simultaneous Session there is a need to consider the Media-floor Control Entity concept. I.e the state machine is only initiated when a PoC Session if a Media-floor Control Entity with at least one Continuous Media bound to it

Proposed Change: Some minor re-phrasing is needed.
	Status: OPEN

	E234 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.3.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The 2:nd last paragraph contains ".. to the a state…"

Proposed Change: to the a state ( to the state
	Status: OPEN

	E235 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.3.3.A.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: 1:st paragraph contains "… the Media Typeand create…" 

Proposed Change: the Media Typeand create ( the Media Type and creates
	Status: OPEN

	E236 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.3.3A.1

NOTE 
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0051

Comment: Any new Media Type with floor control accepted by the PoC Server shall trigger a new state machine 

Proposed Change:  Replace “Continuous Media” with “new Media Type”.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E237 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.3.5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The bullet 6 and 7 seems to be an alternative to 5. This is not reflected in the subclause. At the moment both 5, 6 and 7 will be done resulting some times that the same RTP packet will be sent 2 times to the same PoC Client. 

Proposed Change: 1) Introduce some criteria in 5 that is mutual exclusive to 6 and 7 or 2) restructure 5, 6 and 7. 2) is recommended.
	Status: OPEN

	E238 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.3.5
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  The PoC Media Traffic Optimization for Discrete Media is not described.
	Status: OPEN

	E239 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.3.5 5

6.3.5 6
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  The 5 and 6 should be SHALL if PoC Media Traffic Optimization was negotiated
	Status: OPEN

	E240 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.3.5 5

6.3.5 6
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  The PoC Media Traffic Optimization does not work properly for Dispatch PoC Session and 1-many-1 PoC Session.
	Status: OPEN

	E241 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.3.6.2.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The content of the Connect message does not reflect additional PoC 2 parameters e.g. F= Invited party identity information.

Proposed Change: Update to PoC 2.0 level.
	Status: OPEN

	E242 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.3.6.2.2 NOTE
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  When the terminating PoC Session is established using Pre-established Session in manual answer mode, the Pre-established Session needs to move to "G: Pre-established_session_in_use". The subclause does not describe how the PoC Server gets there – it only points to CP, which cannot change the current state machine state. 

Proposed Change: The following changes would be needed:

In "G: Pre-established_session_not_in_use", transition to "G: Pre-established_session_in_use" on manual answer SIP re-INVITE sending to the PoC Client 
In "G: Pre-established_session_in_use", transition to "G: Pre-established_session_not_in_use" on failed SIP re-INVITE response received from the PoC Client.
In "G: Pre-established_session_in_use", transition to "G: Pre-established_session_in_use" on successful SIP re-INVITE response received from the PoC Client.
	Status: OPEN

	E243 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.3.6.2.2

6.3.6.3.6
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  When Pre-established Session containing MBCP and PoC Speech only is used for incoming PoC Session containing TBCP and PoC Speech only, it is not clear how the PoC Client is informed about the floor control protocol limitations.
	Status: OPEN

	E244 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.6.2.4

6.3.6.2.3

6.3.6.2.5
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  It is unclear what is meant by "Pre-established Session stopped" – neither ControlPlane nor UserPlane define what it is. Is it a release of Pre-established Session?
	Status: OPEN

	E245 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.3.6.3.3

6.3.6.3.4


	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  T15 should be stopped if running 
	Status: OPEN

	E246 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.3.6.3.3

6.3.6.3.8

6.3.6.4.1

6.3.6.4.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  It is unclear why user plane resources are released here since they should be used when the PoC Session is set up using the Pre-established Session next time (there is no User Plane resource initialization in 6.3.6.2.1 or 6.3.6.2.2)
	Status: OPEN

	E247 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.3.6.3.6
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:  The transition on MB_Ack with reason code not 'Accepted' is not shown in the Fig 9.
	Status: OPEN

	E248 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.3.7

First paragraph


	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0051

Comment: Add to “…Continuous Media”  … “or Discrete Media with floor control”.

Proposed Change:  See above.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E249 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.3.7
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:   The whole chapter should take into account also the PoCv1.0 Sessions which are Simultaneous PoC Sessions.

E.g. there may be two Simultaneous PoC Sessions – 1st set up with PoCv1.0 Controlling PoC Function (with TBCP) and 2nd with PoCv2.0 Controlling PoC Function (with MBCP). The PoCv2.0 Participating PoC Function should allow the PoCv2.0 Client to set the 1st as Primary PoC Session or to lock into the 1st.

The TBCP should be handled in this state machine too.
	Status: OPEN

	E250 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.3.7.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The sentence "In this state no PoC Session exists." is not correct.

Proposed Change: Modify along the lines: "In this state no PoC Session exists with Continuous Media"
	Status: OPEN

	E251 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.3.7.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Need to some how consider that the state machine is dependent on if Continuous Media is included in a PoC Session or not.

Proposed Change: Minor rephrasing to make it clear that the state machine is dependent on if Continuous Media is included in a PoC Session or not.
	Status: OPEN

	E252 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.3.7.1.1 bullet 2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The sentence "SHALL enter the to 'C: Primary PoC Session Active' state." contains an error.

Proposed Change: Modify as follows: "SHALL enter the 'C: Primary PoC Session Active' state."
	Status: OPEN

	E253 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.3.7.1.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Need to some how consider that the state machine is dependent on if Continuous Media is included in a PoC Session or not.

Proposed Change: Minor rephrasing to make it clear that the state machine is dependent on if Continuous Media is included in a PoC Session or not.
	Status: OPEN

	E254 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.3.7.2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The event described in the subclause can not be found in the state diagram. Further, the title has a different style than other title names.

Proposed Change: Introduce in state diagram and align title name with standard style.
	Status: OPEN

	E255 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.3.7.2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The procedure is based on PoC Session Release when it should be based on Continuous Media in a PoC Session or not.

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

	E256 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.3.7.2.5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The procedure is based on PoC Session Release when it should be based on Continuous Media in a PoC Session or not.

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

	E257 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.3.7.3.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The procedure is based on PoC Session Release when it should be based on Continuous Media in a PoC Session or not.

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

	E258 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.3.7.3.5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The procedure is based on PoC Session Release when it should be based on Continuous Media in a PoC Session or not.

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

	E259 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.3.7.4.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The procedure is based on PoC Session Release when it should be based on Continuous Media in a PoC Session or not.

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

	E260 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.3.7.4.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The procedure is based on PoC Session Release when it should be based on Continuous Media in a PoC Session or not.

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

	E261 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.3.7.4.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The procedure is based on PoC Session Release when it should be based on Continuous Media in the PoC Session or not.

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

	E262 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.3.8
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The sentence "The PoC Server SHALL create an instance of the state machine for each PoC Session." is partly true.

Proposed Change: 

The PoC Server SHALL create an instance of the state machine for each PoC Session. 

( 

The PoC Server SHALL create an instance of the state machine for each PoC Session with Continuous Media.
	Status: OPEN

	E263 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.3.8 Fig 11
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:   The figure is inconsistent with the 6.3.8.3.2 and 6.3.8.3.3 – while the figure shows that the MBCP messages are not relayed and the RTP data are relayed, the text describes it vice verse.
	Status: OPEN

	E264 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.3.8.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The procedure is based on PoC Session establishment when it should be based on Continuous Media in a PoC Session or not.

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

	E265 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.3.8.1.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:   It is unclear how the state can be entered (bullet 2) if the state machine is not created (bullet 1).
	Status: OPEN

	E266 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.3.8.1.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The procedure is based on PoC Session establishment when it should be based on Continuous Media in a PoC Session or not.

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

	E267 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.3.8.3.6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  The procedure is based on PoC Session Release when it should be based on Continuous Media in a PoC Session or not.

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

	E268 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment:  1:st paragraph is unclear and confusing. " When a PoC Session is established and in case of Continuous Media a new instance of the PoC Server state machine for 'general Media Burst operation' is created for each agreed Media-floor Control Entity."

Proposed Change: When a PoC Session is established a new instance of the PoC Server state machine for 'general Media Burst operation' is created for each agreed Media-floor Control Entity where Continuous Media is bound to the Media-floor Control Entity.
	Status: OPEN

	E269 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: 2:nd paragraph is unclear and confusing: "In case of Discrete Media a state machine for 'general MSRP request distribution' is created for each agreed Media-floor Control Entity where Discrete Media is bound to a Media-floor Control Entity and if the PoC Server supports binding Discrete Media to a Media-floor Control Entity." 

Proposed Change: In case of Discrete Media a state machine for 'general MSRP request distribution' is created for each agreed Media-floor Control Entity where Discrete Media is bound to a Media-floor Control Entity if the PoC Server supports binding Discrete Media to a Media-floor Control Entity.
	Status: OPEN

	E270 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Inconsistent use of implicit Media Burst request between paragraph 5 and 6. In 5 its called implicit Media Burst request in 6 its called implicit MBCP Media Burst Request message.

Proposed Change: Change to implicit Media Burst request in paragraph 6.
	Status: OPEN

	E271 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Last sentence contains bad English: "The implicit Media Burst request for other Media Types only can be negotiated on the PoC Session set-up."

Proposed Change: The implicit Media Burst request for other Media Types can only be negotiated on the PoC Session set-up.
	Status: OPEN

	E272 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: At the end of the subclause the queuing option is explained. The local granted mode option shall also be described here.

Proposed Change: Describe the local granted mode option in the same way as the queuing option.
	Status: OPEN

	E273 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The statements related to the implicit Media Burst request are not consistent with 6.2.5.1.1 4 a iii which states that the PoC Client moves to the U: pending MB_Request' immediately after the PoC Session set up in case of non Chat PoC Group Session, while 6.4.2. states that the implicit Media Burst request for Continuous Media other than PoC Speech are negotiable.

Proposed Change: State in 6.2.5.1.1 that for PoC Speech is not bound to the Media-floor Control Entity if the implicit Media Burst request was not negotiated, the PoC Client moves to 'U: has no permission'.
	Status: OPEN

	E274 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.2 3rd paragraph
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:   While it is stated that when a new Media-floor Control Entity with bound Continuous Media is added, a new state machine is created, the same is not stated for adding a new Media-floor Control Entity with bound Discrete Media.
	Status: OPEN

	E275 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.2 4th paragraph
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment:   Synchronization of the Discrete Media and Continuous Media state machines is not clear. Are the MBCP messages sent 2x – once by the Discrete Media state machine and once by the Continuous Media state machine or only once?
	Status: OPEN

	E276 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.2 9th paragraph
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is unclear what happens if the duration of the buffering state is longer than the time related to the value of tb_seg_preload. Can the PoC Client continue buffering locally or should it raise an error?
	Status: OPEN

	E277 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.2 9th paragraph
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is unclear what is meant by "preload phase finish" – does that mean that (1) the PoC Server grants the permission to send Media as result of the Inviting PoC Client response or (2) no Inviting PoC Client joins before the time related to the value of tb_seg_preload and thus the PoC Server buffers are full, or (3) both?
	Status: OPEN

	E278 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The following paragraph is not always correct: " In the normal case for a PoC Session release the PoC Server state machine for general Media Burst operation initiates the PoC Session release on expiry of the T4 (Inactivity) timer.". If the PoC Session is released or not depends on of more Media-floor Control Entities are active or not and the release policy described in the CP.

Proposed Change: Rephrase and include a reference the CPs Release policy.
	Status: OPEN

	E279 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: References to MSRP state machines missing in the last paragraph.

Proposed Change: Add reference to MSRP state machines in the last paragraph.
	Status: OPEN

	E280 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Reliability of MB_Granted delivery in queuing case (in case the Participant is queue for a long time) does not seem to be ensured as PoC Client repeats MB_Request only till MB_Queued.
	Status: OPEN

	E281 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.3, 2nd bullet list 1st bullet
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: MSRP message distribution should be stopped too.
	Status: OPEN

	E282 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.3.A.1 
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: MSRP state machines missing in some of the bullets.

Proposed Change: Add reference to MSRP state machines
	Status: OPEN

	E283 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.3.A.2 bullet 1 
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: MSRP state machines missing.

Proposed Change: Add reference to MSRP state machines
	Status: OPEN

	E284 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.3.A.3 
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: MSRP state machines missing.

Proposed Change: Add reference to MSRP state machines
	Status: OPEN

	E285 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.3.A.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Last paragraph unclear. What is Media Type handling?

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	E286 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "When a PoC Client is using the Talk Burst Control Protocol (TBCP) the PoC Server SHALL use messages, parameters and procedures toward that PoC Client as specified in [OMA-PoC-UP-1.0] and is out of scope of this specification." – the sentence is unclear. if PoCv2.0 Session is established with 2 PoCv2.0 Clients and later on PoCv1.0 Client is added to the PoC Session, there may be a mixture of the PoCv1.0 Clients and PoCv2.0 Clients. 

According to the statements here, the PoC Session modification would need to be initiated towards the PoCv2.0 Clients offering just TBCP with Audio but no such statement is in ControlPlane. That would mean that joining of a single PoCv1.0 Client prohibits e.g. Advanced Revocation Alert and Discrete Media.

Proposed Change: It would be much better to allow the PoCv2.0 Clients to use the PoCv2.0 features and the PoCv1.0 Clients to use only the PoCv1.0 features – means the Controlling PoC Function state machine(s) should also cover TBCP. 
	Status: OPEN

	E287 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.4 Fig 12
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The "T2 timer fired" in "G pending MB_Release" (as described in 6.4.4.4.5) is not shown in the figure.
	Status: OPEN

	E288 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.4 Fig 12

6.4.7 Fig 15
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: it is unclear why the "Permission state change" uses different line than the other transitions.
	Status: OPEN

	E289 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.4.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "called PoC Client" -> "Invited PoC Client"
	Status: OPEN

	E290 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.4.3.5

6.4.4.3.6

6.4.6.3.3

6.4.6.3.3

6.4.6.3.8
	ource: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 

6.4.4.3.5 4 a, 6.4.4.3.6 4, 6.4.6.3.3 3 a, 6.4.6.3.3 3 a, 6.4.6.3.8 4  - it is not clear when the queue status change should happen (when the queue status query was received or since the queue status query was received or since the last queue status query response)

Proposed Change:  "SHOULD send a MBCP Media Burst Request Queue Status Response message with the updated status to the PoC Client whose queue position has been changed since the previous MBCP Media Burst Request Queue Status Response message sent to the PoC Client, if 'queuing' had been negotiated by the PoC Client.". 
	Status: OPEN

	E291 
	
	T
	6.4.4.3.5
	Source: < lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form: <INP doc,>

Comment: < The name of the queue position statues message should be aligned with that in SD Doc.> 

Proposed Change: < make a clarification, delete the word ‘response’>


	Status: OPEN



	E292 
	
	T
	6.4.4.3.6
	Source: < lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form: <INP doc,>

Comment: < The name of the queue position statues message should be aligned with that in SD Doc.> 

Proposed Change: < make a clarification, delete the word ‘response’>


	Status: OPEN



	E293 
	2007.01.08
	E/T
	6.4.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The word "talking" is used in several places in subclauses to this subclause-

Proposed Change: Replace all occurrences with "sending Media"
	Status: OPEN

	E294 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.4.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: An event missing to describe the case when a Media-floor Control Entity is added during an ongoing PoC Session. At the moment only the case when a PoC Session is initiated is described.

Proposed Change: Add new event describing a Media-floor Control Entity is added during an ongoing PoC Session.
	Status: OPEN

	E295 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.4.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: 1:st paragraph unclear.

Proposed Change: Modify as follows:

When a RTP Media session is initiated as specified in [OMA-POC-CP] and in case of Confirmed Indication when at least one Invited PoC Client has accepted the invitation, the PoC Server:
	Status: OPEN

	E296 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.4.2.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Inconsistence between bullet 1a and 3. 1a talks about reject and 3 talks about not grant  

Proposed Change: Change in the bullet 3 to be reject instead.
	Status: OPEN

	E297 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.4.2.2 bullet 4d
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Wrong style of reference to subclause.

Proposed Change: Use italic in reference title.
	Status: OPEN

	E298 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.4.2.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Wrong name of timer in 1:st paragraph.
Proposed Change: Change name of timer to (Media Burst Idle timer)
	Status: OPEN

	E299 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.4.3.1 bullet 1a and 2e
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Media-floor Control Entities are independent on each other and only controls participants connected to itself hence the total number of participant in the PoC Session is not known to it.
Proposed Change: Participant in the PoC Session ( Participants connected to the Media-floor Control Entity.

(This will incase of interworking with PoC 1.0 or in case of only PoC Speech  logical be the same as participants in the PoC Session.)
	Status: OPEN

	E300 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.4.3.1 bullet 2d and 2f.
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Strange English: "..if privacy requested;"

Proposed Change: 

if privacy requested; ( if privacy is requested;
	Status: OPEN

	E301 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.4.3.5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Inconsistent use of or and "and" in the bullet list.

Proposed Change: Remove or from bullet 2 and 3. Replace "; and" with a "."
	Status: OPEN

	E302 
	2007.01.08
	E/T
	6.4.4.3.6 bullet 4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Strange statement "… when these PoC Clients queried the queue statue…"

Proposed Change: when these PoC Clients queried the queue statue ( when these PoC Clients queried the queue status
	Status: OPEN

	E303 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.4.3.7 bullet 1a
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Media-floor Control Entities are independent on each other and only controls participants connected to itself hence the total number of participant in the PoC Session is not known to it.
Proposed Change: Participant in the PoC Session ( Participants connected to the Media-floor Control Entity.
	Status: OPEN

	E304 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.4.3.8
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Bullet 4 seems to be unnecessary and dangerous in a congested situation. 

Proposed Change: Remove bullet 4 maybe insert a note explaining that we do not do this because of the congested situation.
	Status: OPEN

	E305 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.4.3.9 bullet 1a
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Media-floor Control Entities are independent on each other and only controls participants connected to itself hence the total number of participant in the PoC Session is not known to it.
Proposed Change: Participant in the PoC Session ( Participants connected to the Media-floor Control Entity.
	Status: OPEN

	E306 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.4.5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Timer T3 used in this section is a general state machine controlled timer. 

Proposed Change: Add:

The T3  (Stop Talking grace) timer and the T8 (Media Burst Revoke) is running in this state.

NOTE: 
The (Stop Talking grace) T3 timer is started and stopped by the general state machine procedure but shown in this subclause for readability and completeness reasons.
	Status: OPEN

	E307 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.4.7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: At the moment it looks like the general state machine is only terminated when a PoC Session is released and this is wrong.

Proposed Change: Modify to include Media-floor Control concept.
	Status: OPEN

	E308 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.4.7.1 bullet 2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Don't understand what a PoC Session control state machine is

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	E309 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The word "talking" is used in several places in subclauses to this subclause-

Proposed Change: Replace all occurrences with "sending Media"
	Status: OPEN

	E310 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Text below the figure is not completely true. This may happen also during in a PoC Session if additional media is negotiated.

Proposed Change: Update to reflect the Media-floor Control Entity concept.
	Status: OPEN

	E311 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The start-stop state shows more events than described in the 6.4.5.1.

Proposed Change: Align by either adding a subclause with a reference to one 6.4.5.1.1 or restructure 6.4.5.1.1.
	Status: OPEN

	E312 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.5 figure
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Note 1 and Note 2 can be removed since information in Note 1 is already visible in the figure and note 2 can be read in the text.

Proposed Change: Remove note 1 and 2. (At least note 1 is completely unnecessary)
	Status: OPEN

	E313 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.5.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: An event describing what to do when additional Media-floor Control entities are added during a PoC Session is missing. 

Proposed Change: Add a subclause describing procedures when additional Media-floor Control entities are added during a PoC Session.
	Status: OPEN

	E314 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.5.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Media-floor Control Entities are independent on each other and only controls participants connected to itself hence the total number of participant in the PoC Session is not known to it.
Proposed Change: Participant in the PoC Session ( Participants connected to the Media-floor Control Entity.

(This will incase of interworking with PoC 1.0 or in case of only PoC Speech  logical be the same as participants in the PoC Session.)
	Status: OPEN

	E315 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.5.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Strange English in bullet 5: "…if privacy requested"

Proposed Change: if privacy requested ( if privacy is requested
	Status: OPEN

	E316 
	2007-01-19
	E
	6.4.5.1.1 1 a
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: wrong subclause referenced "6.4.4.1.26.4.4.1.1"
	Status: OPEN

	E317 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.5.1.1 3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is unclear whether this bullet is valid for any types of PoC Session establishment or whether it is only valid for Inviting POC Client initiating PoC Session to 1-1 PoC Session, Ad-hoc PoC Group Session or Pre-arranged PoC Session -> if for any type of the PoC Session establishment, the PoC Client may not be ready for reception of MB_Granted.

Proposed Change: Limit to 1-1 PoC Session, Ad-hoc PoC Group Session or Pre-arranged PoC Session only from the Inviting PoC Client
	Status: OPEN

	E318 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.5.1.1 4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is unclear whether this bullet is valid for any types of PoC Session establishment or whether it is only valid for Inviting POC Client initiating PoC Session to 1-1 PoC Session, Ad-hoc PoC Group Session or Pre-arranged PoC Session -> if for any type of the PoC Session establishment, the PoC Client may not be ready for reception of MBCP Request Queue Status Response.

Proposed Change: Limit to 1-1 PoC Session, Ad-hoc PoC Group Session or Pre-arranged PoC Session only from the Inviting PoC Client
	Status: OPEN

	E319 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.5.2.5 3rd bullet list

6.4.5.4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The RTP Media received in the Local granted mode before MB_Request is received is thrown away. 

Proposed Change: when in local granted and the MB_Request is not received yet align 6.4.5.2.5 with 6.4.5.4 – in both cases either send the RTP Media to the other PoC Clients or buffer the RTP Media till MB_Request is received in U:permitted.
	Status: OPEN

	E320 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.5.3.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Media-floor Control Entities are independent on each other and only controls participants connected to itself hence the total number of participant in the PoC Session is not known to it.
Proposed Change: Participant in the PoC Session ( Participants connected to the Media-floor Control Entity.

(This will incase of interworking with PoC 1.0 or in case of only PoC Speech  logical be the same as participants in the PoC Session.)
	Status: OPEN

	E321 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.5.4.4 bullet 2 c
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The style of the title in the reference is wrong.

Proposed Change: Change to italic in the title of the reference.
	Status: OPEN

	E322 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.5.4.5 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The statement is not fully correct "SHALL forward the RTP Media packets to the other PoC Clients in the PoC Session that are not on hold;" other rules also applies.

Proposed Change: Rephrase as follows: "SHALL forward the RTP Media packets to the other PoC Clients in the PoC Session as specified in subclause 6.4.4.3.4 " "Receive RTP Media packets (R: Media from permitted client)";
	Status: OPEN

	E323 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.5.5.4 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The statement is not fully correct "SHALL forward the RTP Media packets to the other PoC Clients in the PoC Session;" more rules apply.

Proposed Change: Rephrase as follows: "SHALL forward the RTP Media packets to the other PoC Clients in the PoC Session as specified in subclauses 6.4.4.5.2 "Receive RTP Media packets (R: Media)" or 6.4.4.5.4 "Receive last RTP Media packets (R: Last Media)";
	Status: OPEN

	E324 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.5.5.6 bullet 2c
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The style of the title in the reference is wrong.

Proposed Change: Change to italic in the title of the reference. 
	Status: OPEN

	E325 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.5.7.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Media-floor Control Entities are independent on each other and only controls participants connected to itself hence the total number of participant in the PoC Session is not known to it.
Proposed Change: Participant in the PoC Session ( Participants connected to the Media-floor Control Entity.
	Status: OPEN

	E326 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.5.7.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Level of subclause wrong.

Proposed Change: 6.4.5.7.4 ( 6.4.5.8
	Status: OPEN

	E327 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.5.7.5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: This will also happened in case a Media-floor Control Entity is removed from a PoC Session or if a participant removes the media.

Proposed Change: Update to reflect the Media-floor Control Entity concept.
	Status: OPEN

	E328 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.5.8
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: This will also happened in case a Media-floor Control Entity is removed from a PoC Session or if a participant removes the media.

Proposed Change: Update to reflect the Media-floor Control Entity concept.
	Status: OPEN

	E329 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The Any state is not included in the general state machine figure. 

Proposed Change: Include any state in state machine since this would simplify further modifications of the general state machine in the future.
	Status: OPEN

	E330 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Contains an editor's note.

Proposed Change: Merge the MSRP general distribution with the state machine for general Media Burst operation
	Status: OPEN

	E331 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.4.6


	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0051

Comment: Progress Reports not covered.

Proposed Change:  Add Progress Report Handling.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E332 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.6.
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: reception of MSRP REPORT and generation of final report / progress report is missing.
	Status: OPEN

	E333 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.4.6

Figure 14


	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0051

Comment: One state uses “G:”, the others “M:”. 

Proposed Change:  Correct figure or add explanation if there is a reason for the different naming.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E334 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.4.6
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s note: How to synchronize continuous media state diagram and discrete media state diagram is FFS.
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	E335 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.6.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The sentence "In this state no MSRP session bound to a Media-floor Control Entity exists in the PoC Session." can be modified since the statement is not 100% true and can be misleading.

Proposed Change: Modify as follows:

In this state no MSRP session bound to a Media-floor Control Entity exists.
	Status: OPEN

	E336 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.6.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Implicit Media Burst request at PoC Session initialization is missing.

Proposed Change: Add a new event describing implicit Media Burst request at PoC Session initialization
	Status: OPEN

	E337 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.6.2.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Inconsistent terminology between bullet 1 and 3. 1) talks about rejecting 3) talks about not granting.

Proposed Change: Use rejecting in bullet 3
	Status: OPEN

	E338 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.6.2.4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 6.4.6.2.4 "Media Burst request queue not empty" should be checked on entering of the M:MB_Idle rather than being an independent action – the "Media Burst request queue not empty" does not change when in the M:MB_Idle.
	Status: OPEN

	E339 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.6.2.4 bullet 3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The style of the title in the reference is wrong.

Proposed Change: Change to italic in the title of the reference. 
	Status: OPEN

	E340 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.6.3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Contains an editor's note.

Proposed Change: Resolve the issue and remove editor's note.
	Status: OPEN

	E341 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.4.6.3.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: How to inform to the sending PoC Client if the message was not sent is FFS.
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	E342 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.6.3.2 bullet 2b
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The style of the title in the reference is wrong.

Proposed Change: Change to italic in the title of the reference. 
	Status: OPEN

	E343 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.6.3.2 bullet 3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Reference to a non-existing appendix.

Proposed Change: Replace reference to appendix to the [OMA-PoC-IM]
	Status: OPEN

	E344 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.6.3.2

6.4.6.4.4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Editor's note is obsolete – the information is provided using final report (if requested).

Proposed Change: drop the editor's note
	Status: OPEN

	E345 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.6.3.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Inconsistent use of or in bullet list remove or after bullet 1.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E346 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.6.3.3 3 
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 6.4.6.3.3 3 seems to be in the wrong place – it should only happen after 2 b
	Status: OPEN

	E347 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.6.3.5 

9.1 T9
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: it is unclear why MB_Granted needs to be repeated by T19 when the Participant was not queued – the reliability of MB_Granted should rely on repetion of MB_Request and mandatory sending of MB_Granted after received MB_Request.

If the PoC Client has not received MB_Granted, it repeats the MB_Request and the MB_Request results in the Controlling PoC Function in MB_Granted sent again.

Proposed Change: Limit repetition to the case when the Participant was queued
	Status: OPEN

	E348 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.4.6.4.4
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: How to inform to the sending PoC Client if the message was not sent is FFS.
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	E349 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.6.4.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Contains an editor's note.

Proposed Change: Resolve the issue and remove editor's note. 
	Status: OPEN

	E350 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.6.5.2

6.4.6.5.3

6.4.7.2.5

6.4.7.3.5

6.4.7.4.5

6.4.7.5.4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: MSRP response is not sent when requested
	Status: OPEN

	E351 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.6.5.2

6.4.6.5.3

6.4.6.3.2

6.4.6.4.4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: MSRP REPORT when requested by MSRP SEND MSRP headers should be sent here in case final report and progress report are not requested
	Status: OPEN

	E352 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.6.6.4 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Some formatting error.

Proposed Change: Split bullet into 2 bullets.
	Status: OPEN

	E353 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.6.6.5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Contains an editor's note but it also seems like the whole subclause may need to be reconsidered according to subclauses 7.12 and 7.13.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note and make necessary changes to the subclause. A reference to subclause 7.12 and 7.13 may be useful
	Status: OPEN

	E354 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.4.6.6.5
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's: The content of the final report is FFS and shall be aligned with the IM group.
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	E355 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.6.6.5

6.4.6.6.6
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Final report is not described in details and progress report description is missing
	Status: OPEN

	E356 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.6.6.5

6.4.6.6.6

6.4.7.4.5
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: According to 7.12.2 the final report can be sent using SEND or REPORT, while this chapter allows only SEND

Proposed Change: For final report - if MSRP REPORT allowed by the MSRP SEND headers, MSRP REPORT is used, otherwise MSRP SEND is used. For progress report – MSRP REPORT is used.
	Status: OPEN

	E357 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.4.6.6.6
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s note: Sending final reports are FFS.
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	E358 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.6.6.6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Contains an editor's note but it also seems like the whole subclause may need to be reconsidered according to subclauses 7.12 and 7.13.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note and make necessary changes to the subclause. A reference to subclause 7.12 and 7.13 may be useful
	Status: OPEN

	E359 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.6.7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Synchronization of state machines can be hard to understand and may cause interoperability problems.

Proposed Change: Merge this state machine with the basic Media Burst operation state machine
	Status: OPEN

	E360 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.4.7


	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0051

Comment: Figure 15 shows “S: Media” and “R: Media” It is not clear from the figure that these are MSRP messages.

Proposed Change:  A note should be added to explain that or the figure should be changed to align with text (e.g. “R:SEND”)
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E361 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.4.7


	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0051

Comment: Progress Reports not covered.

Proposed Change:  Add Progress Report Handling.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E362 
	2007-01-19
	E
	6.4.7
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Wrong references 6.4.X… 
	Status: OPEN

	E363 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.7.1.1 1 a 
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 1 a does not allow implicit Media Burst request, which is inconsistent with 6.4.1 7th paragraph, which states that the implicit Media Bust request can be negotiated for other Media Types than PoC Speech. 
	Status: OPEN

	E364 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.7.1.1 4 a
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Joining with 'pre-emptive' priority results to granting permission to send Media by MB_Granted. This will not be handled properly by the PoC Client as the implicit Media Burst request is not supported by the PoC Client in 6.2.10.
	Status: OPEN

	E365 
	2007-01-19
	E
	6.4.7.1.1 4 a
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 4 a  -  6.4.6.3.6 headline is not "Receive MBCP Media Burst Request message with pre-empt priority (R: MB_Request(pre-emptive)

Proposed Change: 6.4.6.3.8 needs to be used
	Status: OPEN

	E366 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.7.1.1 5
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 5 is inconsistent with 1 – in case of 1, implicit Media Burst request is not supported while in 5 the implicit Media Burst request is supported 
	Status: OPEN

	E367 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.7.2.3 bullet 2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The style of the title in the reference is wrong.

Proposed Change: Change to italic in the title of the reference.
	Status: OPEN

	E368 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.4.7.2.5
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: If we need a special reason code for this case when MSRP is used is FFS.
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	E369 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.7.2.5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Contains editor's note.

Proposed Change: Remove editor's note.
	Status: OPEN

	E370 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.7.2.5 bullet 3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Error in reference.

Proposed Change: 6.4.x.7.1 ( 6.4.7.7.1
	Status: OPEN

	E371 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.7.2.5

6.4.7.3.5

6.4.7.5.4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: REPORT when final report and progress report are not requested, REPORT with final report or SEND with final report and REPORT with progress report are not described
	Status: OPEN

	E372 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.7.3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Error in state name

Proposed Change: 'G: MB_Idle (  'P: MB_Idle
	Status: OPEN

	E373 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.7.3.3 5 c

6.4.5.3.3 5 c
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Update of the queue position should be also sent to the other PoC Clients queue position of which has been changed
	Status: OPEN

	E374 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.7.4.2 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Error in reference.

Proposed Change: 6.4.x.2.1 ( 6.4.7.2.1
	Status: OPEN

	E375 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.7.4.3 bullet 2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Error in reference.

Proposed Change: 6.4.x.2.1 ( 6.4.7.2.1
	Status: OPEN

	E376 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.7.4.4 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Error in reference.

Proposed Change: 6.4.x.5.1 ( 6.4.7.5.1
	Status: OPEN

	E377 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.7.4.5 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: not correct terminology

Proposed Change: Media-floor control entity ( Media-floor Control Entity
	Status: OPEN

	E378 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.4.7.4.5

6.4.7.5.4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It seems that the received MSRP SEND is sent towards the receiving PoC Clients twice – once in 6.4.7.4.5 and once in 6.4.6.3.2. 

Proposed Change: Include the sending to other PoC Clients only to 6.4.6, while handling of MSRP SEND in case of PoC Client does not have permission to send Media should only be in the 6.4.7
	Status: OPEN

	E379 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.7.5.3 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Error in reference.

Proposed Change: 6.4.x.2.1 ( 6.4.7.2.1

and

6.4.x.6.1 ( 6.4.7.6.1
	Status: OPEN

	E380 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.7.5.6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Error in reference.

Proposed Change: 6.4.x.6.1 ( 6.4.7.6.1
	Status: OPEN

	E381 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.7.7.5 bullet 4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Error in reference.

Proposed Change: 6.4.x.2.1 ( 6.4.7.2.1
	Status: OPEN

	E382 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.7.8
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: This state is also used when releasing a Media-floor Control Entity or a PoC Client from a PoC Session.

Proposed Change: Update and use the Media-floor Control entity concept in the same way as for the general MSRP distribution state machine.
	Status: OPEN

	E383 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.4.7.9
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: This state is also used when releasing a Media-floor Control Entity or a PoC Client from a PoC Session.

Proposed Change: Update and use the Media-floor Control entity concept.
	Status: OPEN

	E384 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.4.7.9
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Wrong subclause level should be 5 levels.

Proposed Change: 6479 ( 6.4.7.9.1
	Status: OPEN

	E385 
	2007.01.15
	E
	6.5.1.1.1 <first dash >
	Source: jonathan.lohr@sonyericsson.com

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The words, “whole the”, are in the wrong order and make the item difficult to read.

Proposed Change: Change the first dash to start, “Ignore the whole message …”.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E386 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.5.1.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Formatting problem in table caption

Proposed Change: Correct formatting error.
	Status: OPEN

	E387 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.5.1.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: it is not clear what is meant by length and field ID and where the MBCP specific fields are located.

Proposed Change: It should be stated that the MBCP specific fields have the structure (ID, length, value) and are stored in "application-dependent data" one field by one in the order defined later on by each MBCP message 
	Status: OPEN

	E388 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.5.1.2.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: 3:rd paragraph. Timer name not according to UP style

Proposed Change: Stop talking time value ( T2 (Stop talking) timer value
	Status: OPEN

	E389 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.5.1.2.5


	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0051

Comment: Field ID missing.

Proposed Change:  Add Field ID for Alert Margin.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E390 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.5.2 Timestamp
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: How the PoC Server and the PoC Client agrees on the use of time stamp could be clarified.

Proposed Change: Rephrase 1:st paragraph as follows: The Media Burst request timestamp option SHALL be included if the PoC Client and the PoC Server performing the Controlling PoC Function have agreed to support time stamping of MBCP Media Burst request messages as specified in [OMA-PoC-CP] "Media Burst Control Protocol MIME registration" and if the PoC Client wishes to timestamp a particular MBCP Media Burst Request message.
	Status: OPEN

	E391 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.5.7
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The sentence "If the PoC Client that has been granted permission to send a Media Burst has requested privacy, then the Anonymous PoC Address of the PoC User as defined in [OMA-PoC-CP]  "Anonymous PoC Address" SHALL be included instead of the PoC User's PoC Address in CNAME. " is inconsistent with "The CNAME identifier SHALL carry the URI of the PoC User that has been granted permission to send a Media Burst, while the NAME identifier, if included and privacy is not requested, SHALL, if the sending of Nick Names is supported as specified in [OMA-PoC-CP] "Nick Name", carry the Nick Name of the PoC User that has been granted permission to send a Media Burst."
	Status: OPEN

	E392 
	
	T
	6.5.11< MBCP Media Burst Request Queue Status Response message>
	Source: < lei.zhu@huawei.com; zhangaiqin@huawei.com>

Form: <INP doc,>

Comment: < The name of the queue position statues message should be aligned with that in SD Doc.> 

Proposed Change: < make a clarification, delete the word ‘response’>


	Status: OPEN



	E393 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.5.13 SDES items
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Contains an invited PoC Client.

Proposed Change: invited PoC Client ( Invited PoC Client
	Status: OPEN

	E394 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.5.13 SDES items
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Contains an editor's note.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN

	E395 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.5.13
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor’s Note: Specific format in UP message to include the "copyControl"attribute value is FFS.
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	E396 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.5.13
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Statement "If privacy is requested for more than one PoC Client, the SDES items field includes only one CNAME set to anonymous identity." is inconsistent with "If the PoC Client that initiated the PoC Session has requested privacy an anonymous URI SHALL be included instead of the PoC User's PoC Address in CNAME." 
	Status: OPEN

	E397 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.5.13
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "copyControl" is not provided to the PoC Client in the MBCP Connect. 

Proposed Change: Either add e.g. as a new subfield or remove cc/to distinction also from the control plane
	Status: OPEN

	E398 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.6.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: How to synchronize state machines when both Continuous Media and Discrete Media are bound to the same Media-floor Control Entity is unclear.

Proposed Change: Merge state machines for Discrete Media and Continuous Media.
	Status: OPEN

	E399 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.6.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Unclear sentence "In the first stage, the UE PoC Box stops sending MBCP messages for each Media-floor Control Entity recording Media for each Media Type"

Proposed Change: Media ( Media Streams
	Status: OPEN

	E400 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.6.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The 3:rd paragraph unclear part: "….and the UE PoC Box releases all the resources needed by the used Media Types"

Proposed Change: Modify as follows: and the UE PoC Box releases all the resources needed for recording Media.
	Status: OPEN

	E401 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.6.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: 1:st paragraph: The name of the state machine is in italic this is not correct.

Proposed Change: Remove italic style
	Status: OPEN

	E402 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.6.3 NOTE

6.7.1 2nd paragraph
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The detail description how the state machines are synchronized (e.g. whether the MBCP messages are sent twice or not) is missing. 

Proposed Change: Since both the state machines are rather simple, they can be merged together.
	Status: OPEN

	E403 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.6.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Modification of a PoC Session is not specified in CP.

Proposed Change: Remove content in subclause with the text "Modification of PoC Session is not applicable."

(Since this will be possible in 2.1 it can be good to have a place holder)
	Status: OPEN

	E404 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.6.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Why is T13 needed. It is never used and no action is performed.

Proposed Change: Do some action or remove the timer.
	Status: OPEN

	E405 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.6.4


	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0051

Comment: As the UE PoC Box is behaving like a PoC Client in a PoC Session it will receive all possible MBCP messages as any other PoC Client. It might act only on a subset, but the fact that other messages can be received, should be reflected. Also, the UE PoC Box needs to send MBCP messages (e.g. MB_Ack)  

Proposed Change:  Update Figures and text.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E406 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.6.4

Figure 16


	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0051

Comment: Using “N:” in the State Diagram is misleading.   

Proposed Change:  Use “B:” as Box, for example
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E407 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.6.4.1 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Wrong name of state machine.

Proposed Change: basic operation state machine ( 'control state diagram – Continuous Media'
	Status: OPEN

	E408 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.6.4.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Unclear "or" in "In this state the UE PoC Box can receive RTP Media packets or MBCP Media Burst Control messages."

Proposed Change: or ( and
	Status: OPEN

	E409 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.6.4.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: If T13 is used, it should be mentioned.

Proposed Change: Add a new paragraph: "In this state the timer T13 (end of RTP) can be running."
	Status: OPEN

	E410 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.6.4.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "The 'N: has no permission' state is a stable state and the UE PoC Box uses this state when the UE PoC Box is not waiting for an MBCP message response." -> It is unclear what MBCP message response is meant as there is no waiting for it in the other states either.
	Status: OPEN

	E411 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.6.4.2.2 bullet 2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Why are PoC Address and Nick Name displayed.

Proposed Change: Remove bullet.
	Status: OPEN

	E412 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.6.4.2.2 bullet 3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: If T13 is used, it may be already running.

Proposed Change: start ( start/restart
	Status: OPEN

	E413 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.6.4.2.2

6.6.5.2.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: it is unclear why the MB_Ack can be sent in the Discrete Media state machine while the MB_Ack is not mentioned in the Continuous Media state machine.
	Status: OPEN

	E414 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.6.4.2.2 2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: UE PoC Box should store the PoC Address and Nick name rather than showing it to the PoC User.
	Status: OPEN

	E415 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.6.4.3.1 bullet 2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Wrong name of the state machine.

Proposed Change: Change to:

"SHALL enter the 'Start-stop' state and terminate the 'control state machine – Continuous Media'."
	Status: OPEN

	E416 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.6.5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Reference to figure (Figure 8) wrong should be Figure 17.

Proposed Change: Update reference to be Figure 17.
	Status: OPEN

	E417 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.6.5


	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0051

Comment: The UE PoC Box state diagram for discrete media should look like   the one for Continuous Media. If a special handling is needed for establishing the MSRP Session with the PoC Box this should be added to the normal PoC Session Establishment. MBCP messages the UE PoC Box is not acting upon should be shown.

Proposed Change:  Align figures and text with a subset of the PoC Client State Diagram – figure 15.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E418 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.6.5


	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0051

Comment: Progress Report is missing.

Proposed Change:  Update figure and text.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E419 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.6.5 Figure
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: State names are different than state names in the state machine for Continuous Media.

Proposed Change: Align states with the states in the state machine for Continuous Media. This also requires updates in the subclauses to this subclause.
	Status: OPEN

	E420 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.6.5 Figure 17
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: In the box with 3 events (Taken, Idle and MSRP SEND) there is an "OR" missing.

Proposed Change: R: Idle message ( R: Idle message OR
	Status: OPEN

	E421 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.6.5.2.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: References to [MSRP] shall be replaced with references to [OMA-PoC-IM]

Proposed Change: Update references.
	Status: OPEN

	E422 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.6.5.2.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Contains an editor's note.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note by e.g. referencing 7.12 and 7.13.
	Status: OPEN

	E423 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.6.5.2.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: The content of the MSRP REPORT is FFS.
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	E424 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.6.5.2.3

6.7.5.2.3

6.7.5.3.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Editor's note is obsolete as neither final report nor the progress report insert any content into the REPORT message at the receiving side.
	Status: OPEN

	E425 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.6.5.2.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Reference wrong.

Proposed Change: Figure 8 ( Figure 17.
	Status: OPEN

	E426 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.7

6.6
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: TBCP should be handled too as Inviting PoCv2.0 Client may used Audio and PoC Speech in PoC Session invitation which is routed to PoC Box
	Status: OPEN

	E427 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.7

6.6
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Recording of the Discrete Media not bound to a Media-floor Control Entity is not described
	Status: OPEN

	E428 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.7.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: How to synchronize state machines when both Continuous Media and Discrete Media are bound to the same Media-floor Control Entity is unclear.

Proposed Change: Merge state machines for Discrete Media and Continuous Media.
	Status: OPEN

	E429 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.7.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Contains normative text.

Proposed Change: Rephrase text to be informative.
	Status: OPEN

	E430 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.7.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Modification of a PoC Session is not specified in CP.

Proposed Change: Remove content in subclause with the text "Modification of PoC Session is not applicable."

(Since this will be possible in 2.1 it can be good to have a place holder)
	Status: OPEN

	E431 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.7.4


	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0051

Comment: The NW PoC Box is not supposed to send Media in a PoC Session. 

Proposed Change:  Remove corresponding parts from figure and text.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E432 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.7.4 figure
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Is timer T13 necessary. No action more than starting and stopping.

Proposed Change: Remove timer T13 or do something more than start and stop the timer.
	Status: OPEN

	E433 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.7.4.1.1 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Wrong name of state machine: "… basic operation state machine"

Proposed Change: basic operation state machine ( 'control state diagram – Continuous Media'
	Status: OPEN

	E434 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.7.4.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: If T13 is used it should be mentioned here.

Proposed Change: Add:

In this state the T13 (end of RTP) timer can be running.
	Status: OPEN

	E435 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.7.4.2.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: unclear statement "SHOULD start the optional timer T13 (end of RTP Media) for the Active PoC Session;"

Proposed Change: Modify as follows: "SHOULD start the optional timer T13 (end of RTP Media):"
	Status: OPEN

	E436 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.7.4.2.2

6.7.4.3.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: it is unclear why the MB_Ack after MB_Taken can be sent in the Discrete Media state machine while the MB_Ack is not mentioned in the Continuous Media state machine.
	Status: OPEN

	E437 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.7.4.3.6 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Unclear statement: " SHALL record the Media"

Proposed Change: SHALL record the Media ( SHALL record the RTP Media packets.
	Status: OPEN

	E438 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.7.4.4.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Bullet numbering problem.

Proposed Change: c ( a 
	Status: OPEN

	E439 
	2007.01.08
	E/T
	6.7.4.4.3 bullet 3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Wrong subclause number in reference

Proposed Change: …..SHALL perform the action in 6.2.7.4.2 "Send MBCP Media Burst Release message". ( ……SHALL perform the action in 6.7.4.6.5 "Send MBCP Media Burst Release message (S: MB_Release)".
	Status: OPEN

	E440 
	2007.01.08
	E/T
	6.7.4.4.3 bullet 5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Wrong subclause number in reference

Proposed Change: SHALL perform the action in 6.2.7.4.2 "Send MBCP Media Burst Release message". ( SHALL perform the action in 6.7.4.6.5 "Send MBCP Media Burst Release message (S: MB_Release)".
	Status: OPEN

	E441 
	2007.01.08
	E
	6.7.4.4.3 NOTE
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Incomplete timer names in the text.

Proposed Change: T12 ( timer T12 (NW PoC Box retry-after)

(several occurrences)
	Status: OPEN

	E442 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.7.4.5.5 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Unclear statement: " SHALL record the Media"

Proposed Change: SHALL record the Media ( SHALL record the RTP Media packets.
	Status: OPEN

	E443 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.7.4.6.5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Unclear when this subclause is used. In PoC 1.0 for the PoC Client the " As soon as the PoC Client has sent all buffered voice packets, the PoC Client"

Proposed Change: Modify as follows: "As soon as the PoC Client has sent all buffered voice packets, the NW PoC Box:"
	Status: OPEN

	E444 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.7.5


	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0051

Comment: The NW PoC Box is not supposed to send Media in a PoC Session. 

Proposed Change:  Remove corresponding parts from figure and text.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E445 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.7.5

Figure 19


	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0051

Comment: Progress Report missing. 

Proposed Change:  Add to the figure.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E446 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.7.5.2.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Contains an editor's note.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note by e.g. referencing 7.12 and 7.13.
	Status: OPEN

	E447 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.7.5.2.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: References to [MSRP] should be updated to reference the [OMA-PoC-IM] instead.

Proposed Change: [MSRP] ( [OMA-PoC-IM]
	Status: OPEN

	E448 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.7.5.2.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: The content of the MSRP REPORT is FFS.
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	E449 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.7.5.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: MB_Taken and MB_Idle reception handling is missing in this state.
	Status: OPEN

	E450 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.7.5.3.3
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: The content of the MSRP REPORT is FFS.
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	E451 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.7.5.3.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Contains an editor's note.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note by e.g. referencing 7.12 and 7.13.
	Status: OPEN

	E452 
	2007.01.08
	T
	6.7.5.3.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: References to [MSRP] should be updated to reference the [OMA-PoC-IM] instead.

Proposed Change: [MSRP] ( [OMA-PoC-IM]
	Status: OPEN

	E453 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.7.5.5
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: MB_Taken reception handling is missing in this state.
	Status: OPEN

	E454 
	2007.01.08
	E
	7.1.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: terminology problems

Proposed Change: e.g. audio and video, ( e.g. Audio and Video,
	Status: OPEN

	E455 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.1.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Add "and" in the end of the second bullet. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E456 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.1.5.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Add "and" in the end of the third bullet.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E457 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.1.5.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Add "and" in the end of the second last bullet.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E458 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Introduce MBCP Connect before the MBCP Disconnect.  It is more logical. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E459 
	2007.01.08
	E
	7.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Inconsistent bullet lists. Sometimes a bullet does not end with ";".

Proposed Change: Make list consistent.
	Status: OPEN

	E460 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: RFC2327 is obsolete and should be replaced with RFC4566
	Status: OPEN

	E461 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: RFC35580 does not exist
	Status: OPEN

	E462 
	2007.01.08
	T
	7.3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Informative text where it should be normative as the other subclauses in 7.3 are.

Proposed Change: The PoC Server supports the Media Parameter re-negotiation, ( The PoC Server SHALL support the Media Parameter re-negotiation,
	Status: OPEN

	E463 
	2007.01.08
	E/T
	7.3.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The text within () shall be informative and some bad English.

Proposed Change: (i.e. the negotiation procedure should make all Participants of the PoC Session adapt to the common highest denominator in terms of bandwidth usage) 

( 

(i.e. the negotiation procedure can make all Participants of the PoC Session adapted to the common highest denominator in terms of bandwidth usage)
	Status: OPEN

	E464 
	2007.01.08
	T
	7.3.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: This procedure is not described in the CP!

Proposed Change: ?
	Status: OPEN

	E465 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.4.3
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0053-INP-POCv2.0_CONR_more_comments Comment: There is no mention of Discrete media behavior during media on hold.. 

Proposed Change: A note should be added stating:

NOTE: 
Media on Hold is not affected to Discrete Media.
	Status: OPEN



	E466 
	2007.01.08
	T
	7.4.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: This procedure is not described in the CP!

Proposed Change: ?
	Status: OPEN

	E467 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.5.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Change "PoC Server" to "PoC Server performing Controlling PoC Function" in the second last paragraph.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E468 
	2007.01.08
	T
	7.5.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Contains an editor's note.

Proposed Change: Resolve editor's note.
	Status: OPEN

	E469 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.5.4
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: The applicability for the UE PoC Box is FFS.
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	E470 
	2007.01.08
	T
	7.7.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The reference to 7.2 is irrelevant in this subclause.

Proposed Change: Remove "… as specified in subclause 7.2 "Media Parameter Negotiation" and…"
	Status: OPEN

	E471 
	2007.01.08
	E
	7.7.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Inconsistency problem.

Proposed Change: RTP Media ( RTP Media packets
	Status: OPEN

	E472 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.7.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Looks out better if we refer to 7.8 "Media Buffering" instead of 7.8.3 Procedures at the PoC Server performing PF", because there are about 10 subclauses with the same name.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E473 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.7.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Looks out better if we refer to 7.7.1 instead of 7.2.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E474 
	2007.01.08
	T
	7.7.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The reference to 7.2 is irrelevant in this subclause.

Proposed Change: Remove "… as specified in subclause 7.2 "Media Parameter Negotiation" and…"
	Status: OPEN

	E475 
	2007.01.08
	E
	7.7.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Inconsistency problem.

Proposed Change: RTP Media ( RTP Media packets
	Status: OPEN

	E476 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.7.4


	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0051

Comment: The NW PoC Box is not supposed to transfer Media. Retrieval of PoC Box data is out of scope of PoC2.0

Proposed Change:  Delete subclause.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E477 
	2007.01.08
	E
	7.8.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Inconsistency problem.

Proposed Change: RTP Media ( RTP Media packets

(several occurrences)
	Status: OPEN

	E478 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.8.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Add corresponding subclause title in the reference to CP.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E479 
	2007-01-19
	E
	7.8.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The sentence is unclear "If the PoC Client supports Limited Segment Media Buffer Preload and receives in the SIP 200 "OK" response the SDP parameter tb_seg_preload  the PoC Client SHALL send an amount of RTP Media limited by the value of the SDP parameter tb_seg_preload, see [OMA-POC-CP] and then SHALL continue buffering the Media response until instructed to send RTP Media by a received MBCP Media Burst Granted message." 
	Status: OPEN

	E480 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.8.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Looks out better if we have the current third paragraph as the first one.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E481 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.8.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: It is not either or, MBCP Granted is sent always.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E482 
	2007.01.08
	T
	7.8.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: To make it clear that only RTP Media packets are buffered the subclause should be updated to be consistent RTP Media packets instead of sometimes Buffer RTP Media sometimes Buffer Media and sometimes Buffer RTP Media packets.

Proposed Change: Update to use ..buffer RTP Media packets on applicable places

(several occurrences)
	Status: OPEN

	E483 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.8.3
	Source: Motorola

Form: INP Doc # 2007-0051

Comment: In para 3, “The buffer details including the buffer depth are not defined in this specification.” This sentence leaves the PoC server specification partially defined. The behavior of PoC server in case PoC server buffer overflow, is not defined.

Proposed Change: It may be specified that “The buffer details and the buffer depth should be defined by the local policy of the service provider.” The specification must describe the behavior of PoC server in case, PoC Server buffer overflow occurs.
	Status: OPEN



	E484 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.8.3
	Source: Motorola

Form: INP Doc # 2007-0051

Comment: In para 3 the last sentence, “If PoC Client has indicated its receive Media buffering capabilities….” The PoC client can only indicate “maximum bit rate” the sentence should be changes as suggested.

Proposed Change: “If PoC Client has indicated its maximum bit rate ….”
	Status: OPEN



	E485 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.9
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Add subclause title to the reference to Annex X.  Is X correct ?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E486 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.9
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0053-INP-POCv2.0_CONR_more_comments Comment: The supported codec description does not say anything about codec support other than 3GPP and 3GPP2. 

Proposed Change: There should be a generic statement stating that PoC Clients and PoC Server MAY support other codes in addition to the 3GPP and 3GPP2 recommended codec. It should also be stated that transcoding support at the PoC Server is implementation dependent and beyond the scope of PoC specification.
	Status: OPEN



	E487 
	2007.01.08
	T
	7.10
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Inconsistent use of Media.

Proposed Change: Update to be Media Streams or Media Types instead of Media.
	Status: OPEN

	E488 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.10
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Applicability of PoC Media Traffic Optimization for the 1-many-1 or Dispatch PoC Session is unclear.
	Status: OPEN

	E489 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.10
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "These Media Burst Control Schemes provide some policy how the PoC Server grants Media Burst permission and Media Burst permission to Participants. " is unclear.
	Status: OPEN

	E490 
	2007.01.08
	T
	7.11
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The last sentence in the 1:st paragraph " how the PoC Server grants Media Burst permission and Media Burst permission to Participants" contains 2 times "Media Burst permission"?

Proposed Change: Remove one of them.
	Status: OPEN

	E491 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.11
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Remove duplicated "Media Burst permission".

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E492 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.11
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Say in the last sentence something like: "Indication of the Media Burst Control Scheme is negotiated in the Control Plane as described in …".

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E493 
	2007.01.08
	T
	7.12
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: In subclauses in this subclause references are maid to MSRP. Is this always correct? Should some of the references be maid to [OMA-PoC-IM] instead. Further, 3GPP has specified how to use MSRP. Do we need statements like " When the SIP/IP Core corresponds with 3GPP/3GPP2 IMS, ….". 

Proposed Change: Update references if needed.
	Status: OPEN

	E494 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.12

7.13
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: POC Box is not covered.
	Status: OPEN

	E495 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.12.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Clarify that Report is supported in UP if negotiated in CP.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E496 
	2007.01.08
	E
	7.12.1 bullet 3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: We normally talk about MIME body

Proposed Change: body ( MIME body
	Status: OPEN

	E497 
	2007.01.08
	E
	7.12.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Terminology problem

Proposed Change: PoC client ( PoC Client
	Status: OPEN

	E498 
	2007.01.08
	E/T
	7.12.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: In the paragraph below bullet 3 the MIME body is named differently than in 7.12.1 "application/vnd.oma.final-report+xml"

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

	E499 
	2007.01.08
	E
	7.12.2 bullet 1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Namespace name different than in 7.12.1 bullet 1.

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

	E500 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.12.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Use terminology correctly:  PoC Client

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E501 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.12.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: We don't have examples between bullets anywhere else.  Maybe they should be moved somewhere e.g. in Annex.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E502 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.12.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Use terminology correctly:  PoC Client, Participant, PoC Server.  Why Final Report is capitalized ?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E503 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7.12.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: The sentence " When the PoC Server performing the Controlling PoC Function has been requested a Final Report, the PoC Server SHALL send one or more Final Report(s) in a way that the final delivery status of each Participant is reported." needs clarification.  When is sent one report and when several reports ?

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

	E504 
	2007.01.08
	T
	7.12.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The 1:st paragraph say that the PoC Server SHOULD preserve an existing Final-Report header. Does that mean that the following bullet 1 (1 out of 2) shall only be done if not preserved.

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

	E505 
	2007.01.08
	T
	7.13
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: In subclauses in this subclause references are maid to MSRP. Is this always correct? Should some of the references be maid to [OMA-PoC-IM] instead. Further, 3GPP has specified how to use MSRP. Do we need statements like " When the SIP/IP Core corresponds with 3GPP/3GPP2 IMS, ….".  

Proposed Change: Update references if needed.
	Status: OPEN

	E506 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.13.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Clarify that Report is supported in UP if negotiated in CP.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E507 
	2007.01.15
	T
	7.13.2 <Editor’s Note >
	Source: jonathan.lohr@sonyericsson.com

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:.  Have the header parameters been registered?

Proposed Change: Register the header parameters if not done and then delete the editor’s note.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E508 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7.13.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Why the second last bullet is SHALL, when  the last one is MAY.  Should it be SHOULD ?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E509 
	2007.01.08
	T
	7.13.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Name of MIME bodies for detailed or optimized progress reports inconsistent with 7.13.1

Proposed Change: Make them consistent.
	Status: OPEN

	E510 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.13.2
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: Registration of the proposed header parameters in any other standard body such as IANA, OMNA if required, need to be done.
Proposed Change:  Register with IANA and remove

 
	Status: OPEN



	E511 
	2007.01.08
	T
	7.13.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The last paragraph is very hard to understand.
Proposed Change: Rephrase or restructure in order to make it readable.
	Status: OPEN

	E512 
	2007.01.08
	T
	7.13.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: It is not clear that optimized progress report is optional.

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

	E513 
	2007.01.08
	T
	7.13.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Name of MIME bodies for detailed or optimized progress reports inconsistent with 7.13.1

Proposed Change: Make them consistent.
	Status: OPEN

	E514 
	2007.01.08
	E
	8.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Wrong reference to CP

Proposed Change: [OMA-CP] ( [OMA-PoC-CP]

(several occurrences)
	Status: OPEN

	E515 
	2007.01.08
	T
	8.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: A reference to the [OMA-PoC-CP] "Nick Name" could be useful in this chapter.

Proposed Change: Introduce a Note 3 with a reference to [OMA-PoC-CP] "Nick Name".
	Status: OPEN

	E516 
	2006-01-19
	T
	8.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: NOTE 2 can be removed.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E517 
	2007-01-19
	T
	8.1

8.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The description overlaps with OMA-TS-PoC-ControlPlane-V2_0-20061221-D.doc 5.9 "Anonymous PoC Address" and is inconsistent with it. E.g. in CP it says for the PoC Users wishing privacy, the POC Server needs to generate and to keep the unique Anonymous PoC Address, while this chapter just uses "anonymous identity".
	Status: OPEN

	E518 
	2007-01-19
	T
	8.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: NOTE2 is incorrect – the generation of unique Anonymous PoC Address is SHALL in OMA-TS-PoC-ControlPlane-V2_0-20061221-D.doc 5.9 "Anonymous PoC Address"
	Status: OPEN

	E519 
	2006-01-19
	T
	8.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Change "Participant" to "PoC User" in the bullet 1.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E520 
	2006-01-19
	E
	8.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Correct the reference to Endorsement.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E521 
	2007.01.15
	E
	8.2 <item 1 >
	Source: jonathan.lohr@sonyericsson.com

Form: <INP doc >

Comment:  “Participant that who” is incorrect grammar and is confusing.

Proposed Change: Delete either “that” or “who”.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E522 
	2007.01.08
	T
	8.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Does not paragraph 4 belong to the Controlling PoC Function?

Proposed Change: Move paragraph 4 to subclause 8.2
	Status: OPEN

	E523 
	2007.01.08
	E
	8.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Reference to a non-existing Appendix X.

Proposed Change: Appendix X "Endorsement" ( [OMA-PoC-IM]
	Status: OPEN

	E524 
	2007-01-19
	T
	8.3 last paragraph
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Privacy is not taken into account.
	Status: OPEN

	E525 
	2007-01-19
	T
	8.4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Since NW PoC Box is allowed to send Media, the Sender Identification set up for the outgoing MSRP SEND needs to be included here too.
	Status: OPEN

	E526 
	2006-01-19
	E
	8.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0025-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_UP comments_NOKIA

Comment: Bullets are not written from the PoC Box point of view.  It is a little bit strange to say that "PoC Box SHALL receive …".  We should say that "Upon receiving … PoC Box SHALL do this and that".

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	E527 
	2007.01.08
	T
	8.4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Reception of PoC Address or Nick Name is out of control for the PoC Box and should be informative text i.e. only the action is normative.

Proposed Change: Restructure bullets so that before bullets the informative part is described and the bullet is only the "what to do" part.
	Status: OPEN

	E528 
	2007.01.08
	E
	9
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Since UP embraces more than the PoC Speech it could be logical to rename all timers using "talk" as part of the name.

Proposed Change: Rename in this subclause and in the rest of the document (including the state diagrams) timer names with "Talk" in the name to "Media" instead.
	Status: OPEN

	E529 
	2007.01.22
	T
	9.1
	Source: Samsung

Form:

Comment: the purpose of T1 timer is that if RTP media is not delivered during T1, the state of PoC Server is changed from TB_Taken to TB_Idle. That is, the PoC Server cancels the previous permission to speak.

Proposed change: 

in timer value column;

 Note: The default value should ~

Cause of Start column;

Delete ‘T1 restarts again ~’
Normal stop column; changing sentence to below.

RTP packets from the permitted PoC Client reach to the PoC Server.

On expiry column; changing sentence to below.

When T1 expires, it concludes that the permitted PoC Client is not willing or capable to send Media Bursts.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E530 
	2007-01-19
	E
	9.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Different fonts are used in the tables.
	Status: OPEN

	E531 
	2007.01.08
	E
	9.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Error in reference to CP "PoC Device Management general " does not exists in CP.

Proposed Change: "PoC Device Management general " ( "OMA PoC Device Management general "
	Status: OPEN

	E532 
	2007.01.08
	E
	9.3 T21
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: In the "On expiry Column" the name Tx is used.

Proposed Change: Tx ( T21
	Status: OPEN

	E533 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  There are no SCRs for TBQ and TBN. If Talk Burst is consider to be backwards compatibility function maybe we can introduce one requirement for TBQ and one for TBN and state that 1.0 applies.

Proposed Change: Update.
	Status: OPEN

	E534 
	2007.01.22
	E
	A
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: SCR Items need editorial cleanup

Proposed Change: Change proposed in CR: OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1480-CR_UP_SCR_Cleanup. CR already agreed by PoC WG.
	Status: OPEN

	E535 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Mandatory and Optional SCRs may not be enough. Requirements are Mandatory (SHALL), Optional but recommended (SHOULD) and merely optional (MAY). The difference between SHOULD and MAY is not considered in SCRs. 

Including RECOMMENDED (R) SCRs would be a solution

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E536 
	2007.01.22
	E
	A,B
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  According to the template, the Appendix A is supposed to contain history and appendix B SCR tables.

Proposed Change: Update the appendices appropriately.
	Status: OPEN

	E537 
	2007.01.22
	T
	A.6.1 (POC_CP-PBO-C-005 and POC_CP-PBO-C-006)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: These 2 SCRs cover the same requirement.

Proposed Change: Combine them. 
	Status: OPEN

	E538 
	2007.01.22
	E
	A.9
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Change MBN to MBC.

Proposed Change: Update
	Status: OPEN

	E539 
	2007.01.08
	T
	Appendix B
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: A message flow for limited segment buffering and buffering without limited segment is missing.

Proposed Change: Introduce in B1 message flow for the buffering and add the functional name in the list in the beginning of Appendix B.
	Status: OPEN

	E540 
	2007.01.08
	T
	Appendix B
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: The message flow for Local Grant is in B.3.4 but not in the list in the beginning of Appendix B.

Proposed Change: Add Local Grant Mode in the list in the beginning of the Appendix B.
	Status: OPEN

	E541 
	2007.01.08
	E
	Appendix B
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: There are many unclear "it" in message flows.

Proposed Change: Resolve its to describe what it means.
	Status: OPEN

	E542 
	2007.01.22
	T
	B1.1.2
	Source: Samsung

Form:

Comment: in Figure 21, the arrow direction of 1.Connect & 2.ACK is wrong. Usually, the PoC Session identity can be delivered through NOTIFY. Connect message is used only when the NOTIFY is not delivered according to the request.

Proposed change: changing the arrow direction. Adding one condition in the text like below. When the NOTIFY is not delivered according to the request.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E543 
	2007.01.22
	T
	B1.2
	Source: Samsung

Form: 

Comment: In figure 25, 6 Media Burst Granted does not lost message. 

Proposed change: delete (message lost) 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	E544 
	2007.01.22
	E
	B.3.4
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0053-INP-POCv2.0_CONR_more_comments Comment: Step 2, sub bullets should be a. and b. instead of c. and d. 

Proposed Change: Correct the bullets
	Status: OPEN



	E545 
	2007.01.22
	E
	B.3.4
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0053-INP-POCv2.0_CONR_more_comments Comment: Step 2, 2nd bullet there is a repetition of the phrase “The PoC Server A (participating) modifies the IP address and port and”. 

Proposed Change: remove the repeated phrase.
	Status: OPEN



	E546 
	2007.01.08
	E
	Appendix B.7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP 

Comment: Contains a simplified message flow with only the PoC Client and the Controlling PoC Function involved. Now, since also the Participating PoC Function is involved (receiving identities and making them anonymous if needed) it may be useful to modify the message flow. to also include the Participating PoC Function.

Proposed Change: Modify message flows to include the Participating PoC Function.
	Status: OPEN

	E547 
	2007-01-19
	T
	E.1.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The sentence "The "last" attribute is used only in the last Final Report and it indicates that this is the last Discrete Media Final Report document." - is unclear as it does not say that this is the last Discrete Media Final Report document for the message with the Message-ID.

Proposed Change: Change to "The "last" attribute is used only in the last Final Report and it indicates that this is the last Discrete Media Final Report document for the message with Message-ID contained in the "Message-ID" attribute."
	Status: OPEN

	E548 
	2007.01.22
	E
	E.1.1.2
	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0053-INP-POCv2.0_CONR_more_comments Comment: XML Schema of final report should be defined in SUP file. 

Proposed Change: Delete section E.1.1.2 and create a new SUP file
	Status: OPEN



	E549 
	2007-01-19
	T
	E.1.1.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The XML schema should be put to SUP file.
	Status: OPEN

	E550 
	2007-01-19
	T
	E.1.1.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The XML schema is missing.
	Status: OPEN

	E551 
	2007.01.22
	T
	E.1.1

E.1.1.1

E.1.1.2


	Source: Motorola

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0053-INP-POCv2.0_CONR_more_comments Comment: In para 5 how is MAX-SIZE negotiated by a user? There is no such procedure defined. Even if PoC Server or a Poc User has a MAX-SIZE limitation and a user tries to send a file bigger than the MAX-SIZE, then the SEND request itself will be rejected by the PoC Server. In such a case an error code defined by IETF should be indicated in the SEND reject header.

Proposed Change: there is no need of MAX-SIZE parameter in the Final Report XML body.
	Status: OPEN



	E552 
	2007.01.22
	T
	E.2.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editor's note: If the progress report could be aligned with the final report for maximum size failure reporting they should be aligned.
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	E553 
	2007-01-19
	T
	E.2.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Description how to signal that a MSRP SEND could not be sent to a Participant due to being larger than its negotiated max-size is missing.

Proposed Change: Adopt the final report "max-size" attribute
	Status: OPEN


2.6 OMA-TS-PoC_XDM-V2_0-20061220-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	F1 
	2007.01.22
	T
	general
	Source: Jaekwon Oh, Samsung, jaekwon.oh@samsung.com 

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054
Comment: As the PoC User Access Policy in section 5.2 moves to Shared Policy XDMS, in PoC XDMS v2.0 there only remains ‘pocusage’ extension to ‘Group Usage List’ AUID in Shared List XDMS. As this is not a new AUID description but just PoC specific extension to the shared AUID, it would be more appropriate to move the ‘pocusage’ contents to PoC CP, than being kept in PoC XDM TS. 

Then, there remains nothing in PoC XDM V2.0. PoC 2.0 does not need PoC XDM v2.0 functional entity anymore, as the PoC group and PoC user access rule in PoC 2.0 is now provided by Shared Group XDM and Shared Policy XDM.

In architectural point of view, PoC 2.0 does need PoC XDM v1.0 just for the purpose of backward compatibility with PoC v1.0.

Proposed Change: With the above understanding, the following changes are proposed:

- Move section 5.2 to Shared Policy XDM.

- Move section 6 to an Appendix in PoC CP as PoC specific extension to Shared List XDMS.

- Remove PoC XDM v2.0 TS.

- Clarify in architecture and its description in AD that PoC XDM functional entity in the architecture diagram and its related references are that of PoC v1.0 and exists just for the purposed of backward compatibility with PoC v1.0.

- Update PoC CP if there’s reference to PoC XDM v2.0 TS, to Shared Group XDMS or Shared Policy XDMS.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F2 
	2007.01.18
	E
	General
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Some of the text herein shall be moved to XDM enabler documentation where applicable, and some text shall be moved to CP, or remain in this document depending on pending decision in OMA. However, the comments issued in this ConR contribution are valid also for the new placeholder of the same text. See comments below for details.

Proposed Change: -
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F3 
	2007.01.22
	T
	1
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # OMA-REL-2007-0048

Comment: Resolve editors note.

Proposed Change: The scope of the V2.0 PoC XDM TS is to describe V2.0 behavior toward a V1.0 XDM Client.  There are no PoC-specific Application Usages, so the current text is wrong.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F4 
	2007.01.22
	T
	1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editors Note:  Should be clarified that there is no impact to PoC 1.0 XDM Client.
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	F5 
	2006-01-19
	E
	PoC XDMS, 2.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Remove unused references.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F6 
	2006-01-19
	E
	2.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: RFC 2234 is obsolete.

Proposed Change: Change RFC2234 to RFC4234.
	Status: OPEN

	F7 
	2006-01-19
	E
	PoC XDMS, 3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Remove unused definitions.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F8 
	2007.01.18
	E
	3.2,
Group Usage List, 
Manual Answer Mode
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Definitions “Group Usage List” and “Manual Answer Mode” have incorrect font.

Proposed Change: Align font with the rest of definitions.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F9 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: 

Comment: Remove abbreviations in brackets from definitions i.e. (AUID) and (XUI) as they are included to abbreviations

Proposed Change:
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F10 
	2007.01.18
	E
	3.2,
Participant
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: For “Participant”  insert blank in text. 

Proposed Change: Replace “aPoC” by
 “a PoC”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F11 
	2007.01.18
	E
	3.2,
PoC User Access Policy
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  A “PoC User Access Policy” is the application the terms “Access Control” defined in the other PoC spec, and “Policy” defined in RD, for a PoC user. 

Proposed Change: Add existing definitions for “Access Control” and “Policy”.  Then define a new term “PoC User Access Policy” as “Access Control for a PoC User based on a Policy.”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F12 
	2007.01.22
	T
	3.2
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # OMA-REL-2007-0048

Comment: Many of the terms defined in section 3.2 are no longer needed, since the text in section 5 that used the terms has been moved to XDM 2.0.  Also, it might be useful in the definitions to map PoC terminology to the generic terminology used in XDM 2.0.  For example, “Chat PoC Group” is called “Join-in Group” in XDM 2.0.

Proposed Change: Clean up definitions.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F13 
	2007-01-19
	E
	3.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The style/font is not the same for the table lines (e.g. Group Usage List uses different font)

Proposed Change: Apply the same style.
	Status: OPEN

	F14 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Definition of "PoC Group Session" is confusing. It is possible to understand the sentence in a way that "PoC Group Session" can be "Pre-arranged PoC Group".

Proposed Change: Change to "A PoC Group Session is a Pre-arranged PoC Group Session, Ad-hoc PoC Group Session or Chat PoC Group Session.  (Source: [OMA-PoC-SD])"
	Status: OPEN

	F15 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "PoC User Access Policy" is not defined ("TBD").
	Status: OPEN

	F16 
	2007.01.18
	E
	3.3,
PoC
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The abbreviation “PoC” is interpreted differently in different PoC specs. Some with lower case “t”, some with uppercase “T”, some using hyphen, some not. In analogy with “Point-to-point” defined in [OMA Dictoinary], hyphen should be used, and lower case “t”.

Proposed Change: Change to “Push-to-talk over Cellular” where needed.

Note. This change is valid for all PoC enabler documentation and XDM enabler.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F17 
	2007.01.22
	T
	4
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # OMA-REL-2007-0048

Comment: Current text in introduction is no longer correct, since there are no PoC specific documents in PoC 2.0.

Proposed Change: Modify introduction to describe the true content of the PoC XDM TS.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F18 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "PoC XDM Application Usages include that for PoC User Acess Policy." is obsolete since XDMv2.0 Shared User Access Policy is used.  

Proposed Change: Remove the sentence.
	Status: OPEN

	F19 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: There is no statement that the PoC XDM document is used for documentation of PoCv2.0 specific features extending the Shared Group XDM and Shared User Access XDM.

Proposed Change: Add a statement "PoC XDM document documents the PoC specific XML attributes and/or XML elements extending the Shared Group and Shared User Access Policy".
	Status: OPEN

	F20 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment: Editors Note:  Backward compatibility between XDMC and XDMS should be studied
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	F21 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment:  Several Editors Notes:  Further information is FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	F22 
	2007.01.18
	E
	5.1
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The description in [OMA-PoC-CP] shall include usage, but also PoC-specific application rules (data semantics) etc. for those elements defined in XDM but used by PoC.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F23 
	2007.01.15
	T
	5.1 <All Editor’s Notes >
	Source: jonathan.lohr@sonyericsson.com

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: It should be determined whether additional information is needed for any of the Editor’s Notes.

Proposed Change: Provide any needed information and delete the notes.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F24 
	2006-01-19
	T
	PoC XDMS, 5.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Solve the Editor's Note.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F25 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # OMA-REL-2007-0048

Comment: Section 5.1 should describe how backward compatibility with PoC Groups is resolved.  The V2.0 network elements must behave toward V1.0 clients as if a PoC XDMS exists, and this behavior must be described.

Proposed Change: Replace note with normative text describing how V2.0 network elements must handle the V1.0 PoC Group AUID (e.g. the Aggregation Proxy must map to shared Group AUID).
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F26 
	2007-01-19
	E
	5.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "NOTE:" does not use the appropriate style.
	Status: OPEN

	F27 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.1, 1st paragraph 2nd sentence; 5.2, 1st paragraph 2nd sentence
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Backward compatibility of PoCv2.0 solution with PoCv1.0 Client is not described. It is not ensured that the PoCv1.0 Client used by a PoC User can change the same data (e.g. Chat Group X) as PoCv2.0 Client used by the same PoC User. Unless this is defined, the PoC Server needs to check two locations (PoC XDMS and Shared Group XDMS) for the Chat PoC Group X definition when another PoC User attempts to set up Chat PoC Session for the Chat PoC Group X.

Proposed Change: A functional entity which transforms 

the PoCv1.0 Group XCAP requests/responses to XMDv2.0 Shared Group XCAP requests/responses 

the PoCv1.0 User Access Policy XCAP requests/responses to XMDv2.0 Shared User Access Policy XCAP requests/responses

needs to be identified or Shared XDMS needs to be able to fulfill the POCv1.0 XDMS functions.
	Status: OPEN

	F28 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1.1 through 5.1.11
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # OMA-REL-2007-0048

Comment: There is no such thing as a “V2.0 PoC Group” document.  Note that PoC CP TS refers directly to Shared Group XDM TS, not PoC XDM TS.

Proposed Change: Delete sections 5.1.1 through 5.1.11, and add text to 5.1 describing where to find description for V1.0 (e.g. PoC Group) and V2.0 (e.g. shared Group) AUIDs.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F29 
	2006-01-19
	T
	PoC XDMS, 5.1.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Remove the Editor's Note.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F30 
	2006-01-19
	T
	PoC XDMS, 5.1.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Remove the Editor's Note.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F31 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.1, 2nd paragraph 1st sentence
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Statement "PoC Group is described in  the [SHARED_GROUP_XDM] "Group"." is incorrect. [SHARED_GROUP_XDM] "Group" does not describe PoC Group – it describes the general XDM Group.

Proposed Change: Replace the statement with e.g. "The Group defined in [SHARED_GROUP_XDM] is considered as PoC Group".
	Status: OPEN

	F32 
	2006-01-19
	T
	PoC XDMS, 5.1.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Remove the Editor's Note.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F33 
	2007.01.18
	E
	5.1.3
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Spelling error

Proposed Change: Change “XDM Schema” to “XML Schema”.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F34 
	2006-01-19
	T
	PoC XDMS, 5.1.4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Remove the Editor's Note.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F35 
	2006-01-19
	T
	PoC XDMS, 5.1.5
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Remove the Editor's Note.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F36 
	2006-01-19
	T
	PoC XDMS, 5.1.6
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Remove the Editor's Note.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F37 
	2007.01.18
	E
	5.1.6
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Spelling error

Proposed Change: Change “cobstraints” to “constraints”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F38 
	2006-01-19
	T
	PoC XDMS, 5.1.7
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Remove the Editor's Note.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F39 
	2006-01-19
	T
	PoC XDMS, 5.1.8
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Remove the Editor's Note.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F40 
	2006-01-19
	T
	PoC XDMS, 5.1.9
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Remove the Editor's Note.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F41 
	2006-01-19
	T
	PoC XDMS, 5.1.10
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Remove the Editor's Note.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F42 
	2007.01.18
	E
	5.1.10
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Spelling error

Proposed Change: Change “interdepenencies” to “interdependencies” and “interdependences” to “interdependencies”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F43 
	2006-01-19
	T
	PoC XDMS, 5.1.11
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Remove the Editor's Note.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F44 
	2006-01-19
	E
	PoC XDMS, 5.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Correct the used font.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F45 
	2006-01-19
	E
	PoC XDMS, 5.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Correct 'Acees' to 'Access'.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F46 
	2007.01.18
	E
	5.2
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Wrong reference

Proposed Change: Change “User Access Policy” to “Shared User Access Policy”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F47 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.2
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # OMA-REL-2007-0048

Comment: Section 5.2 should describe how backward compatibility with PoC User Access Policy is resolved.  The V2.0 network elements must behave toward V1.0 clients as if a PoC XDMS exists, and this behavior must be described.

Proposed Change: Replace note with normative text describing how V2.0 network elements must handle the V1.0 PoC User Access Policy AUID (e.g. the Aggregation Proxy must map to shared User Access Policy AUID).
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F48 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.2 PoC User Access Policy
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM
Form: INP

Comment: Media specific access rules is missing. 

Proposed Change: Media specific access rules needed to be specified.
	Status: OPEN



	F49 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.2.1 through 5.2.11
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # OMA-REL-2007-0048

Comment: There is no such thing as a “V2.0 PoC User Access Policy” document.

Proposed Change: Delete sections 5.2.1 through 5.2.11, and add text to 5.2 describing where to find description for V1.0 (e.g. PoC User Access Policy) and V2.0 (e.g. shared User Access Policy) AUIDs.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F50 
	2006-01-19
	E
	PoC XDMS, 5.2.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Correct the used font.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F51 
	2007.01.18
	E
	5.2.2
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Missing body text

Proposed Change: Change heading 5.2.3 to “XML Schema” and the rest of the heading shall be body text under 5.2.2
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F52 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.2, 2nd paragraph 1st sentence
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Statement "PoC User Access Policy is described in  the [SHARED_POLICY_XDM] "User Access Policy"." is incorrect. [SHARED_POLICY_XDM] "User Access Policy" does not describe PoC User Access Policy – it describes the general User Access Policy.

Proposed Change: Replace the statement with e.g. "The User Access Policy defined in [SHARED_POLICY_XDM] defines the PoC User Access Policy".
	Status: OPEN

	F53 
	2007.01.18
	E
	5.2.3
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Wrong subclause reference

Proposed Change: Change ref to “XLM Schema”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F54 
	2007.01.22
	E
	5.2.3
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Formatting of sections needs to be done.

Proposed Change: Update 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F55 
	2007-01-19
	E
	5.2.3, 5.2.9
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The text became part of the following heading.
	Status: OPEN

	F56 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.2.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Text from previous chapter used as heading 

Proposed Change: Change format of “Application Unique ID is described in  the [SHARED_POLICY_XDM] "Application Unique ID".”
	Status: OPEN

	F57 
	2007.01.18
	E
	5.2.4
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Wrong subclause reference

Proposed Change: Change ref to “Default Namespace”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F58 
	2007.01.18
	E
	5.2.5
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Wrong subclause reference

Proposed Change: Change ref to “MIME Type”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F59 
	2007.01.18
	T
	5.2.6,
3rd para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  This is also valid if <many> subelement <except> is present.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F60 
	2007.01.18
	E
	5.2.6,
paragraph 3-7
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  This is text moved to Shared Policy document (already there)

Proposed Change: remove text and refer to Shared policy spec.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F61 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.2.6
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The statements related to PoC XDMS error behavior are obsolete since the User Access Policy is no longer stored in PoC XDMS. 

Proposed Change: Remove the text or move it to Shared User Access Policy.
	Status: OPEN

	F62 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.2.6
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Validation constrains are described in Shared Policy XDMS 

Proposed Change: Remove duplicate text – all except first paragraph
	Status: OPEN

	F63 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.2.7
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The text duplicates the Shared User Access Policy document text.

Proposed Change: Remove the duplicates
	Status: OPEN

	F64 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.2.7
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Data semantics are described in Shared Policy XDMS 

Proposed Change: Remove duplicate text – second and third paragraph
	Status: OPEN

	F65 
	2007.01.18
	E
	5.2.7,
paragraph 2-4
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  This is text moved to Shared Policy document (already there)

Proposed Change: remove text and refer to Shared policy spec.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F66 
	2007.01.18
	E
	5.2.8
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Body text missing

Proposed Change: Change heading 5.2.9 to “Global Documents” and the rest of the heading shall be body text under 5.2.8
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F67 
	2006-01-19
	E
	PoC XDMS, 5.2.8
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Correct the used font.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F68 
	2007.01.22
	E
	5.2.9
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Formatting of sections needs to be done.

Proposed Change: Update 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F69 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.2.9
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Text from previous chapter used as heading 

Proposed Change: Change format of “Naming conventions are described in  the [SHARED_POLICY_XDM] "Naming conventions".”
	Status: OPEN

	F70 
	2007.01.18
	E
	5.2.10
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Spelling error

Proposed Change: Change “interdepenencies” to “interdependencies” and “interdependences” to “interdependencies”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F71 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # OMA-REL-2007-0048

Comment: The PoC XDM TS should include only information about PoC-specific Application Usages.  Extensions to shared Application Usages (e.g. stored in Shared XDMSs) do not belong in the PoC XDM Spec.

Proposed Change: Move Section 6 to the PoC CP TS.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F72 
	2007.01.18
	T
	6.1
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The subclause structure and text herein should follow the template in appendix D of Shared Group document.  

Proposed Change: Update subclause structure
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F73 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1

6.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: extension defines new namespace but the namespace name is not stated

Proposed Change: Add a new subchapter which will state the namespace name
	Status: OPEN

	F74 
	2007.01.18
	T
	6.2
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The subclause structure and text herein shall follow the template in appendix D of Shared Group document.  

Proposed Change: Update subclause structure
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F75 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.2
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # OMA-REL-2007-0048

Comment: Sub-section headings within section 6 should be the name of the shared Application Usage that is being extended – not the nature of the extension.

Proposed Change: Change title of section 6.2 from “Dispatcher Actions” to “Group”.  If desired, further subsections (e.g. 6.2.1) can be created per PoC-specific feature being added to the Group document (e.g. dispatcher), but that is probably not necessary.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F76 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6.2.2
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  spelling error/missing blank

Proposed Change: Add a blank between “<allow-dispatcher-role-transfer>” and “element”.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F77 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6.2.3,
1st para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Wrong wording

Proposed Change: Change “”action”” to “element”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F78 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6.2.3,
2nd para-graph (false)
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Wrong wording

Proposed Change: Change “the adoption by the PoC User of” to “the PoC User to adopt”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F79 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6.2.3,
3rd para-graph (true)
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Wrong wording

Proposed Change: Change “the adoption by the PoC User of” to “the PoC User to adopt”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F80 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6.2.3,
4th para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Wrong wording

Proposed Change: Change “”action”” to “element”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F81 
	2007.01.22
	T
	B
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: XDMC/XDMS specific SCR Items are needed.

Proposed Change: Update the tables. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F82 
	2007.01.18
	T
	B.1
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The functions reside in Shared Group XDMS

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F83 
	2007.01.18
	T
	B.1.1,
2nd row
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  It is not PoC XDMS that gives the response but Shared Group XDMS

Proposed Change: Refer to Shared Group XDMS
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F84 
	2007-01-19
	T
	B.1.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: POC_XDM-XGP-C-002-M and POC_XDM-XGP-C-004-O do not point to a functionality described in this 5.1.6.
Proposed Change: Remove the SCRs.
	Status: OPEN

	F85 
	2007.01.18
	T
	B.2
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The functions reside in Shared Policy XDMS

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F86 
	2007.01.22
	E
	B.2
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Change references of the SCR Items depending on where the Access Policy is placed.

Proposed Change: Update
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F87 
	2007.01.22
	T
	B.2
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Check whether the move of the PoC User Access Policy will change the SCR Items content.

Proposed Change: Update
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F88 
	2007.01.18
	T
	B.2.1,
2nd row
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  It is not PoC XDMS that gives the response but Shared Policy XDMS

Proposed Change: Refer to Shared Policy XDMS
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F89 
	2007-01-19
	T
	B.2.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 5.2.6 does not describe any PoC Client related functionality mentioned in POC_XDM-XAP-C-002-M.
Proposed Change: Remove the SCR.
	Status: OPEN

	F90 
	2007-01-19
	T
	B.2.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Since the PoC User Access Policy is based on Shared User Access Policy and is stored in Shared User Access Policy XDMS, the SCRs are not longer applicable.
Proposed Change: Remove the SCRs.
	Status: OPEN

	F91 
	2007.01.18
	T
	B.4
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  This is only valid for PoC Usage List. For all other functions there is no PoC XDMS V2.0

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F92 
	2007-01-19
	T
	B.4.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: POC_XDM-XBC-C-001-M defines a test for the backward compatibility defined in the 5.1, but there is no normative statement in 5.1
	Status: OPEN

	F93 
	2007-01-19
	T
	B.4.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Since the backward compatibility concept is missing, the SCR is not meaningful.
	Status: OPEN

	F94 
	2007.01.22
	T
	Appendix C
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # OMA-REL-2007-0048

Comment: Appendix C does not contain any useful information.

Proposed Change: Delete Appendix C.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F95 
	2007.01.18
	E
	C.1
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  wrong wording

Proposed Change: Remove first “the” in body text
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F96 
	2007.01.18
	E
	C.1.1
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  spelling error etc

Proposed Change: Replace “socuments are” by “documents is”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F97 
	2007.01.22
	T
	C.1.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment:  Editors Note:  Further information is FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	F98 
	2007.01.18
	E
	C.2.1
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  wrong wording

Proposed Change: Remove first “the” in body text
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F99 
	2007.01.18
	E
	C.2.1
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The referred subclause in [SHARED_POLICY_XDM] does not exist.

Proposed Change: A review comment has already been issued on XDM to add an Appendix with examples. Refer to applicable subclause therein.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F100 
	2007.01.18
	E
	C.2.1
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  reminiscence of old text

Proposed Change: Remove “1)”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F101 
	2007-01-19
	T
	App H
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Appendix H is to be merged with the main text
	Status: OPEN

	F102 
	2007.01.22
	T
	Appendix H
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment:  Editor's Note:  This content should be moved to Shared Access Policy document and some quidelines should be generated to poc XDMS by separate CRs
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	F103 
	2007.01.22
	T
	Appendix H

5.2.7
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment:  Editor's Note:  More appropriate wording for 'full-duplex'/'half-duplex' is FFS 

Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	F104 
	2007.01.22
	T
	Appendix H

5.2.7
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment:  Editor's Note:  It is FFS if audio includes PoC Speech or not
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	F105 
	2007.01.22
	T
	Appendix H
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # OMA-REL-2007-0048

Comment: Text in Appendix H has been moved to XDM 2.0.

Proposed Change: Delete Appendix H.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F106 
	2006-01-19
	T
	PoC XDMS, Appendix H
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Move this text to Shared Policy XDMS.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	F107 
	2007.01.18
	E
	H.2.1
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Wrong title of ref [XSD-XDM2_Media_Ext]

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F108 
	2007.01.18
	E
	H.2.1
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Move to Shared Policy XDM spec 

Proposed Change:  
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F109 
	2007.01.18
	E
	H.3.2
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Move to Shared Policy XDM spec

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F110 
	2007.01.18
	E
	H.5.2
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Move 5.2.1 about “actions” and parts of 5.2.7, see comment below. The rest is already in Shared policy XDM spec

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F111 
	2007.01.18
	E
	H.5.2.2
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  wrong AUID. According to Shared policy XDM spec it is “shared-rules”.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F112 
	2007.01.18
	E
	H.5.2.3
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  wrong subclause reference

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F113 
	2007.01.18
	E
	H.5.2.7,
10th para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Rephrasing needed in last sentence

Proposed Change: replace sentence by “The value is of a Boolean type:”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F114 
	2007.01.18
	T
	H.5.2.7,
10th para-graph etc.
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Should text about elements for IPII and PoC Box remain in this document or be moved to [OMA-PoC-CP]? Whatever is the decision, a subclause structure as specified in template described in appendix of Shared Policy XDM spec shall be used for that (the template is not available yet, but a review comment to add it is issued for XDM)

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F115 
	2007.01.18
	E
	H.5.2.7,
2nd  NOTE
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  text margin of note not aligned

Proposed Change: -
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F116 
	2007.01.18
	E
	H.5.2.7,
first NOTE
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  wrong element name

Proposed Change: replace “<actions>” by “<allow-invite> action”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F117 
	2007.01.18
	E
	H.5.2.8
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Wrong document name. According to Shared policy XDM spec it is “shared-rules”. 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F118 
	2007.01.18
	T
	H.B.2
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Move this appendix to Shared Policy XDM spec and align names in the examples to naming conventions specified in that document

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F119 
	2007.01.18
	E
	H.B.2.1,
1st para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  wrong figure reference

Proposed Change: Replace “Figure B.3” by “Figure B.1”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F120 
	2007.01.18
	E
	H.B.2.1,
step 3
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  misaligned text in document

Proposed Change: put “</conditions>” on a separate line and indent correctly
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F121 
	2007.01.18
	E
	H.5.2.7,
1st para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  wrong subclause reference

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F122 
	2007.01.18
	E
	H5.2.7,
2nd para-graph
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Move to Shared Policy XDM spec 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	F123 
	2007.01.18
	E
	H5.2.7,
5th – 9th paragraph 
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Move all text about <allow-invite> except the note, which is PoC enabler specific text, to Shared Policy XDM spec (IM should use the same element)

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>


2.7 OMA-TS-POC_Invocation_Descriptor-V2_0-20061221-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	G1 
	2007-01-19
	E
	Whole document
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The "PoCv2.0" can be converted to "PoC" since this document describes PoCv2.0 issues.
	Status: OPEN

	G2 
	2007-01-19
	T
	1

3.3

Fig 1

5.1.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 

The following terms are not defined:

"PoC Invocation Descriptor"

"Web"

"PoC2.0 Client Agents"

"XDM Server"

"Handset" in Fig1

"Group Information" in Fig1

"Aggregation Proxy"

"PoC Session Initiation"
	Status: OPEN

	G3 
	2007.01.22
	E
	2.1
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Some of the links to not have the hyperlink formatting.

Proposed Change: Correct.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	G4 
	2007.01.22
	T
	2.1 ([GAA])
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Should we be specifying a specific version of 3GPP: "v6.4.0". Should not the release be sufficient?

Proposed Change: Clarify and update.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	G5 
	2007.01.22
	T/E
	2.1 ([XCAP])
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: The reference and link to the IETF draft is expired.

Proposed Change:  Update the technical portion and the reference to the version 12.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	G6 
	2007.01.22
	E
	2.1 ([XCAP_List])
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: The link has a typo.

Proposed Change: Need to add a "-" between "xcap" and "list" in the reference.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	G7 
	2006-01-19
	E
	2.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: RFC 2234 is obsolete.

Proposed Change: Change RFC2234 to RFC4234.
	Status: OPEN

	G8 
	2007-01-19
	T
	C.2.1.3, Fig C.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: it is not clear why the White-list process is PoC Client. It should rather be UE as the PoC Client does not have any information about the allowed Web servers.

Proposed Change: Update the picture and remove the PoC Client from the picture.
	Status: OPEN

	G9 
	2007-01-19
	T
	C.2.1.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The location of the "otherns" name space and its elements/attributes is not defined.
	

	G10 
	2007.01.16
	E
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology used but not included in the definition subclause. 

Proposed Change: Define the following terms in the subclause:

Media

PoC Service Provider
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	G11 
	2007.01.16
	T
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The use of "member" is a little bit misleading since e.g. an unrestricted Chat PoC Group does not contain members.

Proposed Change: Change 

…does not result in other members of…

(
does not result in other PoC Users
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	G12 
	2007.01.16
	T
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: TEL URI is missing

Proposed Change: Define TEL URI
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	G13 
	2007.01.22
	T
	3.2
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Some of the definitions are not consistent with the SD/AD/CP.

Proposed Change: Align the definitions across the documents.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	G14 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.2 (PoC Server)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: "3GPP IMS and 3GPP2 MMD". The usage of MMD should be aligned with the agreed "3GPP/3GPP2 IMS"

Proposed Change: Correct.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	G15 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.2 (SIP URI)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Align the reference to the RFC 3261 with correct notation of [RFC3261]

Proposed Change: Update
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	G16 
	2007.01.16
	E
	3.2 Chat PoC Group
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Name of the title in reference shall be in italic, i.e. "PoC Group"

Proposed Change: Change title name to be "PoC Group"
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	G17 
	2007.01.16
	E
	3.2 Conference-Factory-URI
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Reference to CP not complete, "" at the end.

Proposed Change:  Add title of the Appendix subclause within "".

[OMA-PoC-CP] Appendix B "The parameters to be provisioned for PoC service"
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	G18 
	2007.01.16
	E
	3.2 MIME Types
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Uses some undefined terminology or defined terminology spelled in a different way, why?

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	G19 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is not clear what is the device in which "Browser" is

Proposed Change: Replace "device" with "User Equipment"
	Status: OPEN

	G20 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "HTTP User Agent" is defined differently than in HTTP RFC (RFC2616) which states 

   user agent

      The client which initiates a request.

Proposed Change: Use the RFC2616 definition
	Status: OPEN

	G21 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Missing reference in the "Conference-Factory-URI" definition.
	Status: OPEN

	G22 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is not necessary to list the HTTP headers (Content-Encoding, Content-Type) in the definitions, since their behavior is described in HTTP RFC 2616 and may be more complicated than the definition.
	Status: OPEN

	G23 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2, "PoC Session"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Definition of "PoC Session" is confusing. It is possible to understand the sentence in a way that "PoC Session" can be "Pre-arranged PoC Group".

Proposed Change: Change to "A PoC Session is a SIP Session established by the procedures of this specification. This specification supports the following types of PoC Sessions: 1-1 PoC Session, Ad-hoc PoC Group Session, Pre-arranged PoC Group Session, or Chat PoC Group Session."
	Status: OPEN

	G24 
	2007-01-19
	E
	3.2, "Pre-arranged PoC Group"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Strange formatting of “  true”
	Status: OPEN

	G25 
	2007.01.16
	T
	3.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: TEL is missing

Proposed Change: Include TEL in the list
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	G26 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.3
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Change "Push-to-Talk Over Cellular" to "Push to talk over Cellular"

Proposed Change: Update
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	G27 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The last sentence in the 1:st paragraph sounds more like an requirement that an description.

" PoC2.0 should leverage browsing to enrich and enhance its capabilities."

Proposed Change: Change to something descriptive instead.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	G28 
	2007.01.16
	E
	4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: A overview of the expected functionality is nice but could be maid even better if references to the clauses in the document where this interesting things are specified.

Proposed Change: Try to at the end make references to clauses in the document, see introduction in CP.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	G29 
	2007.01.16
	E
	4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Use defined terminology.

Proposed Change: Change:

(2) Invoking PoC Client and initiating 1-1, Ad-hoc and pre-arranged group sessions

(
(2) Invoking PoC Client and initiating 1-1 PoC Sessions, Ad-hoc PoC Group Sessions and Pre-arranged PoC Group sessions

group ( PoC Group,

browser ( Browser,

etc.

(Many occurrences)


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	G30 
	2007.01.22
	E
	4
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Align with PoC definitions, for example " Ad-hoc and pre-arranged group sessions "

Proposed Change: Correct.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	G31 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The statement "PoC2.0 should leverage browsing to enrich and enhance its capabilities." is not clear.

Similarly "There are two aspects to leveraging browsing in PoC2.0:" is not clear.

Proposed Change: replace the sentences as follows:

1st sentence - "This specification defines extensions to the existing Browser and Web server to allow the User to use the PoC features from the Browser rather than from PoC Client".

2nd sentence – "The focus of this document is on two aspects".
	Status: OPEN

	G32 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is not clear what are the "other back end servers".
	Status: OPEN

	G33 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is not clear whether the 1st aspect ("Facilitating group management") is in scope of this document. 

Proposed Change: If out of scope, it should be stated here.
	Status: OPEN

	G34 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4, 5.1.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The uppercase should be used for defined terms 

"pre-arranged group sessions"

"XDM server" (not defined but used in abbreviations)
"browser"

"group" -> "PoC Group" or "Shared Group"
	Status: OPEN

	G35 
	2007.01.16
	T
	5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Shouldn't this type of information be in the RD instead.

Proposed Change: Move information in clause 5 to RD

or

Move information to an informative appendix.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	G36 
	2007.01.16
	E
	5.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Use correct terminology

Proposed Change: browser ( Browser

group ( PoC Group
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	G37 
	2007.01.16
	E
	5.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Style is wrong 

Proposed Change: Copy "NO" from CP or UP and change style to be "NO" instead.

Change Note to NOTE 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	G38 
	2007.01.16
	T
	5.1.1 (2)
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The sentence " In this case, Alice knows that everyone should be available". So Alice need to have this knowledge before using the “CALL ENTIRE GROUP” feature. Why? I though it was the other way around.
Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	G39 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.1.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is not clear what is meant by "Allow the PoC User to select the member(s) to call". as for the Chat PoC Group Session and Pre-arranged PoC Group Session, the member selection is not needed and for the Ad-hoc PoC Group Session or 1-1 PoC Session any PoC User can be used.
	Status: OPEN

	G40 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.1.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is not clear why different shapes, colors and line types are used in the Fig. 1

Proposed Change: Add explanation what each shape and color means
	Status: OPEN

	G41 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.1.1 (1)
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 

The order of the items in the bullet list is strange – the Web server is provided by the 2nd bullet, while it is accessed already in the 1st bullet.

It is unclear what is meant by connecting to a Web server.

It is unclear what is meant by "The Web server …. presents Alice’s home page on her browser" as the Web server provides the Web page which is presented by the browser.

It is unclear from where the home page contains the other information – e.g. "other information such as news, offers, etc.". It would be better to state in bullet 2 that the Web server provides this information.

It is unclear what means "The home page presents …." as it is the browser which presents the home page which contains ….

It is unclear why in the 6th bullet the Web server explicitly access Shared Group XDMS while the same was not mentioned in the 4th bullet for which the access to the Shared Group XDMS is also needed.
	Status: OPEN

	G42 
	2007.01.16
	E
	5.1.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Use defined terminology and correct PoC WG agreed style.

Proposed Change: group ( PoC Group

Section 6.4 ( subclause 6.4 "XML Schema"
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	G43 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.1.2 6
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "The PoC User request for PoC Session initiation is detected by the Browser." seems to be incorrect – at this moment only HTTP request is sent and Browser is unaware that the HTTP request will result to download a PoC Invocation Descriptor document.

Proposed Change: Remove the sentence
	Status: OPEN

	G44 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.1.2 8
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "The Web server creates the PoC Invocation Descriptor compliant to the XML Schema specified in Section 6.4  using the information specified by the PoC User,…." seems to be incorrect – the information are not specified by the PoC User but by the Browser – the PoC User may just click at the submit button so that all the pieces of information are reused from the previous Web page rather then inserted by PoC User.

Proposed Change: Change to e.g. "the information contained in the HTTP request submitted by the Browser."
	Status: OPEN

	G45 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: " PoC Session Initiation " not defined.

Proposed Change: Update (define, or put in lower case)
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	G46 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "The PoC Invocation Descriptor is an XML document, used to describe information for PoC Session Initiation" is unclear – the PoC Invocation descriptor contains the information for the PoC Session initiation, rather that describing them. The XML schema describes the information need for the PoC Session invocation.
Proposed Change: Change to "The PoC Invocation Descriptor is an XML document containing the information necessary for PoC Session initiation"
	Status: OPEN

	G47 
	2007.01.16
	E
	6.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Style is wrong. Is note needed.

Proposed Change: If needed, copy "NO" from CP or UP and change style to be "NO" instead.

Change Note to NOTE 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	G48 
	2007.01.16
	E
	6.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Use correct PoC WG agreed style.

Proposed Change: 
Section 6.4 ( subclause 6.4 "XML Schema".
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	G49 
	2007.01.16
	T
	6.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: In the paragraph below the note: the sentence " Basically, a PoC Invocation Descriptor contains a list of the PoC Address entries. " is informative.

Proposed Change: Remove sentence, move to a note or make it normative.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	G50 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: " The PoC Invocation Descriptor is received by the HTTP User Agent " Text needs to be clarified. It is clear in the section that PoC Invocation Descriptor is sent to the PoC Client, but when exactly does it get created and where does the HTTP UA get it from.

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	G51 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.1
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: "NOT" is not used correctly.

Proposed Change: Change "NOT" to "not"
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	G52 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 

The relation between 1st and 2nd sentence is not clear – make two notes if needed.

2nd sentence of the NOTE seems to be the same as the text in 6. Unclear why it is needed.
	Status: OPEN

	G53 
	2007-01-19
	E
	6.1, 6.2, ..
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: NOTE uses a style which looks different than in the other PoCv2.0 documents – compare with style "NO" in ControlPlane.
	Status: OPEN

	G54 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.1 , 6.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 

3rd paragraph of 6.1 and 1st paragraph of 6.2 focus on the same issue – checking of the XML schema and actions related to syntactically wrong content. it is unclear why the description is split over 2 subclauses

Proposed Change: Merge together
	Status: OPEN

	G55 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.2.
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The attribute "uri" description and the following text are not in sync – POC Group identity only is allowed in the "uri" description, while the Conference-Factory-URI is allowed in the following text too.
	Status: OPEN

	G56 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.2.
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The text "When the value of the “uri” attribute is a Conference-Factory-URI, the <poc-session> element SHALL contain exactly one <list> element" is inconsistent with the C.2.1.3 2 1st bullet.
	Status: OPEN

	G57 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.2.
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is not cleat why "NOT" is in uppercase.
	Status: OPEN

	G58 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.2.
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "SHOULD create and send a SIP INVITE request" may be incorrect if Pre-established Session is used as REFER is used instead of INVITE

Proposed Change: Do not state SIP method used to initiate the PoC Session.
	Status: OPEN

	G59 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.2.
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "When the value of the “uri” attribute is a PoC Group Identity, the <poc-session> element SHALL contain exactly one <invite-members> element." is different that the PoC Group/Shared Group definition which specifies that allow-invite is optional and if not present, then the POC Group is Chat PoC Group. It is unclear why it was changed.

Proposed Change: Make it the same as in the PoC Group.
	Status: OPEN

	G60 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6.2.2.
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "When the value of the “uri” attribute is a Conference-Factory-URI, the <poc-session> element MAY contain one or zero <invite-members> element." – it is unclear why this is allowed since the <invite-members> are ignored in 6.2.6 "A syntactically valid <invite-members> element MAY be presented even if the value of the “uri” attribute of its parent <poc-session> element is a Conference-Factory-URI. However the <invite-members> element is not required in this case, and MUST be ignored by the PoC Client.".

Compare with the other case, where there is stated that exactly 1 <allow-invite> is allowed.

Proposed Change: Remove the possibility to include <allow-invite> when "uri" is a Conference-Factory-URI.
	Status: OPEN

	G61 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.2.2
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: "NOT" is not used correctly.

Proposed Change: Change "NOT" to "not"
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	G62 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.1
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Usage of UE is not correct.

Proposed Change: Update UE with PoC Client.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	G63 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.2.2


	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Usage of UE is not correct.

Proposed Change: Update UE with PoC Client.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	G64 
	2007.01.22
	E
	C.2
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Usage of UE is not correct.

Proposed Change: Update UE with PoC Client.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	G65 
	2007.01.16
	E
	6.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Use correct PoC WG agreed style.

Proposed Change: Section6.3. ( subclause 6.3 "MIME Media Type".
Section 6.4 ( subclause 6.4 "XML Schema".
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	G66 
	2007.01.16
	T
	6.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problems

Proposed Change: should ( SHOULD

(2 occurences) 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	G67 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.2
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: " If not, then the PoC Client should display an error message to the PoC User." Informative usage of "should"
Proposed Change: Change "should" to SHOULD.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	G68 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.2
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Shouldn't there be a reference to the HTTP specification in: " A PoC Invocation Descriptor retrieved through HTTP should use the standard HTTP content negotiation mechanisms, such as the Content-Encoding header and the Content-Type charset parameter to decode the entity to the preferred character set for the actual MIME Media Type representation of the PoC Invocation Descriptor."
Proposed Change: Update.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	G69 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.2
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Place attributes in double quotation marks.
Proposed Change: Update. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	G70 
	2007.01.16
	T
	6.2.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: In the paragraph below: "This attribute represents the PoC Group Identity." Chat group is mentioned. This is in conflict with text in clause 4 "introduction".
Proposed Change: Change the introduction to also include chat group as in this subclause.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	G71 
	2007.01.16
	T
	6.2.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The second last paragraph before Element content is informative and can be a NOTE instead.

"In this context, a URI is a Conference-Factory-URI if it matches one of the provisioned Conference-Factory-URI values in the UE. A URI that is not a Conference-Factory-URI is a PoC Group Identity."

Proposed Change: Make the paragraph a NOTE instead.


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	G72 
	2007.01.16
	E
	6.2.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Style is wrong of the Note at the end.

Proposed Change: Copy "NO" from CP or UP and change style to be "NO" instead.

Change Note to NOTE 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	G73 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.2.2
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: The description of the elements and attributes could be clearer, for example, have 2 case: when the uri attribute is Conference Factory URI and second case when the uri attribute is PoC Group Identity. For each of these cases, specify in bullets required and optional elements and attributes. It is confusing to read the text as is.
Proposed Change: Clarify. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	G74 
	2007.01.16
	E
	6.2.3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Why is a MUST used here.

Proposed Change: MUST ( SHALL
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	G75 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.2.6
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Mispelled: "<invite-mambers> "
Proposed Change: Correct
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	G76 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.3
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Put quotes around: " application/vnd.oma.poc.invocation-descriptor+xml"
Proposed Change: Update 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	G77 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.5
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Remove informative from: "“Security (informative)” as "
Proposed Change: Update
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	G78 
	2007.01.16
	E
	Appendix B
	Source: Anders Lindgren, Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  In all examples use a relative URI in the GET request as the request is towards a reverse HTTP proxy (AP)/ HTTP server ( XDMS) and not a HTTP proxy. Do also remove "/service" as part of the XCAP Rout URI in order to align with latest IETF XCAP draft and latest OMA-TS-XCM-core.

Proposed Change:  Change all " GET http://xcap.example.com/services/org.openmobilealliance…. " to 

"GET /org.openmobilealliance…. "in all examples in the appendix. Add also

 "Host: xcap.example.com"

 where it is missing after the GET statement. 
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	G79 
	2007.01.22
	E
	Appendix B
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Add more GET messages in examples
Proposed Change: Update 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	G80 
	2007.01.16
	E
	B1 bullet 6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The bullet include the word "must" and this is not appropriate in an informative text.

Proposed Change: must ( is
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED



	G81 
	2007-01-19
	E
	B
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Since the subclause B is informative, it should not contain "must", "should", "may"

Proposed Change: Change

"must" -> is

"should" -> can

"may" -> can
	Status: OPEN


2.8 OMA-TS-PoC_Interworking_Service-V2_0-20061221-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	H1 
	2007.01.16
	E
	1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: In the first paragraph there is some small editorial problem.

“OMA PoC Control Plane, ”
Proposed Change: “OMA PoC Control Plane, ” ( 

“OMA PoC Control Plane”,
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	H2 
	2007.01.16
	E
	3.2 PoC Interworking Function
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Strange English

Part of the PoC Interworking Service, it provides conversion between PoC Network based SIP signaling, Talk Burst Control and Media Burst Control Protocol, and Media packet transport, and External P2T Network based session signaling, floor control, and Media transport protocol.

Further, since IWF is only valid for PoC 2.0, Talk Burst Control can be removed.

Proposed Change: Rephrase: Part of the PoC Interworking Service,  and it….

Remove Talk Burst Control Protocol
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	H3 
	2006-01-19
	E
	4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Use "PoC Server performing …." Instead of PoC server fulfilling …". 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	H4 
	2007.01.16
	E
	4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Bullet list indented to much.

Proposed Change: Move to left (use OMA template style).
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	H5 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4 scenario 3
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: In the description of scenario the following sentence before the figure 3 is wrong: 

" In support of usage scenario 3 the PoC Interworking Agent is used to connect to the PoC Server fulfilling the Participating PoC Function as shown in Figure 3
"

The text below the figure 3 is correct!

Proposed Change: Replace with:

In support of usage scenario 3 the PoC Interworking Agent is used to connect to the PoC Server fulfilling the PoC Client function as shown in Figure 3

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	H6 
	2007.01.16
	E
	4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: It would be nice with references to what the document contains at the end of this introduction, see CP as an example.

Proposed Change: Include references as in the CP introduction.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	H7 
	2007.01.16
	T
	4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The subclause should benefit in having a section about usage scenarios for XDM. This would simplify the understanding of the XDM endorsement clause!

Proposed Change: Include a new section (or as part of e.g. scenario 3) XDM.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	H8 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0045

Comment: CP SCR nomenclature has changed.

Proposed Change:  Update SCR nomenclature
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	H9 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.1 / 8 NOTE
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 

"NOTE: The use of the PoC Box feature is not a requirement for the PoC Interworking Service. The use of the PoC Box feature within the PoC Network is not visible at the open interface to the PoC Interworking Service. " is incorrect – the PoC Box usage is visible by Contact feature tag actor and automata. 

If the PoC Session is set up with PoC Box, the P2T Client should be informed by the Interworking Function about it. Alternatively, PoC Session set up with PoC Box can be prevented.

Proposed Change: Change the description so that the Interworking PoC Function/Interworking PoC Agent always inserts Reject-Contact for the INVITE request sent to PoC network or Interworking PoC Function/Interworking PoC Agent informs the P2T User about PoC Box being part of the PoC Session.
	Status: OPEN

	H10 
	2007.01.16
	E
	5.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: What does:

"Replicate general statements referring to the PoC Client for the PoC Interworking Agent.

Replicate general statements referring to the PoC Server for the PoC Interworking Function.

Replicate the statements referring to PoC Users for P2T Users and PoC Remote Access Users. 

" mean.

Proposed Change: Rephrase it so also I with my poor English understands it -( 

(Couldn't find it in a dictionary with 152 000 English words and phrases)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	H11 
	2007.01.16
	T
	5.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The " In order to support usage scenario 1 as described in clause 1 “Scope”…" is not correct since there are no scenarios described in the Scope clause.

Proposed Change: Change to clause 4 instead.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	H12 
	2007.01.16
	E
	5.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: There is no need for a level 2 "General" subclause.

Proposed Change: Remove the heading 5.1 "General)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	H13 
	2007.01.16
	E
	5.1 <Editor’s Note >
	Source: jonathan.lohr@sonyericsson.com

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The Editor’s Note is no longer needed.

Proposed Change: Delete the Editor’s Note.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	H14 
	2007.01.16
	E
	5.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: NOTES not formatted correctly they should use the style "NO".

Proposed Change: Change style of NOTE to "NO".

(Several occurrences)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	H15 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment:  Editor’s Note: Further modifications are FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	H16 
	2007.01.16
	T
	5.1 clause 6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Just because the Remote Access Agent do not need to understand Simultaneous PoC Session does not mean that they can be used by a PoC Client behind a Remote Access. This can be clarified in a note or something. 

Proposed Change: Add in the NOTE or as an extra NOTE:

A PoC Client behind the Remote Access Agent can use Simultaneous Sessions.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	H17 
	2007.01.16
	T
	Appendix B
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The parameters for simultaneous sessions shall apply (since a PoC Client behind the Remote Access can still use simultaneous PoC Sessions.

Proposed Change: Remove:

- Support for Simultaneous PoC Sessions


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	H18 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0045

Comment: UP SCR nomenclature has changed.

Proposed Change:  Update SCR nomenclature
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	H19 
	2007.01.16
	E
	6.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: There is no need for a level 2 "General" subclause.

Proposed Change: Remove the heading 6.1 "General)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	H20 
	2007.01.16
	E
	6.1 <Editor’s Note >
	Source: jonathan.lohr@sonyericsson.com

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The Editor’s Note is no longer needed.

Proposed Change: Delete the Editor’s Note.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	H21 
	2007.01.16
	E
	6.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: What does:

"Replicate general statements referring to the PoC Client for the PoC Interworking Agent.

Replicate general statements referring to the PoC Server for the PoC Interworking Function.

Replicate the statements referring to PoC Users for P2T Users and PoC Remote Access Users. 

" mean.

Proposed Change: Rephrase it so also I with my poor English understands it -( 

(Couldn't find it in a dictionary with 152 000 English words and phrases)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	H22 
	2007.01.16
	T
	6.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The " In order to support usage scenario 1 as described in clause 1 “Scope”…" is not correct since there are no scenarios described in the Scope clause.

Proposed Change: Change to clause 4 instead.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	H23 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment:  Editor’s Note: Further modifications are FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN



	H24 
	2007.01.16
	T
	6.1 clause 6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Just because the Remote Access Agent do not need to understand Simultaneous PoC Session does not mean that they can be used by a PoC Client behind a Remote Access. This can be clarified in a note or something. 

Proposed Change: Add in the NOTE or as an extra NOTE:

A PoC Client behind the Remote Access Agent can use Simultaneous Sessions.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	H25 
	2007.01.16
	T
	6.1 clause 6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The removal of the queuing from the Interworking function is understandable and reasonable. However, does this mean that a PoC Client behind a Remote Access can not use this functionality? If so why?

Proposed Change: Include in the queuing note or add an extra note explaining that a PoC Client still can use the queuing function.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	H26 
	2007.01.16
	T
	6.1 clause 6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The removal of the PoC Box from the Interworking function is understandable and reasonable. However, does this mean that a PoC Client behind a Remote Access can not use this functionality? If so why?

Proposed Change: Include in the PoC Box note or add an extra note explaining that a PoC Client still can use the PoC Box function.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	H27 
	2007.01.16
	E
	6.1 clause 6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The sentence Subclauses related to Queuing: 6.2.9, 6.5.10, 6.5.11 do not apply and the text in each subclause is replaced with the following note:

is not correct since there are more than one note.

Proposed Change: note: ( notes:
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	H28 
	2007.01.16
	T
	6.1 clause 7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Just because the Interworking Function do not need to understand Simultaneous PoC Session does not mean that they can be used by a PoC Client behind a Remote Access. This can be clarified in a note or something. 

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	H29 
	2007.01.16
	E
	7.1 <Editor’s Note >
	Source: jonathan.lohr@sonyericsson.com

Form: <INP doc >

Comment: The Editor’s Note is no longer needed.

Proposed Change: Delete the Editor’s Note.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	H30 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: It is unclear how the P2T Users can use the XDM enabler as they cannot manipulate with XDM servers of Remote Network and any XDM Server-like network entities in P2T Network are out of scope of PoC.

Proposed Change: Restrict to Remote PoC Access Users.
	Status: OPEN

	H31 
	2007.01.16
	E
	7.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: What does:

"Replicate general statements referring to the PoC Server for the PoC Interworking Function.

Replicate the statements referring to PoC Users for P2T Users and PoC Remote Access Users. 

" mean.

Proposed Change: Rephrase it so also I with my poor English understands it -( 

(Couldn't find it in a dictionary with 152 000 English words and phrases)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	H32 
	2007.01.16
	E
	7.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: There is no need for a level 2 "General" subclause.

Proposed Change: Remove the heading 7.1 "General)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	H33 
	2007.01.16
	T
	7.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The " In order to support usage scenario 2 as described in clause 1 “Scope”…" is not correct since there are no scenarios described in the Scope clause.

Proposed Change: Change to clause 4 instead.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	H34 
	2007.01.16
	T
	7.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Appendix H "PoC User Access Policy " is missing.

Proposed Change: Add endorsement statement about Appendix H.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	H35 
	2007.01.16
	T
	7.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Appendix C "Examples" is missing.

Proposed Change: Add endorsement statement about Appendix C.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	H36 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.1
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # 2007-0045

Comment: PoC XDM SCR nomenclature has changed.

Proposed Change:  Update SCR nomenclature
	Status: OPEN 

	H37 
	2007.01.22
	T
	7.1
	Source: aallen@rim.com

Form: INP doc 

Comment:  Editor’s Note: Further modifications are FFS
Proposed Change:  Resolve

 
	Status: OPEN




2.9 OMA-TS-PoC_Endorsement_OMA_IM_TS-V2_0-20061212-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	I1 
	2006-01-19
	T
	General
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: The spec shall be updated to follow the latest version of IM spec (the one after consistency review is over in IM).

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	I2 
	2007.01.22
	E
	global
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # OMA-REL-2007-0049

Comment: There are many instances of “Im Client” and “Im Server”.

Proposed Change: Replace “Im” with IM.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	I3 
	2007-01-19
	T
	Whole document
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Some OMA IM TS chapters (e.g. 10.1) were updated and the OMA-TS-PoC_Endorsement_OMA_IM_TS-V2_0-20061212-D is not synchronized with OMA IM TS now.
Proposed Change: Update the endorsement to the last OMA IM TS document state.
	Status: OPEN

	I4 
	2007.01.16
	E
	0
	Source: Jan Holm

Form: INP

Comment: The Figures and Tables headings can be removed if not used in the document.

Proposed Change: The Figures and Tables headings if not used in the document.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	I5 
	2007.01.22
	E
	TOC
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # OMA-REL-2007-0049

Comment: Figures and Tables part of the Table of Contents is not formatted correctly. 

Proposed Change: Fix format.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	I6 
	2007-01-19
	T
	2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: [OMA IM TS] should be changed to "[OMA-IM-TS]" as it is used this way later on.
	Status: OPEN

	I7 
	2007.01.22
	E
	2.1
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # OMA-REL-2007-0049

Comment: The [OMA-POC-AD] reference is missing information. 

Proposed Change: Add missing information to the reference.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	I8 
	2006-01-19
	E
	2.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: RFC 2234 is obsolete.

Proposed Change: Change RFC2234 to RFC4234.
	Status: OPEN

	I9 
	2006-01-19
	E
	2.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Version number is missing in the AD reference.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	I10 
	2006-01-19
	T
	3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: A little bit strange that MSRP is not mentioned in the definition of the Controlling PoC Function.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	I11 
	2007.01.16
	E
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm

Form: INP

Comment: It would be simpler to only introduce definition specific to the endorsement and then reference the PoC specifications for the rest.

Proposed Change: Add references to PoC Specific documents (in the same way as in the Interworking Function.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	I12 
	2007.01.16
	E
	3.3
	Source: Jan Holm

Form: INP

Comment: It would be simpler to only introduce abbreviations specific to the endorsement and then reference the PoC specifications for the rest.

Proposed Change: Add references to PoC Specific documents (in the same way as in the Interworking Function.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	I13 
	2006-01-19
	T
	4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Should be added as a clarification that this spec is an addition to PoC CP and UP specs.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	I14 
	2006-01-19
	T
	4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Should we mention which version of the IM spec is used ?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	I15 
	2007.01.22
	E
	4
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # OMA-REL-2007-0049

Comment: Editorial error.

Proposed Change: “… on the POC-3, POC-4, POC-10, POC-12 reference points as specified in [OMA-POC-AD].”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	I16 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: SCR appendix is not informative but normative.
	Status: OPEN

	I17 
	2007-01-19
	E
	5.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Bullets 5 and 7 are the same
	Status: OPEN

	I18 
	2007.01.22
	E
	5.1
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # OMA-REL-2007-0049

Comment: Editorial error.

Proposed Change: There are 9 instances of “replace X for Y” that should be “replace X with Y”.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	I19 
	2007.01.22
	E
	5.1
	Source: Motorola

Form: Doc # OMA-REL-2007-0049

Comment: Editorial error.

Proposed Change: “…and the changes are marked as follows:”.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	I20 
	2006-01-19
	T
	5.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Should be mentioned that Clause 2 and 3 of IM spec applies in addition to this spec.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	I21 
	2006-01-19
	T
	5.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: We should avoid the detailed description like this due to maintenance problems.  We should try to describe just which bullets are not applicable for PoC 2.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0012-CR_PoC_IM_Endorsement_corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	I22 
	2006-01-19
	T
	5.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: We don't need to "translate" every e.g. IM Client to PoC Client, because this is already told in the subclause 5.1.

Proposed Change: See OMA-POC-POCv2-2007-0012-CR_PoC_IM_Endorsement_corrections.
	Status: OPEN

	I23 
	2006-01-19
	T
	5.2

7.1.3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Is Content Indirection PoC 2.1 issue ?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	I24 
	2006-01-19
	T
	5.2

7.1.3.2
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: If this functionality is kept in spec, then it is better to add this bullet 2 into the IM spec and keep IM and PoC spec consistent.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	I25 
	2006-01-19
	T
	5.2

7.1.3.2.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Anonymity should be covered.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	I26 
	2006-01-19
	T
	5.2

7.2.3.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Max size check is missing.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	I27 
	2006-01-19
	T
	5.2

7.2.3.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: If anonymity is allowed is not checked.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	I28 
	2006-01-19
	T
	5.2

7.2.3.3
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Conflict with "To" header check.  Maybe one of them should say "… does not contain …".

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	I29 
	2006-01-19
	T
	5.2

8.1.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: the bullets 4, 5 and 6 could be deleted.   What is the use case for sending SIP MESSAGEs to user(s) or group ID since Large Message Mode is not supported. Users can exchange only small messages, not bigger ones. Also, since Deferred Messaging functionality is not supported, sender does not know if recipient received the message or not. This is not usable service from user point of view.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	I30 
	2006-01-19
	T
	5.2

10.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Why we don't support release cases specified in IM spec 10.2 ?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	I31 
	2006-01-19
	T
	5.2

10.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Change "each file" to "files", because the IETF Garcia draft specifies that if multiple files are sent, client establish one SIP session, but multiple MSRP session i.e. one MSRP session per file.  

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	I32 
	2006-01-19
	T
	5.2

10.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Why the bullet 4 is removed.  Keep it as it is.  

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	I33 
	2006-01-19
	T
	5.2

10.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: In the last sentence "only one Discrete Media" is misleading.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	I34 
	2006-01-19
	T
	5.2

15
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment: Are all timers independent to the PoC Timers ?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	I35 
	2007.01.16
	E
	5.2 clause 3
	Source: Jan Holm

Form: INP

Comment: PoC and endorsement specific abbreviations are needed (since in the 5.1 all IM is changed to PoC"

Proposed Change: Add …with the additions with the definitions and abbreviations in subclause 3 " 3.
Terminology and Conventions"
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	I36 
	2007.01.16
	T
	5.2 clause 7.1.3.2.1
	Source: Jan Holm

Form: INP

Comment: The statement: " the “From” header of the message/CPIM wrapper MAY be is set to " does not make it clear what alternatives there are. Can the from header be empty?

Proposed Change: Clarify.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	I37 
	2007.01.16
	E
	5.2 clause 7.1.3.3
	Source: Jan Holm

Form: INP

Comment: The statement endorses 7.1.3.3 is not correct:

subclause 7.1.3.2 applies and is modified as follows:

Proposed Change: Change to:

subclause 7.1.3.3 applies and is modified as follows:


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	I38 
	2007.01.16
	T
	5.2 clause 7.1.3.3
	Source: Jan Holm

Form: INP

Comment: There is a check but no action in the following:

-
the PoCIM Client SHALL check the “From” header field of the message/CPIM for the original sender of the MSRP request;

Proposed Change: Clarify!
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	I39 
	2007.01.16
	E
	5.2 clause 7.2.3.6
	Source: Jan Holm

Form: INP

Comment: The only changes in the clarified subclause is the changes already described in 5.1.

Proposed Change: Remove:

7.2.3.6 Generating Failure Delivery report 

Upon receipt of an MSRP Failure response (e.g. 4XX), PoCIM Server:

1. SHALL check whether the corresponding MSRP request contains a failure delivery request, if true the PoCIM Server SHALL generate a Failure delivery notification with MSRP REPORT; Otherwise, end the procedures;

2. SHALL send the notification towards the recipient according to the rules and procedures of and [MSRP].


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	I40 
	2007.01.16
	T
	5.2 clause 8.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm

Form: INP

Comment: Contains " IM release version "

Proposed Change: IM release version ( PoC Release version.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	I41 
	2007.01.16
	E
	5.2 clause 3
	Source: Jan Holm

Form: INP

Comment: More references than in clause 3 of the IM spec is needed.

Proposed Change: Make a reference to clause 3 in this document or make a table, see endorsement of IWF.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	I42 
	2007.01.16
	T
	5.2.caluse 8.1.1 bullet 8
	Source: Jan Holm

Form: INP

Comment: Contains an unnecessary "if" statement:

If the message is to be sent to the Participants of an on-going Session other than an IM PoC Session, the PoC Client:

SHALL set the Request-URI of the SIP MESSAGE request to the PoCSIP Session Identity of the on-going PoC Session;

Proposed Change: Remove the "if" statement as follows:

If the message is to be sent to the Participants of an on-going Session other than an IM PoC Session, the PoC Client:

SHALL set the Request-URI of the SIP MESSAGE request to the PoCSIP Session Identity of the on-going PoC Session;


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	I43 
	2007.01.16
	T
	5.2.clause 8.1.1 bullet 9
	Source: Jan Holm

Form: INP

Comment: References to external media is PoC 2.1 or?

Proposed Change: Remove bullet 9.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	I44 
	2007.01.16
	T
	5.2 clause 7.2.3.3
	Source: Jan Holm

Form: INP

Comment: There is no reference where to read about the Distribution-Count parameter.

Proposed Change: Add reference.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	I45 
	2007.01.16
	E
	5.2 clause 7.2.3.3 
	Source: Jan Holm

Form: INP

Comment: Appendix P “Message Distribution Count” is an appendix O.

Proposed Change: Change to Appendix O.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	I46 
	2007.01.16
	T
	5.2.
	Source: Jan Holm

Form: INP

Comment: Do PoC has the requirement to send reports on the delivery of MESSAGE.

See: clause 8.1.1 bullet 10, 8.3.1.1, 8.3.1.2 and 8.3.1.3

Proposed Change: ?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	I47 
	2007.01.16
	E
	5.2 clause 8.3.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm

Form: INP

Comment: The NOTE in the beginning shall have the right style "NO" and be underlined since this is an addition to the IM Spec.

Proposed Change: Correct the style of the NOTE and underline the whole paragraph.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	I48 
	2007.01.16
	T
	5.2 clause 8.3.1.1
	Source: Jan Holm

Form: INP

Comment: Bullets 1, 2 and 3 can be removed since the SIP MESSAGE is always sent within an ongoing PoC Session and only the PoC Session Identity is used.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	I49 
	2007.01.16
	T
	5.2 clause 5.2
	Source: Jan Holm

Form: INP

Comment: The whole clause 5 is maid invalid. This is not correct. Instead we can replace subclause in IM spec with subclauses in CP spec.

Proposed Change: Change:

Clause 5 "Common Procedures" in [OMA-IM-TS] does not apply.

(
Clause 5 "Common Procedures" in [OMA-IM-TS] applies as follows:

Subclause 5.2 is replaced by the content of the subclause 5.2 "Authenticated Originator's PoC Address" in [OMA-PoC-CP].

All other subclause in Clause 5 does not apply.


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	I50 
	2007.01.16
	E
	5.2
	Source: Jan Holm

Form: INP

Comment: When endorsing appendixes the word "Clause" is used.

Proposed Change: Clause ( Appendix
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	I51 
	2007.01.16
	T
	5.2 clause F
	Source: Jan Holm

Form: INP

Comment: Instead of does not apply we could replace it with the corresponding CP information.

(This would simplify some of the copied text and maybe make it possible to remove the copied text above in the document)

Proposed Change: Replace does not apply with a replacement statement instead.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	I52 
	2007.01.16
	T
	5.2
	Source: Jan Holm

Form: INP

Comment: Something is wrong in the appendix numbering at the end of the subclause.

Proposed Change: Check IM spec and update appendixes names and "numbering".
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	I53 
	2007-01-19
	E
	5.2 / 8.3.1.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: 

The statements about 2xx MESSAGE response are not marked by underline font in spite of not being part of the OMA IM TS

The same is valid for the starting NOTE

Proposed Change: Mark the statements by underline font
	Status: OPEN

	I54 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.2 / 7.2.3.3 b)
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Anonymous PoC Address of the sending PoC User should be inserted instead of anonymous identity
	Status: OPEN

	I55 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.2 / 7.2.3.6


	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Instead of generating the failure delivery MSRP REPORT on MSRP response, the generation should be done on MSRP REPORT reception as the MSRP report just signals that the MSRP SEND was delivered to the next hop.
	Status: OPEN

	I56 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.2 / 7.2.3.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The description should be aligned with the OMA-TS_PoC-UserPlane-V2_0-20061219-D.doc, 7.12 Discrete Media Final Report
	Status: OPEN

	I57 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.2 / 7.2.3.3
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: MSRP grammar does not allow a new parameters to be added to Success-Report
	Status: OPEN

	I58 
	2007.01.18
	T
	6.1.1.1 and 6.1.2.1
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com
Form: INP

Comment: When rejecting a session setup request due to Media Type not allowed, why not send a 415 Unsupported Media Type instead of 403 Forbidden (which is not as informative)?

Proposed Change: -
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	I59 
	2007.01.18
	T
	6.1.1.1 and 6.1.2.1
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com
Form: INP

Comment: When rejecting a session setup request due to media size not allowed, why not send a 413 Request Entity Too Large instead of 403 Forbidden (which is not as informative)?

Proposed Change: -
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	I60 
	2007.01.16
	E
	8.3.1.2
	Source: Jan Holm

Form: INP

Comment: Contains only those changes described in 5.1

Proposed Change: Removed copied text.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	I61 
	2007.01.16
	E
	8.3.1.3
	Source: Jan Holm

Form: INP

Comment: Contains only those changes described in 5.1

Proposed Change: Removed copied text.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	I62 
	2007.01.16
	E
	8.3.1.4
	Source: Jan Holm

Form: INP

Comment: Contains only those changes described in 5.1

Proposed Change: Removed copied text.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	I63 
	2007.01.16
	E
	8.3.2.1
	Source: Jan Holm

Form: INP

Comment: Contains only those changes described in 5.1. By including the CP reference to 5.2 (see other comment for clause 5.2) instead of IM subclause 2 the bullet 3 can be as is.

Proposed Change: Remove copied text.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	I64 
	2007-01-19
	T
	B
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: SCRs are missing
	Status: OPEN


2.10 OMA-ETR-PoC-V2_0-20061219-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	J1 
	2007-01-19
	E
	Whole document
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0039

Comment: "On-demand PoC Session" is not defined. The proper term is "On-demand Session".

Proposed Change: Replace with "On-demand Session"
	Status: OPEN

	J2 
	2007.01.22
	E
	3.2
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Some of the definitions are missing, for example: Media Type, Discrete Media, Instant Personal Alert, QoE Profile, Local QoE Profile, Advanced Revocation Alert, Instant Personal Alert Barring, Group Advertisement, etc.
Proposed Change: Add the definitions.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J3 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2, "PoC Session"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0039

Comment: Definition of "PoC Session" is confusing. It is possible to understand the sentence in a way that "PoC Session" can be "Pre-arranged PoC Group".

Proposed Change: Change to "A PoC Session is a SIP Session established by the procedures of this specification. This specification supports the following types of PoC Sessions: 1-1 PoC Session, Ad-hoc PoC Group Session, Pre-arranged PoC Group Session, or Chat PoC Group Session."
	Status: OPEN

	J4 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2,  "PoC Group Session"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0039

Comment: Definition of "PoC Group Session" is confusing. It is possible to understand the sentence in a way that "PoC Group Session" can be "Pre-arranged PoC Group".

Proposed Change: Change to "A PoC Group Session is a Pre-arranged PoC Group Session, Ad-hoc PoC Group Session or Chat PoC Group Session.  (Source: [OMA-PoC-SD])"
	Status: OPEN

	J5 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2,  "PoC Box"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0039

Comment: Definition of "PoC Box" is "TBD". 
	Status: OPEN

	J6 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2,  "Media-floor Control Entity"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0039

Comment: Definition is inconsistent with ControlPlane.

Proposed Change: Reuse from ControlPlane
	Status: OPEN

	J7 
	2007-01-19
	E
	3.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0039

Comment: The style/font is not the same for the table lines (e.g. 1-many-1 PoC Group Session uses different font)

Proposed Change: Apply the same style.
	Status: OPEN

	J8 
	2007.01.22
	T
	3.2
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  PoC Box has TBD in definitions.

Proposed Change: Complete definition
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J9 
	2007.01.22
	E
	5.
Test Requirements
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP
Comment: The 2nd paragraph is repeated in the 4th paragraph.
Proposed Change: The 4th paragraph need to be removed.
	Status: OPEN



	J10 
	2007.01.22
	E
	5.1.1.1
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Table name and section name should be consistent with the technical text.

Proposed Change: Change the names to "PoC service registration"
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J11 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.3 (SJR-108)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Is "Reject PoC Session invitation if the identity of the inviting PoC User is hidden and the privacy for the identity is not allowed in the PoC Group authorization rules." a 1.0 requirement or 2.0 as indicated by ETR?
Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J12 
	2007.01.22
	E
	5.1.1.3 (SUF-001)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The requirement placed in incorrect section. It should be in 5.1.1.4

Proposed Change: Change.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J13 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.3
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Item 103 is not correct. 

Proposed Change: Delete
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J14 
	2006-11-22
	T
	5.1.1.3

(General comments)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Item A019 from ETRRR:

Then following Feature descriptions are not on the technical level. 

SRF-001, SRF-002 What does it mean in practice 

Proposed Change: Clarify the requirements.
	Status: OPEN

	J15 
	2006-11-22
	T
	5.1.1.3

(SRF-002)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Item A020 from ETRRR:

SRF-002:

What does "Media-floor control entity binding in INVITE request " mean? How can "Verify that media types are correctly bound to media-floor control entity" be verified?

Proposed Change: Clarify the requirement.
	Status: OPEN

	J16 
	2006-11-22
	T
	5.1.1.3

(SRF-004)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Item A021 from ETRRR:

What is the difference between SRF-004 and SRF-003?

If different this test belongs to SJR and is establishment of a 1-1 PoC Session with Discrete Media.

Proposed Change: Consider if SRF-004, 005 and 006 cover SRF-003. If so, remover SRF-003.
	Status: OPEN

	J17 
	2006-11-22
	T
	5.1.1.3

(SRF-005)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Item A022 from ETRRR:

What is the difference between this test case and SRF-003

If different this test belongs to SJR and is establishment of a Pre-arranged PoC Group Session with Discrete Media.

Proposed Change: Consider if SRF-004, 005 and 006 cover SRF-003. If so, remover SRF-003.
	Status: OPEN

	J18 
	2006-11-22
	T
	5.1.1.3

(SRF-006)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Item A023 from ETRRR:

What is the difference between this test case and SRF-003.

If different this test belongs to SJR and is establishment of an Ad-hoc PoC Group Session with Discrete Media.

Proposed Change: Consider if SRF-004, 005 and 006 cover SRF-003. If so, remover SRF-003.
	Status: OPEN

	J19 
	2006-11-22
	T
	5.1.1.3

(SRF-007)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Item A025 from ETRRR:

What is xxa, xxb, xxc and xxd in Feature Test Requirements?

Proposed Change: Update requirement.
	Status: OPEN

	J20 
	2007.01.22
	E
	5.1.1.6

PoC XDM: User Access Policy (XAP)
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP

Comment: The title has typo. XAP need to be changed to XCAP.

Proposed Change: Typo need to be corrected from XAP to XCAP.
	Status: OPEN



	J21 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.6

PoC XDM: User Access Policy (XAP)
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP

Comment: See proposed change.

Proposed Change: PoCv1.0 needs to be changed to PoCv1.0mod in the Feature Description row and PoC XDMS needs to be changed to Shared Policy XDMS in the Feature Test Requirements row.
	Status: OPEN



	J22 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.6
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  User Access Policy is still studied in PoC 2.0 (currently in PoC XDM appendix). Based on the output of this study this section of the ETR needs to be updated.

Proposed Change: Update the section based on the output of the PoC XDM/ Shared Policy TS updates.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J23 
	2007.01.22
	E
	5.1.1.13
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The CP references to sections 6.1.3.4.x are non existent in CP.

Proposed Change: Correct the references
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J24 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.13
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  QoE is optional for the Client. A note should be added to all QoE requirements that the feature is optional for PoC Client.

Proposed Change: Add note.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J25 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.15
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  There are no references to neither CP nor UP TS documents.

Proposed Change: Update the references.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J26 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.15
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  MPG is optional for PoC Client and PoC Server according to CP's SCRs.

Proposed Change: Clarify and if optional for both, move the function to optional requirements. If optional for PoC Client only, add a note stating that the feature is optional for the PoC Client.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J27 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.15

Multiple PoC Groups (MPG)
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP

Comment: 
Feature Description of MPG-001 “A PoC Client establishes a Pre-arranged PoC Group Session. The members in the Pre-arranged PoC Group are other (nested) Pre-arranged PoC Groups PoCv2.0” is not consistent with SD “The PoC Client MAY include one or more PoC Group Identity identifying Pre-arranged PoC Groups in the list of Invited PoC Users when initiating an Ad-hoc PoC Group Session.”
Proposed Change: ETR and SD need to be consistent.
	Status: OPEN



	J28 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.17
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  It is not clear whether IPI is optional for both, server and client. SD is not consistent in this regard and CP does not mention it.

Proposed Change: If it is optional for the PoC Client only, add a note about the optionality. If this is optional for PoC Client and PoC Server, move requirements to the optional requirements.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J29 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.17 (IPI-003)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The PoC Client may display the total number of users invited to the PoC Session and not the total number of hidden addresses.

Proposed Change: Clarify description to say that the available PoC User IDs may be displayed and the total number of PoC Users invited to the session. Also Note that this is optional for the PoC Client, since PoC Client does not have to support the display.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J30 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.17 (IPI-004)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Reword the requirement not to state that we test PoC Server's behavior. There is copy and paste error, since Feature Description and Feature Requirement columns have the same text.

Proposed Change: Update
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J31 
	2006-11-22
	T
	5.1.1.21
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Item A046 from ETRRR:

The functionality has not changed from PoC 1.0 when Continuous Media.

2.0 ( 1.0 or at the most 1.0mod. 

New for 2.0 is discrete media bound to a Media-floor Control Entity. May be we need to split each item into one Continuous Media and one Discrete Media?

Proposed Change: Review and update.
	Status: OPEN

	J32 
	2006-11-22
	T
	5.1.1.21

(MBN-001, MBN-003)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Item A047 from ETRRR:

How does MBN-001 differ from MBN-003 to MBN-11? Maybe removal of MBN-001 is appropriate. 

Proposed Change: Review and update.
	Status: OPEN

	J33 
	2006-11-22
	T
	5.1.1.21

(MBN-101, MBN-102, MBN-103)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Item A049 from ETRRR:

What does it mean: "Media Burst request not received by PoC Server"? Does it mean that the Media Burst request was lost, or that the PoC Client(s) did not send Media Burst request(s). If it is the former, it is not testable in interoperability, if it is the latter, maybe rephrasing would clarify. Same for MBN-102 and 103.
Proposed Change: Review and clarify the text.
	Status: OPEN

	J34 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1.1.21

Media Burst Control (no queueing) (MBN)
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP

Comment: 4. Introduction of ETR says “Generally, the testing activity should aim at validating the normal working behaviour of the client/server interactions, as well as testing the error conditions whenever it is possible to set up the appropriate scenarios”.

MBN-101(Media Burst request not received by PoC Server), MBN-102, MBN-103 are not testable using normal working behaviour and therefore should not be in ETR.
Proposed Change: Recommended to remove MBN-101, MBN-102, and MBN-103.
	Status: OPEN



	J35 
	2006-11-22
	T
	5.1.2.2

(SJR-220)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Item A054 from ETRRR:

Is it not conformance requirement? It might not be possible to test this in interoperability scenario.

Proposed Change: Review and update the requirement.
	Status: OPEN

	J36 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1.2
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  A note present in mandatory requirements: " It is possible that a mandatory test requirement that is optional for the PoC Client cannot be verified, if none of the PoC Clients involved in the OMA verification supports it during the OMA verification period." Is missing for the optional requirements.

Proposed Change: Add a note: "It is possible that an optional test requirement cannot be verified, if none of the PoC Clients or PoC Servers involved in the OMA verification supports it during the OMA verification period."
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J37 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1.2.1 (REG-201)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  This requirement should be in the PBO section. It should be generic requirement of registration and deregistration of the UE PoC BOX, since registration involves the feature tag and the Contact information.

Proposed Change: Update and substitute the table with a text that there are no optional requirements for REG at this time.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J38 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1.2.1 (REG-201)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Update reference to point to CP TS, section 6.1.1.1 and 6.1.1.2

Proposed Change: Update. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J39 
	2007.01.22
	E
	5.1.2.2. (SJR-217, SJR-219)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Update reference to TS documents

Proposed Change:  Update.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J40 
	2006-11-22
	T
	5.1.2.4

(SUF-202, SUF-203)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Item A059 from ETRRR:

These 2 requirements can be combined. 

Proposed Change: Consider combining these 2 requirements into one.
	Status: OPEN

	J41 
	2006-11-22
	T
	5.1.2.4

(SRF-204)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Item A060 from ETRRR:

Who is the PoC Group administrator? Is it the owner? SD has this definition in TBD state. 
Proposed Change: Review and update the requirement.
	Status: OPEN

	J42 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1.2.6
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Section might need to be updated based on conclusion of the move of the PoC User Access Policy to Shared Policy XDM.

Proposed Change: Update to be consistent with PoC and XDM TS documents. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J43 
	2006-11-22
	T
	5.1.2.7

(TBQ-301 - TBQ-304)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Item A066 from ETRRR:

What does it mean: " not received by PoC Server ". Does it mean loss of signaling, or PoC Client not sending it? If former, it is not interoperability testing.
Proposed Change: Review and update/remove.
	Status: OPEN

	J44 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1.2.8

Talk Burst Control (queuing) (TBQ)
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP

Comment: 
TBA-306 is not testable with nomal behaviour. How is it possible to check whether the queue is full or not.

TBA-306: Talk Burst request receved by PoC Server: Another PoC Client already has been given permission to send a Talk Burst and the queue is full. 
Proposed Change: Recommend to remove TBA-306 out of ETR.
	Status: OPEN



	J45 
	2007.01.22
	E
	5.1.2.8 (TBQ-201)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Remove (UP 6.4.4.1.2.e, 6.4.4.3.3), since it does not apply to this requirement.
Proposed Change: Update requirement.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J46 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1.2.7 and 5.1.2.8
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Should we include TBQ and TBN in the requirements, even though we do not have SCR Items for them? Since most of the requirements are 1.0 functionality and are not included in the CP not UP, maybe consideration of removal of 1.0 requirements should be done.

Proposed Change: Update.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J47 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1.2.8 (TBQ-204)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Is this really a 2.0 functionality, or is it 1.0 or 1.0mod?

Proposed Change: Clarify
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J48 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1.2.9

PoC Box (PBO)
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP

Comment: 
 There are only 3 feature keys for PoC Box. Need to check whether they are enough since PoC Box is big feature.

Proposed Change: Recommend to check whether 3 case are enough.
	Status: OPEN



	J49 
	2006-11-22
	E
	5.1.2.9
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Item A068 from ETRRR:

References to TS documents are missing.
Proposed Change: Update references to the TS documents.
	Status: OPEN

	J50 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.1.2.9, PBO_203
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0039

Comment: There are no procedures in Control Plane or User Plane to define the life time.
	Status: OPEN

	J51 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1.2.9 (PBO-201 and PBO-202)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  There 2 requirements can be combined into PoC Session with the UE PoC Box.

Proposed Change: Updte. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J52 
	2006-11-22
	E
	5.1.2.10
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Item A070 from ETRRR:

References to TS documents are missing.
Proposed Change: Update references to the TS documents.
	Status: OPEN

	J53 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1.2.10
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  MUS (Simultaneous PoC Sessions) does not seem to have new requirements in PoC 2.0. It should be considered to reduce the existing 15 PoC1.0 requirements. PoC 2.0 CP TS documents do not have any SCR items for the control plane traffic.

Proposed Change: Consider removing, or reducing the requirements for the optional 1.0 MUS. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J54 
	2006-11-22
	E
	5.1.2.14
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Item A076 from ETRRR:

References need to be updated.
Proposed Change: Update the references to the TS documents.
	Status: OPEN

	J55 
	2006-11-22
	T
	5.1.2.18 (ARA-201)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Item A080 from ETRRR:

How will this really be verified in the interoperability? This seems to be conformance requirement.
Proposed Change: Consider removal of the requirement.
	Status: OPEN

	J56 
	2006-11-22
	T
	5.1.2.19
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Item A082 from ETRRR:

It is not clear what the requirements are asking for. They are in the PoC Interworking Service, but the PoC Interworking is not mentioned in the requirements.
Proposed Change: Update the requirements in the whole section.
	Status: CLOSED

Will be resolved during the Consistency Review. See PoCV2.0 WG Action Point: POCv2-2006-A041. IOP and PoC agreed to close the review.

	J57 
	2007.01.22
	E
	5.1.2.20 (OWM-201)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Clarify the Feature Test Requirement entry for this requirement. The actual verification is to check that the operator-specified warning message is handled properly by the PoC Server and PoC Client.

Proposed Change: Update. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J58 
	2006-11-22
	T
	5.1.2.22 (MBQ-301, MBQ-302, MBQ-304)
	Source: Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment: Item A085 from ETRRR:

What does it mean " not received by PoC Server ". If it means that the signal is lost, it is not interoperability testing.
Proposed Change: Consider removal, or rewording of the requirement.
	Status: OPEN

	J59 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.2 (BWC-003)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Close 2 Editor's Notes for this requirement.

Proposed Change: Solve.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J60 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0039

Comment: A test for cooperation of PoCv1.0 Client(s) with PoCv2.0 Client(s) in a PoC Session hosted by PoCv2.0 Server should be added.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J61 
	2006-12-05
	E
	5.2
	Source: Motorola

Form: Email

Comment: Item A089 from ETRRR:

SJR-108 is marked erroneously as PoCv2.0 requirement.
Proposed Change: Change to the tag PoCv1.0.
	Status: OPEN

	J62 
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.3
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  DM reference shows 1.0 instead of 1.2

Proposed Change: Correct. 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J63 
	2007.01.22
	E
	6.1.2.12 (DIS-211)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The PoC2.0 marker seems to be missing from this requirement

Proposed Change: Update
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J64 
	2007.01.22
	T
	6.1.2.12 (DIS-211)
	Source: Agnieszka.r.Szczurowska@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Update the text of the requirement with clarifying text on what is to be tested.

Proposed Change: Clarify as it is not obvious what is to be tested in this requirement.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	J65 
	2007-01-19
	E
	Miscellaneous
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0039

Comment: "adreess" -> "address"
	Status: OPEN


2.11 OMA-ERELD-POC-V2_0-20061221-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	K1 
	2007.01.18
	E
	General
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The interpretation of abbreviation “PoC” shall be aligned with AD and SD.

Proposed Change: See comment for AD and SD.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	K2 
	2006-01-19
	E
	General
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment:  Write "PoC" instead of "POC".

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	K3 
	2007-01-19
	T
	0
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: This document mentions Talk Burst Control Protocol, etc. Is it really needed in this document. Using the Media Burst Control and associated terminology is more relevant.

Proposed Change: Remove any thing related to Talk Burst Control terminology and replace it with the Media Burst Control terminology.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	K4 
	2007-01-19
	T
	2.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: What is the intention with the NOTE

NOTE: There are additional normative references given in the above listed documents.

Proposed Change: Remove note or clarify.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	K5 
	2007.01.18
	E
	2.1
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  “[POC2-XDM]” may not, depending on a pending decision, exist in PoC V2.0.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	K6 
	2007-01-19
	T
	2.1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Document titles for [POC2-IWF] and [POC2-IM] are incorrect.
Proposed Change: Use the proper titles.
	Status: OPEN

	K7 
	2007.01.18
	E
	3.1
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  undefined reference [IOPPROC]. Not found in 2.1

Proposed Change: Update to correct reference
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	K8 
	2006-01-19
	T
	3.1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment:  In the last sentence there is a reference to IOPPROC, but it is not available in the references.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	K9 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "Answer Mode" definition and "Pre-arranged PoC Group" are incorrect.

Proposed Change: Replace the definitions with the ControlPlane document definition.
	Status: OPEN

	K10 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2, "Group List"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "Restricted Chat PoC Group" is used and definition is not available.

Proposed Change: add the definition or use "restricted Chat PoC Group.
	Status: OPEN

	K11 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2,  "PoC Group Session"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Definition of "PoC Group Session" is confusing. It is possible to understand the sentence in a way that "PoC Group Session" can be "Pre-arranged PoC Group".

Proposed Change: Change to "A PoC Group Session is a Pre-arranged PoC Group Session, Ad-hoc PoC Group Session or Chat PoC Group Session.  (Source: [OMA-PoC-SD])"
	Status: OPEN

	K12 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2,  "PoC Session Identifier"
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Distinction between "PoC Session Identifier" and "PoC Session Identity" is not clear. They seem to describe the same issue.

Proposed Change: Remove "PoC Session Identifier" from the list of definitions and replace "PoC Session Identifier" with "PoC Session Identity" throughout the document. 
	Status: OPEN

	K13 
	2007-01-19
	E
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problems

Proposed Change: 

user ( PoC User

(several occurrences)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	K14 
	2007-01-19
	T
	3.2
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: A lot of definitions in the list are not used in this document. What is the intention.

Proposed Change: ?
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	K15 
	2007-01-19
	E
	4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem

Proposed Change: POC service ( PoC service
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	K16 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: What is: "talk right granting"
Proposed Change: Rephrase.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	K17 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The subclause need more work to integrate multimedia in the 1:st 2 paragraphs. There is many talks and not much said about other media types.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	K18 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The bullet:

PoC Session which is the basic capability to set up voice communication between two users

can be rephrased to say less about voice and include other types of media instead.

Proposed Change: Change to:

1-1 PoC Session which is the basic capability to set up a communication between two users
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	K19 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The bullet:

1-to-many PoC Session which is the capability to enable the setup a voice communication with a multiple number of other PoC Subscribers in an ad-hoc or pre-defined group manner

can be rephrased to say less about voice and include other types of media instead.

Proposed Change: Change to:

1-to-many PoC Session which is the capability to enable the setup a communication with a multiple number of other PoC Subscribers in an ad-hoc or pre-defined group manner
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	K20 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: There are some functions missing in the second list:

Following functions are listed in the AD 4.1 but not mentioned here:

PoC Sessions with multiple PoC Groups

requests with Media content

invited parties identity information

Full Duplex Call Follow-on Proceed

dispatcher functions

advanced revocation alert 

remaining transmit time notification for advanced revocation alert

prioritization and pre-emption

PoC Remote Access

performance enhancements objectives

operator specified warning message

Lawful Interception

interoperability

charging

rejection of Session Establishment due to hidden identity of an inviting PoC User
Proposed Change: Add more functions to the second bullet list in order to give a better overview about the content in 2.0.

An alternative is to add in front of second list:

…..e.g. extending the PoC Version 1.0 PoC service with: 

	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	K21 
	2007.01.18
	T
	4,
2nd last bullit
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  moderator controlled PoC Sessions not described in CP spec

Proposed Change: Remove bullit or add description in CP spec
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	K22 
	2006-01-19
	T
	4
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment:  Dynamic PoC Group Sessions and moderated PoC groups are not supported in PoC 2.0.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	K23 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4, 1st sentence
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "clients and servers implementing claiming compliance" -> "clients and servers implementation claiming compliance".
	Status: OPEN

	K24 
	2007-01-19
	T
	4
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "Enhanced PoC Session handling, for example moderator controlled PoC Sessions." is out of scope of PoCv2.0.

Proposed Change: remove the bullet
	Status: OPEN

	K25 
	2006-01-19
	T
	5
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment:  Local Granted Mode might be added to the bullet list of Media-burst control enhancements.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	K26 
	2007-01-19
	T
	5
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The "Remaining Transmit Time Notification" is missing in the Media-burst control enhancements list

Proposed Change: Add: 

Remaining Transmit Time Notification
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	K27 
	2007.01.18
	E
	5
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Wrong function name for IPII

Proposed Change: replace 
“Invited Identities Party Information” 
by 
“Invited Parties Identity Information”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	K28 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: [POC2_LST] XML schema was defined in the PoCv1.0 and should not be changed in POCv2.0

Proposed Change: Rename [POC2_LST] to [POC1_LST] and set the permanent Document Reference to the PoCv1.0.X version of the SUP file
	Status: OPEN

	K29 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The SUP file containing the PoCv1.0 actions (urn:oma:xml:poc:poc-rules) was lost (OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_pocRules-V1_0). Instead the PoCv2.0 only actions (urn:oma:xml:poc:poc2.0-rules) are included (OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_pocRules-V2_0). The PoCv1.0 actions are still needed in PoCv2.0. 

Proposed Change: Include two files, [POC1_RUL] pointing to file which contains (urn:oma:xml:poc:poc-rules) schema in PoCv1.0.X version of the SUP file (OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_pocRules-V1_0) and [POC2_RUL] pointing to file OMA-SUP-XSD_poc2.0_rules-V2_0 file which contains (urn:oma:xml:poc:poc2.0-rules) schema.
	Status: OPEN

	K30 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: [POC2_USG] XML schema was defined in the PoCv1.0 and should not be changed in POCv2.0

Proposed Change: Rename [POC2_USG] to [POC1_USG] and set the Permanent Document Reference to the PoCv1.0.X version of the SUP file
	Status: OPEN

	K31 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The SUP file containing the PoCv2.0 settings ([POC2_SET]) has incorrect name (after the OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1282 is applied) which suggests that it replaces the PoCv1.0 settings. The PoCv1.0 settings are still in use. 

Proposed Change: [POC2_SET] points to OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_poc2.0-settings-V2.0 (as suggested in OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1282)
	Status: OPEN

	K32 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6, [POC2-IM]
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Document description is incorrect.

Proposed Change: Replace with "Specifies the usage of OMA IM SIMPLE enabler in the PoC V2.0 Discrete Media".
	Status: OPEN

	K33 
	2007-01-19
	T
	6
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The PoCv1.0.1 group advertisement schema (OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_group_advertisement-V1_0_1-20061128-A.txt) used in the CP is not included

Proposed Change: Add the [POC1_GA] PoCv1.0.1 group advertisement schema (OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_group_advertisement-V1_0_1-20061128-A.txt) to the list and to ERP. Set the Permanent Document Reference to the PoCv1.0.X version of the SUP file
	Status: OPEN

	K34 
	2007-01-19
	E
	6
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The description for the SD is strange:

Defines the system descriptin of PoC V2.0 including detailled descriptions of technologies and their uses

Proposed Change: Correct spelling errors.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	K35 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6,
[POC2_LST] and
[POC2_USG]
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  These SUP files has not changed in V2.0. 

Proposed Change: Replace by references to corresponding V1.0 SUP files
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	K36 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6,
[POC2_RUL]
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  “file:” is incorrect

Proposed Change: replace by Version 2.0 SUP-file name
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	K37 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6,
[POC2_UP]
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Wrong references [PoC-AD] and [PoC-CP]

Proposed Change: Update references according to subclause 2.1
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	K38 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6,
[PoC2-IWF]

	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  “[POC2_XDM]” does not exist in V2.0 (provided pending decision in OMA goes in that direction)

Proposed Change: Replace reference
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	K39 
	2007.01.18
	E
	6,
[POC2-XDM]
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  document removed in PoC V2.0 as server type is removed (provided pending decision in OMA goes in that direction)

Proposed Change: Replace reference
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	K40 
	2006-01-19
	T
	6

Table 1
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment:  I assume that all SUP files are not included.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	K41 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment:  Different Media types are not supported by the PoC Interworking Service.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	K42 
	2006-01-19
	E
	7
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment:  Use "Sender identification" instead of "Talker identification".

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	K43 
	2006-01-19
	T
	7
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment:  FDCFO is supported by PoC IWF.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	K44 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The sentence " The minimum mandatory functionality for PoC Client and PoC Server includes:

" is always confusing.

Proposed Change: Modify as follows:

PoC enabler defines the following mandatory functionality:


	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	K45 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The following optional functionality is missing in the PoC Client:

Included Media Content

Remaining Transmit Time Notification

Local Granted Mode,

Media Buffering capability negotiation,

Limited Segment Media Buffer preload capability,

Compression of buffered Media
Proposed Change: Add missing functionality to the list.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	K46 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The following optional functionality is missing in the Controlling PoC Function:

Included Media Content

Remaining Transmit Time Notification

Local Granted Mode,

Media Buffering capability negotiation,

Limited Segment Media Buffer preload capability,

Proposed Change: Add missing functionality
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	K47 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: The following optional functionality is missing in the PoC Server performing the Participating function:

Included Media Content

Proposed Change: Add missing functionality.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	K48 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: There is no external dependency to the IM enabler. 

Proposed Change: Remove IM dependency.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	K49 
	2007-01-19
	T
	7
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "Pre-established PoC Sessions" is not defined. The proper term is "Pre-established Sessions"

Proposed Change: replace with "Pre-established Sessions"
	Status: OPEN

	K50 
	2006-01-19
	T
	9

Table 2

OMA-ERDEF-POCV2-C-009
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment:  PoC Interworking is optional.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	K51 
	2006-01-19
	T
	10

Table 3

OMA-ERDEF-POCV2-S-013
	Source: NOKIA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0026-INP_POCv2.0_CONR_other comments_NOKIA

Comment:  PoC Interworking is optional.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

	K52 
	2007.01.18
	E
	10, Table 3
NOTE 1, NOTE2,
NOTE3
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Wrong reference “[POC-CP], “[POC-UP]” and “[POC-IW]”

Proposed Change: Update references in NOTE 1 – NOTE 3
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	K53 
	· 2007.01.18
	· E
	· Contents
	· Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

· Form: INP

· Comment:  Appendix B is missing

· Proposed Change: Remove in Content list or add the appendix
	· Status: OPEN

· <provide response>


2.12 OMA-SUP-AC-V2_0-20061027-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	L1 
	2007-01-19
	E
	Whole file
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1396 was not applied to the document

Proposed Change: Apply the CR
	Status: OPEN

	L2 
	2007.01.18
	E
	“Identifying Information”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Registration timestamp not defined, should be the real date for IANA registration?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	L3 
	2007.01.22
	T
	Whole document
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment:  Latest modification of the document is not included.

Proposed Change: OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1396R01-CR_AC_QoE_provisioning (agreed by PoC WG in Washington).
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>


2.13 OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_listService-V2_0-20060525-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	M1 
	2007-01-19
	T
	Whole file
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_listService-V2_0-20060525-D file is obsolete as it is based on PoCv1.0. The PoCv1.0 file was updated in the PoCv1.0.1 release (OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_listService-V1_0_1-20061128-A).

Proposed Change: replace the file with the PoCv1.0.X file
	Status: OPEN

	M2 
	2007-01-19
	T
	Whole file
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: schema is not valid - list-service-type – anyAttribute cannot include minOccurs and maxOccurs
Proposed Change: <xs:anyAttribute namespace="##other" processContents="lax" />
	Status: OPEN

	M3 
	2007.01.22
	T
	
	Source: NOKIA

Form: 

Comment: Why new version of SUP-file is needed as it includes same content that version 1.0? This just confuses people.

Proposed Change: Use version 1.0
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	M4 
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	General
	Source: Anders Lindgren, Ericsson
Form: INP doc

Comment: An XML namespace can only by defined once. 

Proposed Change:  Remove the whole document and use the V1 document also for V2
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	M5 
	2007.01.18
	T
	General
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  It is unclear why there is a PoC V2.0 version of the file. It contains exactly the same schema as in PoC V1.0. Probably it must be a V2.0 file, because otherwise the document reference will point to wrong version.

Proposed Change: The rules and semantics applicable to SUP files containing XML schemas should be clarified.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	M6 
	2007.01.18
	E
	“File Information”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Wrong file reference? It should point to a V2.0 file?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	M7 
	2007.01.18
	E
	“Normative Information”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Wrong document reference 

Proposed Change: Change “OMA-TS-POC_XDM-V2_0” to “OMA-TS-XDM_Shared_Group-V2_0”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	M8 
	2007.01.18
	T
	General
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Shall the file and schema keep “poc” in the URN and file name or should it be renamed according to shared files?

Proposed Change: The rules and naming conventions applicable to SUP files containing XML schemas should be clarified.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	M9 
	2007.01.18
	E
	“File Information”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Wrong name in “Name:”

Note: The comments here and for other SUP files are based on OMA Guidelines and templates for SUP files.

Proposed Change: Change to “poc_listService-v2_0.xsd”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	M10 
	2007.01.22
	T
	
	Source: Jaekwon Oh, Samsung, jaekwon.oh@samsung.com 

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054
Comment: This document is not needed as this is just same as that of PoC v1.0.

Proposed Change: 
- Remove the document

- Update PoC 2.0 CP with the reference to the same document in PoC v1.0 (i.e., OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_listService-V1_0_1-20061128-A), if needed.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>


2.14 OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_pocRules-V2_0-20061115-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	N1 
	2007-01-19
	T
	Whole file
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The content of the OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_pocRules-V2_0-20061115-D file is not in sync with PoCv1.0 – in PoCv1.0 the file contained the urn:oma:xml:poc:poc-rules scheme which is still needed.

Proposed Change: 

OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_pocRules-V2_0-20061115-D file content should be moved to a new file OMA-SUP-XSD_poc2.0_rules-V2_0 file. 

replace the OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_pocRules-V2_0-20061115-D file with the PoCv1.0.X file
	Status: OPEN

	N2 
	2007-01-19
	T
	Line 1
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The 1st line is empty which is not allowed in the XML.

Proposed Change: Remove the empty line(s) at the beginning of the file.
	Status: OPEN

	N3 
	2007-01-19
	T
	Whole file
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Imported schemas not used 

Proposed Change: remove import
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	N4 
	2007.01.22
	T
	
	Source: NOKIA

Form: 

Comment: Why new version of SUP-file is needed? This just confuses people.

Proposed Change: Use version 1.0
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	N5 
	
	
	
	Source: NOKIA

Form: 

Comment: If you want to add / extend schema you should make new SUP-file for it and not to include it to old one and increase version number. If you create new namespace for this extension, it is not anymore backward compatible with old PoC level definition and PoC V1 clients don’t understand this namespace “urn:oma:xml:poc:poc2.0-rules”.

Proposed Change: Create own SUP-file for extensions as it have been done with other cases as well or add these to Shared Policy schema.
	

	N6 
	
	
	
	Source: NOKIA

Form: 

Comment: Are <invited-id-setting> and < <allow-invited-id-autoanswer> something that also other enablers can use in future? Or is it just PoC Specific?

Proposed Change: If they are generic then move it Shared Policy XDM.
	

	N7 
	
	
	
	Source: NOKIA

Form: 

Comment: Header says that more information can be found from PoC XDM TS, but <invited-id-setting> and < <allow-invited-id-autoanswer> are not defined there.

Proposed Change: Define elements in TS as well.
	

	N8 
	2007.01.18
	T
	General
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  This schema is an extension to shared policy rules, but not visible (provided the included elements remain PoC enabler specific).

Proposed Change: The naming and rules for schema extensions should be clarified. Add a comment within the schema definition that states that the schema is an extension to shared policy schema.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	N9 
	2007.01.18
	E
	“Normative Information”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Wrong document reference (provided the OMA-TS-POC_XDM-V2_0 is replaced)

Proposed Change: Change “OMA-TS-POC_XDM-V2_0” to “OMA-TS-POC-ControlPlane-V2_0”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	N10 
	2007.01.18
	T
	Xml schema
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  The import of PoC V1.0 schema contains element <allow-invite> that will become part of shared policy schema instead. 

Proposed Change: update import in the schema to reflect the new schemas
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	N11 
	2007.01.18
	T
	Xml schema
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  definitions for elements <allow-unconditional-nwpocbox-routing> and <pocbox-type> are missing in the schema

Proposed Change: update schema with new element definitions
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>


2.15 OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_pocusage-V2_0-20060525-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	O1 
	2007-01-19
	Tl
	Whole file
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_pocusage-V2_0-20060525-D file is obsolete as it is based on PoCv1.0. The PoCv1.0 file was updated in the PoCv1.0.1 release (OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_pocusage-V1_0_1-20061128-A).

Proposed Change: replace the file with the PoCv1.0.X file
	Status: OPEN

	O2 
	2007-01-19
	Tl
	Whole file
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: string not defined in <xs:restriction base="string"> 

Proposed Change: <xs:restriction base="xs:string">
	OMA-REL-2007-0005


	O3 
	2007.01.22
	T
	
	Source: NOKIA

Form: 

Comment: Why new version of SUP-file is needed as it includes same content that version 1.0? This just confuses people.

Proposed Change: Use version 1.0
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	O4 
	200y.mm.dd
	T
	x.y
	Source: Anders Lindgren, Ericsson

Form: INP doc

Comment:  An XML namespace can only by defined once

Proposed Change: Remove the whole document and use the V1 document also for V2 
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	O5 
	2007.01.18
	T
	General
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  It is unclear why there is a PoC V2.0 version of the file. It contains exactly the same schema as in PoC V1.0. Probably it must be a V2.0 file, because otherwise the document reference will point to wrong version.

Proposed Change: The rules and semantics applicable to SUP files containing XML schemas should be clarified.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	O6 
	2007.01.18
	E
	“Normative Information”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Wrong document reference (provided the OMA-TS-POC_XDM-V2_0 is replaced)

Proposed Change: Change “OMA-TS-POC_XDM-V2_0” to “OMA-TS-POC-ControlPlane-V2_0”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	O7 
	2007.01.18
	E
	XML schema
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Wrong definition for “restriction”

Proposed Change: Change “base=”string”” to “base=”xs:string””, see CR PoCV1-2007-0001-SUP for details
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	O8 
	2007.01.22
	T
	
	Source: Jaekwon Oh, Samsung, jaekwon.oh@samsung.com 

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0054
Comment: This document is not needed as this is just same as that of PoC v1.0.

Proposed Change: 
- Remove the document. 

- Update PoC 2.0 CP with the reference to the same document in PoC v1.0 (i.e., OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_pocusage-V1_0_1-20061128-A), if needed.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>


2.16 OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_dispatch_ind-V2_0-20061025-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	P1 
	2007.01.22
	T
	
	Source: NOKIA

Form: 

Comment: As this attribute extends Group Advertisement, can it be included to schema of extended group advertisement defined in Shared Group XDM and in xdm_groupAdvertisement SUP-file?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	P2 
	2007.01.22
	T
	
	Source: NOKIA

Form: 

Comment: Can all dispatcher related XML elements as attributes be included in one SUP-file instead of having several files for this functionality?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	P3 
	
	
	
	Source: NOKIA

Form: 

Comment: Extension point for possible future extension is missing

Proposed Change:  Add <xs:anyAttribute namespace="##any" processContents="lax"/> to schema.
	

	P4 
	2007.01.18
	E
	XML schema
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  attribute name should be lower case “dispatch” according to [OMA-POC-CP] Appendix E.1.2

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	P5 
	2007.01.18
	E
	“File Information”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Incorrect file name in “File:”

Proposed Change: Change to “OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_dispatch_ind-V2_0-20061025-D”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	P6 
	2007.01.18
	E
	“Normative Information”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  type is missing in “Name:”

Proposed Change: Change to “poc_dispatch_ind-v2_0.xsd”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>


2.17 OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_participant_info_ind-V2_0-20061025-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	Q1 
	2007.01.22
	T
	
	Source: NOKIA

Form: 

Comment: Check constant naming rules for all PoC 2 SUP-files.

Proposed Change: Rename as OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_participantInfo
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	Q2 
	2007.01.22
	T
	
	Source: NOKIA

Form: 

Comment: Extension points for elements and attributes are missing for future usage. 

Proposed Change: Add extension points.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	Q3 
	2007.01.18
	T
	XML schema
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  This schema is an extension to schema in [RFC 4575]? If so, make a comment about the extension within the schema.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	Q4 
	2007.01.18
	T
	XML schema
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Element values and attribute names should be in lower case? If so, update the schema definitions accordingly.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	Q5 
	2007.01.18
	T
	XML schema
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  there is no default for “FDCFOSupported”?

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	Q6 
	2007.01.18
	E
	“File Information”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Incorrect file name in “File:” , “v” shall be in uppercase, and no file type.

Proposed Change: Change to “OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_participant-info-ind-V2_0-20061025-D”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	Q7 
	2007.01.18
	E
	“File Information”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  missing type in “Name:” 

Proposed Change: Change to “OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_participant-info-ind-V2_0.xsd”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>


2.18 OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_FDCFO-V2_0-20061025-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	R1 
	2007.01.22
	T
	
	Source: NOKIA

Form: 

Comment: Extension point for is missing. 

Proposed Change: Add extension point:

<xs:any namespace="##other" processContents="lax"/>
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	R2 
	2007.01.22
	T
	
	Source: NOKIA

Form: 

Comment: Check constant naming rules for all PoC 2 SUP-files.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	R3 
	2007.01.18
	E
	“File Information”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Incorrect file name in “File:”, “v” should be uppercase.

Proposed Change: Change to “OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_FDCFO-V2_0-20061025-D”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>


2.19 OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_poc_settings-V2_0-20061025-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	S1 
	2007-01-19
	T
	Whole file
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The SUP file name and the content are incorrect (OMA-POC-POCv2-2006-1282 was not applied correctly).

Proposed Change: Rename the file as in 1282 and update its content as specified in 1282.
	Status: OPEN

	S2 
	2007-01-19
	T
	Whole file
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: Privacy service setting (as specified in CP 6.1.2 PoC Service Settings procedure 9 e) is not covered in the XML schema
	Status: OPEN

	S3 
	2007-01-19
	T
	Whole file
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: schema is not valid, type name is case sensitive - <xs:complexType name="ipiiSettingType"> 

Proposed Change: <xs:complexType name="ipiisettingType">
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>


	S4 
	2007.01.22
	T
	
	Source: NOKIA

Form: 

Comment: Check constant naming rules for all PoC 2 SUP-files.

Proposed Change: Rename as OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_pocSettings
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	S5 
	2007.01.22
	T
	
	Source: NOKIA

Form: 

Comment: In header it is said that NORMATIVE INFORMATION can be found OMA-TS-PoC_XDM-V2_0 although this not described there.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	S6 
	2007.01.22
	T
	
	Source: NOKIA

Form: 

Comment: Element extension point should use “##other” instead of “##other”. 

Proposed Change: Change to “##other”.
	

	S7 
	2007.01.22
	T
	
	Source: NOKIA

Form: 

Comment: Extension point missing from top-level. 

Proposed Change: 
	

	S8 
	2007.01.18
	T
	After xs:schema tag.
	Source: Anders Lindgren, Ericsson
Form: INP doc
Comment:  It is hard to see how this XML schema extends the urn:oma:params:xml:ns:poc:poc-settings  XML schema
Proposed Change:  Add comments to the xs:schema part that specifies that this schema is an extension to the other one and make comments per new element specifed which element it extends in the other schema.
	Status: OPEN 

<provide response>

	S9 
	2007.01.18
	E
	“Normative Information”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Wrong document reference (provided the OMA-TS-POC_XDM-V2_0 is replaced)

Proposed Change: Change “OMA-TS-POC_XDM-V2_0” to “OMA-TS-POC-ControlPlane-V2_0”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	S10 
	2007.01.18
	T
	XML schema
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  This schema is an extension to service settings in [RFC 4354]. Make comment about the extension within the schema.

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	S11 
	2007.01.18
	E
	XML schema
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  schema is badly formatted 

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	S12 
	2007.01.18
	E
	“File Information”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Incorrect file name in “File:”, “v” shall be uppercase. 

Proposed Change: Change to “OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_poc_settings-V2_0-20061025-D”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>


2.20 OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_invocation_descriptor-V2_0-20061204-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	T1 
	2007-01-19
	T
	Line 81
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: "<?xml version="1.0" encoding="UTF-8" ?>" is included twice in the document – 1st and 81st line. 2nd location is not needed and not allowed.

Proposed Change: Remove "<?xml version="1.0" encoding="UTF-8" ?>" at line 81.
	Status: OPEN

	T2 
	2007.01.22
	T
	
	Source: NOKIA

Form: 

Comment: Attribute extension point should use “##any” instead of “##other”. 

Proposed Change: Change to “##any”.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	T3 
	2007.01.22
	T
	
	Source: NOKIA

Form: 

Comment: Check constant naming rules for all PoC 2 SUP-files.

Proposed Change: Rename as OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_invocationDescriptor
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	T4 
	2007.01.18
	E
	“File Information”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Wrong name in “Name:”, 
“V” should be lowercase

Proposed Change: Change to “poc_invocation_descriptor-v2_0.xsd”
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>


2.21 OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_poc-sharedgroup-ext-V2_0-20061220-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	U1 U
	2007-01-19
	T
	Whole file
	Source: Siemens

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0005

Comment: The file name does not fit the XML schema name.

Proposed Change: Rename the file to OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_poc2.0-sharedgroup-ext-V2_0 (this name is already used e.g. in PoCv2.0 XDM)
	Status: OPEN

	U2 
	2007.01.22
	T
	
	Source: NOKIA

Form: 

Comment: Extension point for elements is missing. 

Proposed Change: Add extension point:

<xs:any namespace="##other" processContents="lax"/>
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	U3 
	2007.01.22
	T
	
	Source: Nokia

Form: 

Comment: Remove poc2.0 from filename and use same kind of naming style than with other “old” SUP-files 

Proposed Change: Rename as OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_groupExtensions
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	U4 
	2007.01.22
	T
	
	Source: Nokia

Form: 

Comment: In Public Reachable Information part is used Name: poc_allow_dispatch-v2_0.xsd when it should be filename of SUP-file (poc_groupExtensions)

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	U5 
	2007.01.18
	T
	General
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  This schema is an extension to shared group, as indicated in the schema (provided the included elements remain PoC enabler specific).

Proposed Change: The naming and rules for schema extensions should be clarified. If needed update the comment within the schema definition that states to what schema it is an extension to.
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	U6 
	2007.01.18
	E
	“File Information”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment:  Name in “Name” is not according to SUP file name

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	U7 
	2007.01.22
	E
	Name of the document
	Source: Telefónica SA

Form: OMA-REL-2007-0050

Comment: Name of the document. 

Proposed Change: Change OMA-SUP-XDS_poc_poc_sharedgroup_ext-V2_0-20061220-D to OMA-SUP-XSD_poc_poc_sharedgroup_ext-V2_0-20061220-D
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>
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