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1 Reason for Contribution

 This contribution contains the comments on the following documents:

· OMA-RD-PoC-V2_0-20061219-C

· OMA-TS-PoC-System-Description-V2_0-20061221-D
· OMA-TS-PoC-ControlPlane-V2_0-20061221-D
· OMA-TS-PoC-XDM-V2_0-20061220-D
· OMA-ETR-PoC-V2_0-20061219-D
2 Summary of Contribution

Contains a list of all errors found during the consistency review of the documents. 

3 Detailed Proposal

1.1 OMA-RD-PoC-V2_0-20061219-C
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	A001
	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



	A002
	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



	A003
	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



	A004
	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



	A005
	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



	A006
	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



	A007
	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



	A008
	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




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

	C001
	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



	C002
	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



	C003
	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



	C004
	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



	C005
	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



	C006
	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



	C007
	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



	C008
	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



	C009
	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



	C010
	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



	C011
	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



	C012
	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



	C013
	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




1.3 OMA-TS-PoC_ControlPlane-V2_0-20061221-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	D001
	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



	D002
	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



	D003
	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



	D004
	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



	D005
	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



	D006
	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



	D007
	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




1.4 OMA-TS-PoC_XDM-V2_0-20061220-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	F001
	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




1.5 OMA-ETR-PoC-V2_0-20061219-D
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	J001
	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



	J002
	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



	J003
	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



	J004
	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



	J005
	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



	J006
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1.2.3

PoC Session-related Features (SRF)
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP
Comment: 
Feature Description of SRF-201 is using the expression “Session on hold” but we have only Media on hold instead.
Proposed Change: Need to change from Session on hold to Media on hold.
	Status: OPEN



	J007
	2007.01.22
	T
	5.1.2.4

PoC Session-unrelated Features (SUF)
	Source: KSHUH@LGE.COM

Form: INP
Comment: 
Feature Description of SUF-202 (Sending of Group advertisement) need to consider the authorization of Group Advertisement sender. 
For example, Sending of Group advertisement if users are authorized to send Group Advertisement
Proposed Change: need to update the Feature Description with the sender authorization.
	Status: OPEN



	J008
	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



	J009
	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




4 Intellectual Property Rights

Members and their Affiliates (collectively, "Members") agree to use their reasonable endeavours to inform timely the Open Mobile Alliance of Essential IPR as they become aware that the Essential IPR is related to the prepared or published Specification.  This obligation does not imply an obligation on Members to conduct IPR searches.  This duty is contained in the Open Mobile Alliance application form to which each Member's attention is drawn.  Members shall submit to the General Manager of Operations of OMA the IPR Statement and the IPR Licensing Declaration.  These forms are available from OMA or online at the OMA website at www.openmobilealliance.org.

5 Recommendation

 Review comments and take appropriate actions to incorporate the result in the relevant documents.
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