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1. Review Information
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	Converted to –I status


2. Review Comments

2.1 OMA-RD-PoC2-V1_0-20060215-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Edit
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	2006.02.23
	
	General
	Source: REQ Group

Form: Conference call

Question about use of “Post PoC 2.0” in the RD, suggesting to use ‘Future’ instead. Suggested to harmonize terms across OMA
	Status: Closed
Agreed to keep ‘Post PoC2’

	A002
	2006.02.24
	
	General
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034

Some of the Notes in the document has a different style. Align all notes to use the same style
	Status: Closed
Comment agreed and addressed by 2006-0054R01


	A003
	2006.02.28
	
	General
	Source: NEC/REQ Group

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035/Conference call

Editor’s Notes should be checked throughout the RD. When not possible to address them at this stage, then change them with ‘Notes’ only. 

Additional editorial and labeling corrections are needed throughout the RD.  
	Status: Closed
Addressed by 2006-0054R01

	A004
	2006.03.01
	
	General
	Source: Siemens
Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0036

Please use consistent spelling for "Push to Talk" or "Push-to-Talk". 
Currently the following occur in the document:


"Push to Talk"


"Push-To-Talk communication"


"Push to talk over Cellular"


"Push to Talk over Cellular"


"Push to Talk Over Cellular"


"Push -To -Talk over Cellular"


"push-to-talk services"
	Status: Closed
Agreed to have the following term across the RD:  

‘Push To Talk over Cellular’


	A005
	2006.02.23
	
	2.2
	Source: REQ Group

Form: Conference call

Informative reference used in Appendix A, such as TR 22.950 to be added in the informative reference section.
	Status: Closed
Agreed. 

	A006
	2006.02.23
	
	2.2
	Source: REQ Group

Form: Conference call

There are some other references used in the document and  are missing in the reference tables  
	Status: Closed
Comment agreed. 

	A007
	2006.02.24
	
	3.2.
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0033

Align the terminology used in all sub-clauses with the sub-clause 3.2 “Definitions”.
	Status: Closed
Comment agreed

	A008
	2006.03.01
	
	3.2
	Source: Siemens
Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0036

The definition for "1-many PoC Session" is not very descriptive. (Description of the default case should not refer to a special case.). Below is better.

“A PoC Group Session that is not a 1-many-1 PoC Sessionin which all participants communicate with each other.”
	Status: Closed
Addressed by 2006-0050. 

New agreed wording is: 

“ A PoC Session with many Participants and in which all Participants can communicate with each other”

	A009
	2006.03.01
	
	4.1
	Source: Siemens
Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0036

bullet 3: "PoC sService iInfrastructure" -> "PoC Service Infrastructure"

bullet 5: "PoC Service iInfrastructure"-> "PoC Service Infrastructure"
	Status: Closed
Comment agreed

	A010
	2006.02.24
	
	4.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034

Some words in the subclause is bold when they should be normal
	Status: Closed
Comment agreed

	A011
	2006.02.24
	
	4.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034

Remove "Explanation" and "Roles" that appears as some sort of title
	Status: Closed
Comment agreed

	A012
	2006.03.01
	
	5.1.1
	Source: Siemens
Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0036

"She gets instantly some comments from Vittorio and Mauro."

What precisely does "instantly" mean here?

Can she receive comments while the video is still playing? Meaning full-duplex?
Proposal: remove “instantly” to leave that open for other specification
	Status: Closed
Comment agreed

	A013
	2006.02.24
	
	5.2.2.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034

Change 1:1 ( 1-1
	Status: Closed
Comment agreed 

	A014
	2006.03.01
	
	5.2.6
	Source: Siemens
Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0036

bullet 2: "PoC Box. ; or," -> "PoC Box; or,"
	Status: Closed
Comment agreed

	A015
	2006.03.01
	
	5.3
	Source: Siemens
Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0036

the sections are actually numbered "5.1.*", numbering has been entered manually; please fix
	Status: Closed
Comment agreed

	A016
	2006.03.01
	
	5.3.1

Short description
	Source: Siemens
Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0036

"PoC Client with advances capabilities" -> "... advanced ..."
	Status: Closed
Comment agreed

	A017
	2006.03.01
	
	5.3.1

Short Description
	Source: Siemens
Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0036

The "Short Description" is actually too short. It does not indicate in what way or for what purpose the PoC Dispatcher can "coordinate the fleet of professionals" and how the roles of PoC Dispatcher and fleet Manager are related.
This only gets clearer several pages later
	Status: Closed
Comment rejected

	A018
	2006.03.01
	
	5.4.2.2
	Source: Siemens
Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0036
What is "ARPU"? 
Can anyone explain?
	Status: Closed
Agreed to spell out the acronym.
ARPU-Average Revenue Per User

	A019
	2006.03.01
	
	5.7.1
	Source: Siemens
Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0036

bullet 4: "Participants are automatically revoked (optional, depending on group settings) ..." 

This may be a configurable option (in the PoC group) but should not be the default as automatic revocation does not appear nice.
FUNC-XDM-DG-007/008 implies it optional
	Status: Closed
Agreed to change from ‘revoked’ to ‘expelled’ 
Proposal in the brackets will be rejected

	A020
	2006.02.24
	
	5.6.2.4, 5.6.2.5, 5.6.3 and 5.6.4
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034

Why do they have a different style than other use cases i.e. they are not in a bullet form
	Status: Closed
Comment agreed. Addressed by 2006-0049

	A021
	2006.02.24
	
	5.7.2.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034

Remove yellow frame
	Status: Closed
Comment agreed

	A022
	2006.02.24
	
	6.1
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034
Remove editor's note:

Editor’s note: How about interworking with the Instant Messaging (IM) enabler.

since no interaction with IM is required
	Status: Closed
Comment agreed. Addressed by 2006-0054

	A023
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.1

FUNC-NMT-013
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035

Second part of the first sentence is not needed. We all know that PoC Client May start a PoC session with voice only

Suggested to delete ‘PoC Client MAY start a PoC Session with voice only’

	Status: Closed
Agreed to remove ‘the PoC Client MAY start a PoC Session with voice only’ and the new wording is:

“If the PoC Client supports Continuous Media other than voice, a PoC User using voice MAY add Continuous Media other than voice (e.g., video) to the PoC Session”
AI on the editor to implement  the change

	A024
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.1.

FUNC-NMT-016
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
Not clear why this requirement should be different from 014 above. One is MAY for sending and other one is SHALL for receiving


	Status: Closed 
Comment rejected

	A025
	2006.02.24
	
	6.1.1

FUNC-NMT-020
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034

Last paragraph should be a bullet of type (ii)

(Already suggested in an agreed CR)
	Status: Closed
Comment agreed

	A026
	2006.02.24
	
	6.1.1

FUNC-NMT-021
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034

PoC Server SHALL support single source and multiple source modes of sending video streams in conjunction with voice.

(Already suggested in an agreed CR)
	Status: Closed
Comment agreed

	A027
	2006.02.24
	
	6.1.1

FUNC-NMT-022
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034
If the PoC Client supports voice and video it SHALL support single source and multiple source modes of sending video streams in conjunction with voice.

(Already suggested in an agreed CR)
	Status: Closed
Comment agreed

	A028
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.1.

FUNC-NMT-025
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
Same as comment A014, one MAY in FUNC-NMT-023 and one SHALL in FUNC-NMT-025
	Status: Closed
Comment rejected

	A029
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.1.

FUNC-NMT-030
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
Similar to comment A013, all PoC clients should be able to support voice. Suggested to delete ‘PoC Client MAY start a PoC Session with voice only’ 


	Status: Closed
Proposed changes agreed.

See A023

	A030
	2006.02.24
	
	6.1.2

FUNC-MPG-007
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034
Replace:

Editor's Note: Merging of policies between different groups is for further study. 
Editor's Note: Most group policies apply for Prearranged PoC Groups whereas this feature is about Ad hoc PoC Group sessions.

with:

The policy applied for the resulting PoC Session SHALL be the same policies that applies to an Ad-hoc PoC Group Session
	Status: Closed
Agreed to replace two editor’s notes with the following note. 

Note: “The policy applied for the resulting PoC Session is the same policy that applies to an Ad-hoc PoC Group Session”


	A031
	2006.02.24
	
	6.1.3.3

FUNC-EPE-MB-004
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034

Unclear what type of access control
	Status: Closed
Comment rejected



	A032
	2006.02.24
	
	6.1.3.3

FUNC-EPE-MB-006
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034

Unclear if this means a separate answer mode per media or not? If so interaction between answer modes unclear
	Status: Closed
Comment agreed. Addressed by 2006-0048

	A033
	2006.02.24
	
	6.1.3.3

FUNC-EPE-MB-009
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034

What type of access control?
	Status: Closed
Comment rejected

	A034
	2006.03.01
	
	6.1.3.3
	Source: Siemens
Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0036

It should be clarified what "Incoming Media Barring" actually means - whether it is barring of media content from INVITE message as defined in  "6.1.3.1 Requests with Media Content" or whether it is barring of new media types defined in SDP of INVITE messages as defined in "6.1.1 New Media Types"
From the context it seems to be the latter (barring of new media types defined in SDP of INVITE messages as defined in "6.1.1 New Media Types"). Is it correct?
	Status: Closed
Addressed by 2006-0040.
Agreed changes in the introduction of  section 6.1.3.3: to put media type in capital “Media Type” and remove inverted comes around “New Media Types”

	A035
	2006.02.24
	
	6.1.3.4

FUNC-EPE-ISB-003
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034
Don't understand "PoC Group Parameters (e.g. particular group members)". How does this relate to incoming (Group members are not listed in an incoming INVITE)

More conditions are needed in the RD, if more conditions are needed at least a statement saying that more conditions are FFS.
	Status: Closed
Comment rejected

	A036
	2006.02.24
	
	6.1.3.5

FUNC-EPE-OSB-003
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034

More conditions are needed in the RD, if more conditions are needed at least a statement saying that more conditions are FFS
	Status: Closed
Agreed to add a note to say:  the list is not exhausted. 



	A037
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.3.7.

FUNC-EPE-EF-002
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035

This requirement does not seem to be in line with the requirement EF-001 as is the case with other conditionality requirements. Requirements seem to be covering two different issues, while the first one supports rejection of PoC session, the second one supports only indication of the failure. 

Different wording is suggested: 

The PoC Client SHOULD be able to reject PoC session establishment initiated by an inviting PoC User whose identity is hidden based on local policies and preferences of invited PoC Users

	Status: Closed
Agreed. Addressed by 2006-0047 

	A038
	2006.02.24
	
	6.1.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0033
We have specified some requirements for invitation reservation, but we have not specified requirements for changing the reservation.  It may – in some cases – take several hours or even several days to get conditions met and members invited.  It is necessary to be able to modify and cancel the reservation.  Without this modification/cancelling possibility whole the feature is useless.

Proposed to add:

PoC User SHALL be able to modify and cancel the made invitation reservation, if members are not yet invited.
	Status: Closed
Addressed by 2006-0051R01. 

Proposed requirement FUNC-IRS-013 is deleted, while proposed requirement FUNC-IRS-014  is modified to:

“PoC User SHALL be able to cancel the made invitation reservation, if conditions are not met yet”

	A039
	2006.02.24
	
	6.1.4
	Source: Nokia

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0033

Requirement FUNC-IRS-011 should be moved to another section (as said in Editor’s Note), because it may be supported also without supporting the other IRS functionality.

Proposed to add a requirement (subcluase is FFS):

The PoC Server SHALL invite missing PoC Users, when they become available, until the ongoing PoC Session is released
	Status: Closed
Input 2006-0052 was reviewed to address this, but group could not agree.

At the end agreed just to delete the editor’s notes and close the comment.  



	A040
	2006.03.01
	
	6.1.4
	Source: Siemens
Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0036

FUNC-IRS-007 - it is not clear which pieces of information should be collected from PoC Server and which pieces of information should be collected from Presence Server.
In this requirement, the core is to collect the availability of inviting and invited PoC User. Therefore, the following text makes clearer:

The PoC Server SHALL collect information on both inviting PoC User;s  and invited PoC User's  availability from corresponding PoC Server and Presence Server, if Presence is supported.
	Status: Closed
Comment rejected. Group could not agree with the wording provided by 2006-0041 or 2006-0046.

	A041
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.5

FUNC-PBO-004
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035

The following paragraph should be captured as standalone requirement: 

“The PoC Box SHALL have the means to accept incoming PoC Session invitations on behalf of a PoC User.”
	Status: Closed
Comment rejected

	A042
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.5.

FUNC-PBO-020
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035

Is not very clear whether is meant to be users to control the lifetime of their messages in somebody’s Poc Box, or is it that PoC Box owners can decide the lifetime of the messages left in their PoC BoXes.  

If the former is the case, then another requirement should exist to say that PoC Box owner should be able to define the lifetime of messages left in his PoC Box.
New requirement: “Owners of PoC Box MAY be able to define a lifetime of the messages left on a PoC Box by PoC Session participants”
	Status: Closed
Comment rejected

	A043
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.5.

FUNC-PBO-020
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
Suggested to have the second paragraph as a separate requirement, and also this part is not clear as what the intention here is. 
This seems to be covered by the first part of this requirement, i.e. by ‘Participants in a PoC session MAY define a lifetime of their messages left on a PoC Box
’ since an originating PoC user is a participant of a PoC session.
	Status: Closed
Agreed to delete the second sentence in this requirement, as shown below:

‘An originating PoC User MAY have the possibility to indicate a lifetime of his messages left on a PoC Box when requesting permission for that message’ 

	A044
	2006.02.24
	
	6.1.6.2

FUNC-PSC-FD-004
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034
If Full Duplex Call Follow-on Proceed  is supported, the PoC Service SHALL support for a PoC User to include a target address (e.g. SIP URI or E.164 number) to the indication, so that the full duplex call can be set up to that target address.

Without the SHALL the requirement is worthless


	Status: Closed
Comment rejected
Agreed to delete ‘If Full Duplex Call Follow-on Proceed  is supported,  and start with 
‘PoC Service SHALL…’  
So, changed from MAY to SHALL for this case only, however an AI was agreed on Kennie and Andrew to provide a CR with a clarification for section 6.  for the rest of RD. 



	A045
	2006.02.24
	
	6.1.6.6

FUNC-PSC-MA-001

	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034
The PoC Service Infrastructure MAY support the Enhanced Simultaneous PoC Sessions functionality if Simultaneous PoC Sessions are supported.


	Status: Closed
Comment rejected and editor’s note removed

	A046
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.6.7

FUNC-PSC-MM-004
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
Second bullet point: 

This bullet point is not clear. We will never reach this case if the PoC session is released when the second last human participant leaves the session as stated in the first bullet point. 

Suggested to remove
	Status: Closed
Comment rejected because is not urgent. It is for Post PoC2

	A047
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.6.8

FUNC-PSC-CH-004
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
Is the text within parentheses really meant to be an ‘i.e.’, or should it be an ‘e.g.’  

The requirement has two parts here, to prove the validity and to authorize the PoC Session initiation. 

Suggested to rewrite the requirement as given below: 

“The PoC Service Infrastructure SHALL validate the Crisis Handling Request (e.g. authenticate the source) and authorize the PoC Session initiation for crisis handling.”
	Status: Closed
Proposal accepted

	A048
	2006.03.01
	
	6.1.6.8
	Source: Siemens
Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0036

It should be clarified whether the "6.1.6.8 PoC Session Control for Crisis Handling" is to be used for "5. Use of PoC by emergency organisations/services personnel (e.g., police, ambulance, fire)" as mentioned in "1. Scope". 
If not used, it should be stated which requirement from chapter 6 is related to "5. Use of PoC by emergency organisations/services personnel (e.g., police, ambulance, fire)" as mentioned in "1. Scope".
Used or not-used, Siemens does not have preference. This may impact on the technical realization.
	Status: Closed
Accepted, i.e., the 5th bullet of chapter 1 is deleted

	A049
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.6.10

FUNC-PSC-SU-003
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
It is not clear from the requirement statement that these settings are associated with a PoC User having the maximum number of PoC Sessions, if indeed this is the case.

Suggested to associate the requirements  with the maximum number of PoC sessions 
	Status: Closed
Comment rejected because is not urgent. It is for Post PoC2

	A050
	2006.02.24
	
	6.1.7

FUNC-DPF-001
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034
Editor's note "

 Editor’s Note: Conditionality for client and server to be reviewed." 

can be removed
	Status: Closed
Proposal accepted

	A051
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.7.

FUNC-DPF-009
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
Not sure why we need to include Ad-hoc group session in this case. 1-1 and 1-many-1 represent the way of communication in the specific case of Dispatcher service and not group types. 
Otherwise I see no reason why a pre-arranged group is not included too and why a fleet member can’t be expelled from the pre-arranged group. Suggested to delete the following ‘or Ad-hoc PoC Group Session’
	Status: Closed
Comment accepted. 

New agreed wording is: 

“The PoC Dispatcher SHALL be able to expel any PoC Fleet Member from an ongoing PoC Session (including all PoC Fleet Members at once) “

	A052
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.7

FUNC-DPF-014
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
Are we sure we want this requirement? PoC Dispatcher should not have any control of PoC sessions outside PoC dispatcher sessions. Suggested to remove it.


	Status: Closed
Rejected. This is an optional feature anyway. Input 2006-0044 explains this.

	A053
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.7

FUNC-DPF-017
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
This is not very clear and may conflict with FUNC-DPF-010. 

Is not clear who can authorize it, I guess Dispatcher, and also is a SHALL for something that can be limited by the Dispatcher as shown in FUNC-DPF -010.

Suggested to either change to MAY or clarify FUNC-DPF-010 by adding ‘when not participating in an ongoing 1-many-1 PoC session.  


	Status: Closed
Accepted (changed to MAY)



	A054
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.7 

FUNC-DPF-019
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
Not sure how can this be done if fleet members can not communicate with other fleet members in a 1-many-1 session. 

It can probably be done via Dispatcher, but has to be indicated
	Status: Closed
Comment agreed and wording changed to: 

“A PoC Fleet Member MAY be able to obtain identities of other Fleet Members in a 1-many-1 PoC Session”

	A055
	2006.02.24
	
	6.1.8.1

FUNC-MBC-GN-004


	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034
If the Media Burst Control is applicable for the Media Type the PoC Service Infrastructure and PoC Clients SHALL support capability for one Media Burst Control for multiple Media in a PoC Session.


	Status: Closed
Addressed by 2006-0054R01 and the agreed wording is: 

“If the Media Burst Control is applicable for the Media Type the PoC Service Infrastructure SHALL support and the PoC Client MAY support capability for one Media Burst Control for multiple Media in a PoC Session”



	A056
	2006.02.24
	
	6.1.8.7

Introduction


	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034
The feature for the PoC Server to send to the PoC Client a notification of remaining transmit time, called as “Remaining transmit time Notification”, is needed for the PoC Client to be able to generate an accurate advanced alert for the PoC User to inform revocation of granted floor to occur. 
Where is the requirement to change the time?
	Status: Closed
Agreed as proposed. 


	A057
	2006.02.24
	
	6.1.8.7

FUNC-MBC-TN-003
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034
If Remaining Transmit Time Notification for Advanced Revocation Alert  is supported by the PoC Service Infrastructure, the PoC Server SHALL be able to send a notification of the remaining transmit time to the transmitting PoC Client during transmission
	Status: Closed
Agreed as proposed

	A058
	2006.02.24
	
	6.1.8.11

FUNC-MBC-MG-004
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034
If Moderated PoC Groups is supported by the PoC Client a moderator, e.g., a PoC dispatcher, SHALL be able to assign the role of the moderator to other authorized Participants of a PoC Session, e.g., a PoC dispatcher, before or during a PoC Session
	Status: Closed
Addressed by 2006-057 that is based and merged with 2006-055


	A059
	2006.02.24
	
	6.1.8.11

FUNC-MBC-MG-005
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034

If Moderated PoC Groups is supported by the PoC Client a Moderator, e.g., a PoC dispatcher, SHALL be able to request permission to send the Media Burst on behalf of another PoC User, e.g., a Fleet Member.

Note: A PoC 1.0 Client may not be able to fulfil the function of sending a Media Burst when permission to send the Media Burst has been requested by a Moderator
	Status: Closed
Addressed by 2006-057 that is based and merged with 2006-055

	A060
	2006.02.24
	
	6.1.8.11

FUNC-MBC-MG-005
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034
If Moderated PoC Groups is supported by the PoC Client a PoC Client acting as a moderator, e.g., a PoC dispatcher, SHALL be able to grant or deny the request from another PoC Client, e.g., a Fleet Member, for permission to send the Media Burst
	Status: Closed
Addressed by 2006-057 that is based and merged with 2006-055

	A061
	2006.02.24
	
	6.1.9.1

FUNC-QOE-GN-003
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034

QoE "Premium" can be removed since it is not used in AD
	Status: Closed
Accepted 

	A062
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.11.2

FUNC-XDM-DG-005
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
Suggested to split this up into two requirements, one for invitation and another one for join and rejoin
	Status: Closed
Comment accepted. Addressed by 2006-055

	A063
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.11.5

FUNC-XDM-GL-003
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
The requirement does not identify the entities responsible for specifying the expiry time or deleting the PoC Groups.

Suggested to change to:

Specifically it SHOULD be possible to specify an expiration time by the PoC Service Provider or by the PoC Subscriber when creating PoC Groups and PoC Group Lists and the deletion of the PoC Groups and PoC Group Lists when the expiration time expires
	Status: Closed
Comment accepted.

	A064
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.11.5

FUNC-XDM-GL-004
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035

What is meant by the term ‘network’, should ‘network’ read ‘XDM Server’?

We believe instead of ‘network’ should be ‘PoC Service Infrastructure’
	Status: Closed
Comment accepted

	A065
	2006.02.24
	
	6.1.12.5

FUNC-IWF-VS-004
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034
The editor's note: 

Editor’s Note: we need to consider to reach the same – or different - terminal for PoC as for the voice call

This is a specification problem and can be removed from RD.
	Status: Closed
Comment accepted

	A066
	2006.02.24
	
	6.1.12.5

FUNC-IWF-VS-011
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034
Replace:

Editor’s Note: In case of the group CS teleconference the interaction with the PoC service is FFS

with:

NOTE: In case of the group CS teleconference the interaction with the PoC service is out of scope of PoC version 2
	Status: Closed
Comment agreed



	A067
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.12.5 

FUNC-IWF-VS-008 - 0011
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
To add, ‘the interaction of PoC - video only session with other voice call enablers functionality is’
	Status: Closed
Addressed by input 2006-055

	A068
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.14.1

FUNC-VAS-VO-003 -008
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
I guess the requirement should be on PoC Service Infrastructure and not PoC Voting Service. PoC Voting Service is an added value service and therefore the requirement should be on the enabler. 
Suggested to be worded differently 

‘If PoC voting service is supported, PoC Service Infrastructure SHALL be able to specify Vote Group Type (open/closed)’
	Status: Closed.
Comment rejected. It is post PoC2 feature


	A069
	2006.02.24
	
	6.1.15.1


	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034

Unclear terminology in the requirements may cause confusion in when writing specifications. What is a warning header, message etc from a user point of view
	Status: Closed
DoCoMo suggested to replace ‘Operator Warning Header’ with 

‘Operator Specified Warning Message’ 
This change to be reflected in all related requirements  

	A070
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.15.1

FUNC-ADD-WH-003
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
Should the following text be a note rather than part of the requirement:

“Languages to be supported are totally optional both on the PoC Server and the PoC Client.”
	Status: Closed
Agreed to remove 
“Languages to be supported are totally optional both on the PoC Server and the PoC Client.”
 from the requirement and instead to be included in the added text as shown below.

“The operator specified warning message is a free text message that is sent from the PoC Server to the PoC Client in order to present miscellaneous information from the PoC Service Provider to the PoC User. If the PoC Service Provider wants to notify arbitrary messages besides the warning texts which are statically implemented on the PoC Client and the PoC Server, the PoC Service Provider may utilise this functionality.  Based on the local policy determined by the PoC Service Provider, various languages may be used in the operator specified warning message. Languages to be supported are totally optional both on the PoC Server and the PoC Client.”
It was also agreed that this added text will be included in the introduction part of 6.1.15.1



	A071
	2006.02.23
	
	6.1.15.3

Introduction
	Source: REQ

Form: Conference call
It starts out with an editor’s note saying the introductory text is missing.  This appears in many places
	Status: Closed
Delete those notes about filling in text for post PoC2 sections

Comment agreed
6.1.15.4, 6.1.17.1, 6.1.91.1 are not "post PoC2"

	A072
	2006.02.01
	
	6.1.15.3
	Source: Siemens
Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0036

The purpose of the "PoC External Entity" is not clear. 

A statement can be added that it works as PoC client but it is not located in RAN, it is within core network.
	Status: Closed
Comment rejected. It is a post PoC2 feature

	A073
	2006.02.28
	
	6.1.19.2

FUNC-USA-UC-007
	Source: NEC

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0035
What entities are responsible for defining the expiry time? Is it PoC Service Provider or PoC Subscriber or something else.
	Status: Closed
Comment agreed. Wording agreed as following: 
“It SHOULD be possible to specify an expiration time for the alerting message either by the PoC User sending the alert or the PoC Infrastructure in case the PoC Infrastructure sends the alert”



	A074
	2006.02.23
	
	6.1.20
	Source: REQ Group

Form: Conference call

Question about the relationship between PoC1 and PoC2 and whether this relationship is captured somewhere
	Status: Closed
Rejected. Clarification provided

	A075
	2006.02.24
	
	6.2
	Source: Ericsson

Form: OMA-REQ-PoC2-2006-0034

Overall system requirements are missing!
	Status: closed
Comment accepted. Section removed

	A076
	2006.02.23
	
	Appendix
	Source: REQ Group

Form: Conference call

Question about the note at the bottom of Appendix A – whether this was a part of the original 3GPP specification or whether it was added as a part of the PoC2 RD

Some clarity is needed
	Status: Closed
The "Note" is part of the TR, not a PoC WG note to readers

	A077
	2006.03.01
	
	3GPP and 3GPP2 liaison 
	Source: Cingular and Lucent

Form: Conference call
6.1.9.1

3GPP and 3GPP2 request clarification between Crisis Handling, QoE Profiles, and Multi Level Priority Access. 
	Status: Closed  

Add one more feature “Official government use” in a new bullet point in 6.1.9.1. requirement FUNC-QOE-GN-003.
The exact wording for the added feature after the last bullet point is given below:

“In addition, the following QoE profile MAY be defined
· Official Government Use  (this is a profile with multiple levels of priority access intended for national security and emergency preparedness purposes; subject to applicable regulations, when this profile is implemented, it SHALL take precedence over all other QoE profiles)”
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