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1 Reason for Change

 See the set of comments below at the bottom for which this CR solves.  
2 Impact on Backward Compatibility

None identified
3 Impact on Other Specifications

None identified  
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

Adopt
6 Detailed Change Proposal

See attached zip file for revisions to solve the comments below.  The file is titled "OMA-TS-PoC_System_Description-V2_1-20090424-D-june18th-edit.doc"
Below this point are the comments solved in this CR.  They are copied here as opposed to the top due to a Microsoft Word copying problem of unknown causes. 
	ID
	Open Date
	Type
	Section
	Description
	Status

	C108
	2009.06.09
	T
	4.54.1
	Source: Tom Hiller, Alan Hameed

Form: doc #0035

Comment:  It says […] "between the PoC Server performing the Participating PoC Function and the PoC Server performing the Controlling PoC Function in a Remote PoC Network", however, it does not have to be a "remote network". 
Proposed Change:  Delete reference to remote network.
Edit made
	Status: closed 

	C109
	2009.06.09
	T
	4.54.2
	Source: Tom Hiller, Alan Hameed

Form: doc #0035

Comment:  EN in section 4.54.2 
Proposed Change:  Resolve the EN
The EN has no purpose and can be closed. The CP handles this. 
Done

	Status: closed

	C113
	2009.06.09
	T
	4.54.3
	Source: Tom Hiller, Alan Hameed

Form: doc #0035

Comment: "If a PoC Client supports the External Media Content Server Retrieval, the following applies:"  However, in fact, there is also a discrete data section for EMCS.  So it should be refined that must support RTSP for streaming media EMCS.
Proposed Change:  Clarify this
Add a trivial edit to clarify.  
Done
	Status: closed

	C114
	2009.06.09
	T
	4.54.3
	Source: Tom Hiller, Alan Hameed

Form: doc #0035

Comment: It says "NOTE 4: 
In case Media Stream parameters in RTSP and in the PoC Control Plane are different, the RTSP parameters are ignored."  However, this would be a serious error case, and the session should be released.
Proposed Change:  Clarify
In fact the RTSP or PoC Session or both could be modified, or the entire PoC Session should be released.  
Done.  
	Status: closed

	C115
	2009.06.09
	T
	4.54.4
	Source: Tom Hiller, Alan Hameed

Form: doc #0035

Comment: "Stream" means something continuously flowing. There is no such thing as a "Discrete Media Stream".  
Proposed Change: Refer to this as Discrete media or find some similar term.
Use the word "content" instead of "stream".
 Done 
	Status: closed

	C116
	2009.06.09
	T
	4.54.4
	Source: Tom Hiller, Alan Hameed

Form: doc #0035

Comment:   The discrete data version of EMCS applies to multiple participants of a PoC Session, so we need to make it clear I this section, which it is not.  It seems to be written for just one PoC Client.   Also, the words "content indirection" need to appear in this section, similar as in the streaming media case.
Proposed Change:  Clarify these points in an edit. 
It is clarified that the recipients are PoC Session participants who have discrete data and support this feature. 
	Status: closed

	C141
	2009.06.09
	T
	4A.3 Version 2.1
	Source: Tom Hiller

Form: doc #0035

Comment:   It says "Performance enhancements such as Still-alive and fast PoC Session establishment." However, the bullet could mention Bit Map Addressing (BMA), too 
Proposed Change:  Add BMA to this bullet
Done
	Status: closed

	C162
	2009.06.09
	T
	5.28.1.1
	Source: Tom Hiller, Alan Hameed

Form: doc #0035

Comment:  It says: " Similarly, the ECMS Retrieval Function is able to access the EMCS itself using RTSP." However, the interface between the EMCS-RF and the EMCS is out of scope.
Proposed Change:  Remove the sentence, and mention that the RTSP session shown to the EMCS is for illustrative purposes. 
Done
	Status: closed

	C163
	2009.06.09
	T
	5.28.1.1
	Source: Tom Hiller, Alan Hameed

Form: doc #0035

Comment:  Type "EMCSR"
Proposed Change:  Should be EMCS
Done
	Status: closed 

	C164
	2009.06.09
	T
	5.28.1.1
	Source: Tom Hiller, Alan Hameed

Form: doc #0035

Comment:  For parallel writing style with the "no EMCS Retrieval Function, and to be complete, we need the  following sentence "The flow below shows a SIP MESSAGE Request with content indirection; however, if the PoC Session did not exist, or if other Participants were being added, the scenario would start with a SIP INVITE Request."
Proposed Change:  Add this sentence. 
Is this section to be retained? 
The section is deleted because EMCS Retrieval function is part of the CF.


done
	Status: closed 

	C165
	2009.06.09
	T
	5.28.1.6.1
	Source: Tom Hiller, Alan Hameed

Form: doc #0035

Comment: OMA-POC-POCV2_1-2009-0062R05 was not implemented correctly in the SD. There are flows to be deleted that were not deleted.

Proposed Change: Delete section 5.28.1.6.1
Deleted.  
Done 
	Status: closed 

	C166
	2009.06.09
	T
	5.28.1.6.2
	Source: Tom Hiller, Alan Hameed

Form: doc #0035

Comment: OMA-POC-POCV2_1-2009-0062R05 was not implemented correctly in the SD. There are flows to be deleted that were not deleted.

Proposed Change: Delete section 5.28.1.6.2.  done.

	Status: closed 

	C167
	2009.06.09
	T
	5.28.1.6.3
	Source: Tom Hiller, Alan Hameed

Form: doc #0035

Comment: OMA-POC-POCV2_1-2009-0062R05 was not implemented correctly in the SD. There are flows to be deleted that were not deleted.

Proposed Change: Delete section 5.28.1.6.3.  
Done 


	Status: closed 

	C168
	2009.06.09
	T
	5.28.2.1
	Source: Tom Hiller, Alan Hameed

Form: doc #0035

Comment:  It reads "This subclause describes an example case for PoC Clients that support the External Media Content Server Retrieval feature for the case of Streaming Media.  ".  However, it's the opposite, the section is when there is no EMCS Retrieval Function. 
Proposed Change: Fix the sentence 
Done  

The problem has been EMCS RF is an entity and not the feature.  
	Status: closed 

	C169
	2009.06.09
	T
	5.28.2.1.1
	Source: Tom Hiller, Alan Hameed

Form: doc #0035

Comment:  There are cross reference problems, e.g., 7.3.1.1.3 "PoC Server Creates Connections for RTSP Control and Streaming Media", is really 5.28.2.1.3
PoC Server Creates Connections for RTSP Control and Streaming Media, and so forth. This error repeats in the subsections. 
Proposed Change:
These sections are just the before and next section cross references.  
Double checked and is correct

Done. 
	Status: closed 

	C170
	2009.06.09
	T
	5.28.2.1.3
	Source: Tom Hiller, Alan Hameed

Form: doc #0035

Comment:  The parameters of the re-INVITE differ from the case with the EMCS-RF, and it might seem odd to the reader. The two sections should have basically identical parameters, unless there's an actual reason.

Proposed Change:  Make uniform
EMCS Retrieval Function as a separate entity outside the PoC Server is deleted, so this comment is closed.  

	Status: closed 

	C171
	2009.06.09
	T
	5.28.2.1.3
	Source: Tom Hiller, Alan Hameed

Form: doc #0035

Comment:  The action "A.
The PoC Server X (controlling) sends the MBCP Media Burst Taken message on behalf of the EMCS to the PoC Client A for the Media-floor Control Entity handling the Streaming Media. This implies that this Media-floor Control Entity will be occupied by the EMCS until the streaming of Media is completed" did not appear in the EMCS-RF case.  It should appear uniformly in both places or not appear in both places
Proposed Change:  Make uniform
Open: Is the EMCS RF flow being retained?  
It is not retained and the the problem vanishes. 
Done
	Status: closed 

	C173
	2009.06.09
	T
	5.28.2.1.6
	Source: Tom Hiller, Alan Hameed

Form: doc #0035

Comment:  It says 2.
PoC Server X (controlling) sends the No Media Burst indication when the other PoC Client releases the Media-floor Control Entity i.e. no more Media Streaming Commands are needed", but it probably means "no more … are requested by any PoC Client at this moment"
Proposed Change:  Clarify this point
Clarified. Done. 
	Status: closed 

	C174
	2009.06.09
	T
	5.28.2.1.7
	Source: Tom Hiller, Alan Hameed

Form: doc #0035

Comment:  It states "In this subclause, PoC Client A terminates the RTSP session using usual RTSP commands. To do this, PoC Client A must first seize the floor in order to be able to send an RTSP TEARDOWN.  The use of an RTSP TEARDOWN is to allow the RTSP protocol to terminate as usual."  However, did we agree TEARDOWN requires the floor?  
Proposed Change:  Resolve if the PoC Client sends the TEARDOWN without requesting the floor.  This is what the figure actually shows.  Resolve, too, the case with the EMCS RF, which has no similar flow.  
Open: in the UP, what is the status of TEARDOWN and floor control? 
EMCS RF flows as a separate entity is removed.  
	Status: closed 

	C175
	2009.06.09
	T
	5.28.2.2.2
	Source: Tom Hiller, Alan Hameed

Form: doc #0035

Comment:  It says "8.
PoC Server X sends a SIP error response ("Unsupported Media") to SIP Core X.", but in fact, the figure shows "content does not exist".  
Proposed Change:  Align the text and the figure to say the same thing.  It seems from RFC 4483 that "Unsupported Media" is most correct.  
 It seems a SIP 404 makes most sense --- more than a 415. We just need to align one way or the other. 
Reflected in CP, but in SD is just informatively named

Withdrawn
	Status: closed w/o action

	C176
	2009.06.09
	T
	5.28.2.3.1
	Source: Tom Hiller, Alan Hameed

Form: doc #0035

Comment: There needs to be a separate (additional) flow that shows PoC Client B receiving discrete media, parallel to the case of streaming media. This is to avoid confusion the discrete media only applies to one PoC Client 

Proposed Change: Add the subsection as explained
Added, There are two cases for discrete media, one with and one without floor control.  It needs to be reviewed to see that it uses correct terminology with respect to floor control and discrete media.
Done 
   
	Status: closed 

	C177
	2009.06.09
	T
	5.28.2.3.2
	Source: Tom Hiller, Alan Hameed

Form: doc #0035

Comment:  The phrase "The SEND is routed to PoC Server X. "is not typical for this section.  The SEND is forwarded because it's media.  It is not routed.
Proposed Change: Perhaps just delete the sentence, as it is not attached to any bullet?  
This is a very tiny wording matter.  I substituted "forwarded".  
Done 
	Status: closed 

	C107
	2009.06.03
	T
	4.54
	Source: Jan.Holm.@ericsson.com

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: The External Media Content Server Retrieval Function (i.e. as a separate stand-alone function) is not implemented in stage 3. 

Proposed Change: Remove the External Media Content Server Retrieval Function.
It is removed as a separate standalone entity.  It is now just an abstract function within the CF PoC Server. 
Done
	Status: closed  


	C172
	2009.06.03
	T
	5.28.2.1.6
	Source: Jan.Holm.@ericsson.com

Form: <INP doc>

Comment: Unresolved EN

Editor's note: A flow showing the release of the Media streaming session (TEAR DOWN) is FFS. It should allow the participants to see the media to the end, over and over again.
Proposed Change: Resolve EN

(The result may have to be reflected in CP or UP or both)
EMCS Retrieval function has been removed as a separate standalone entity.  It is now just an abstract function within the CF PoC Server.

There is a teardown for the case of the EMCS RF within the CF PoC Server.   

Done
	Status: closed  
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