Doc# OMA-PoC2-CONRR-Template-20061220-D[image: image1.jpg]"sOMaQa

Open Mobile Alliance




Review Report

 Doc# OMA-PoC2-CONRR-Template-20061220-D
Review Report


Input Contribution

	Title:
	POCv2.0_CONR_SD_comments
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	To:
	REL WG

	Submission Date:
	2006-12-01

	Source:
	Jan Holm, Ericsson AB, jan.holm@ericsson.com, +4687197378

Bert Skedinger, Ericsson AB, bert.skedinger@ericsson.com
Agnieszka Szczurowska, Ericsson AB, agnieszka.r.szczurowska@ericsson.com

	Attachments:
	n/a
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Public       FORMCHECKBOX 
 OMA Confidential

	Replaces:
	n/a


1 Reason for Contribution

 This contribution contains the comments on the: OMA-TS-PoC_System_Description-V2_0-20061221-D. 

2 Summary of Contribution

Contains a list of all errors found during the consistency review of the OMA-TS-PoC_System_Description-V2_0-20061221-D document. 

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

	C001
	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.  
	

	C003
	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>

	C004
	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>

	C005
	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>

	C006
	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>

	C007
	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>

	C008
	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>

	C009
	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>

	C010
	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>

	C011
	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>

	C012
	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>

	C013
	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>

	C014
	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>

	C015
	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>

	C016
	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>

	C017
	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>

	C018
	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>

	C019
	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>

	C020
	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>

	C021
	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>

	C022
	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>

	C023
	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>

	C024
	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>

	C025
	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>

	C025
	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>

	C026
	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>

	C027
	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>

	C028
	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

	C029
	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

	C030
	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

	C031
	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

	C032
	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

	C033
	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

	C034
	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

	C035
	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

	C036
	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

	C037
	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

	C038
	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

	C039
	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

	C040
	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

	C041
	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

	C042
	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

	C043
	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

	C044
	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

	C045
	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

	C046
	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

	C047
	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

	C048
	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

	C049
	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

	C050
	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

	C051
	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

	C052
	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

	C053
	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

	C054
	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

	C055
	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

	C056
	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

	C057
	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

	C058
	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

	C059
	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

	C060
	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

	C061
	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

	C062
	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

	C063
	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

	C064
	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

	C065
	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

	C066
	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

	C067
	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

	C068
	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

	C069
	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

	C070
	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

	C071
	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

	C072
	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

	C073
	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

	C074
	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

	C075
	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

	C076
	2007.01.16
	E
	4.21
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem.

Proposed Change: media ( Media
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C077
	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

	C078
	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

	C079
	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

	C080
	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

	C081
	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

	C082
	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

	C083
	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

	C084
	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

	C085
	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

	C086
	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

	C087
	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

	C088
	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

	C089
	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

	C090
	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

	C091
	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

	C092
	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

	C093
	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

	C094
	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

	C095
	2007.01.16
	E
	4.34
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: 3:rd bullet list contains some formatting error.

Proposed Change: Remove the formatting error.
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C096
	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

	C097
	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

	C098
	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

	C099
	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

	C100
	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

	C101
	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

	C102
	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

	C103
	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

	C104
	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

	C105
	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

	C106
	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

	C107
	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

	C108
	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

	C109
	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

	C110
	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

	C111
	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

	C112
	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

	C113
	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

	C114
	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

	C115
	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

	C116
	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

	C117
	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

	C118
	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

	C119
	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

	C120
	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

	C121
	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

	C122
	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

	C123
	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>

	C124
	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

	C125
	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>

	C125
	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

	C126
	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>

	C127
	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

	C128
	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>

	C129
	2007-01-20
	E
	4.43.1
	Source: Jan Holm, Ericsson

Form: INP

Comment: Terminology problem

Proposed Change: PoC Session Invitation ( PoC Session invitation.

(several occurrences)
	Status: OPEN / CLOSED

	C130
	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>

	C131
	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

	C132
	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>

	C133
	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

	C134
	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>

	C135
	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

	C136
	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>

	C137
	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

	C138
	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>

	C139
	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

	C140
	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>

	C141
	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

	C142
	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>

	C143
	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

	C144
	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>

	C145
	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

	C146
	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>

	C147
	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

	C148
	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>

	C149
	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

	C150
	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>

	C151
	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

	C152
	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>

	C153
	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

	C154
	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>

	C155
	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

	C156
	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>

	C157
	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

	C158
	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>

	C159
	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

	C160
	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>

	C161
	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

	C162
	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>

	C163
	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

	C164
	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>

	C165
	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

	C166
	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>

	C167
	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

	C168
	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>

	C169
	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

	C170
	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>

	C171
	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

	C172
	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

	C173
	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

	C174
	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

	C175
	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

	C176
	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

	C177
	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

	C178
	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

	C179
	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>

	C180
	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>

	C181
	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>

	C182
	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>

	C183
	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>

	C184
	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>

	C185
	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>

	C186
	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>

	C187
	2007.01.16
	T
	3.2,
“Participant”
	Source: bert.skedinger@ericsson.com

Form: INP

Comment: Missing descriptive text

Proposed Change: 
	Status: OPEN

<provide response>

	C188
	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>

	C189
	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>

	C190
	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>

	C191
	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>

	C192
	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>

	C193
	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>

	C194
	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>

	C195
	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>

	C196
	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>

	C197
	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>

	C198
	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>

	C199
	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>

	C201
	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>

	C202
	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>

	C203
	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>

	C204
	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>

	C205
	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>

	C206
	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>

	C207
	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>

	C208
	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>

	C209
	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>

	C210
	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>

	C211
	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>

	C212
	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>

	C213
	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>

	C214
	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>

	C215
	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>

	C216
	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>

	C217
	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>

	C218
	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>

	C219
	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>

	C220
	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>

	C221
	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>

	C222
	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>

	C223
	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>

	C224
	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>

	C225
	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>

	C225
	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>

	C226
	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>

	C227
	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>

	C228
	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>

	C229
	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>

	C230
	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>

	C231
	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>

	C232
	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>

	C233
	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>

	C234
	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>

	C235
	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>

	C236
	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>

	C237
	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>

	C238
	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>

	C239
	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>

	C240
	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>

	C241
	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>

	C242
	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>

	C243
	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>

	C244
	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>

	C245
	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>

	C246
	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>

	C247
	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>

	C248
	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>

	C249
	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>

	C250
	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>

	C251
	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>

	C252
	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>

	C253
	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>

	C254
	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>

	C255
	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>

	C256
	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>

	C257
	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>

	C258
	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>

	C259
	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>

	C260
	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>

	C261
	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>

	C262
	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>

	C263
	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>

	C264
	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>

	C265
	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>

	C266
	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>

	C267
	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>

	C268
	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>

	C269
	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>

	C270
	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>

	C271
	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>

	C272
	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>

	C273
	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>

	C274
	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>

	C275
	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>

	C276
	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>

	C277
	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>

	C278
	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>

	C279
	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>

	C280
	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>

	C281
	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>

	C282
	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>

	C283
	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>

	C284
	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>

	C285
	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>

	C286
	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>


3 Intellectual Property Rights
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4 Recommendation

Review the comments and take appropriate actions to update the OMA-TS-PoC_System_Description-V2_0-20061221-D.
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