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1	Introduction
There are several attributes missing in the SDP default message content in 36.579-1 Table 5.5.3.1.1-2 and Table 5.5.3.1.2-2. Some of the missing attributes are vital for verification of MCVideo test cases with call establishment (e.g. codec information), other attributes may not be needed for now as not being used by any test cases.
As general approach equivalent attributes are taken over from MCPTT (where applicable) or from the 3GPP IMS test suites (where applicable). Especially in the latter case it is up to RAN5 to sort out when deviations are needed. In case of attributes which are not needed yet (e.g. for pre-established session), assuming that there will be test cases in the future, the attributes are specified in the same way as for MCPTT; nevertheless if there is a decision that there will be no such test cases the attributes can be removed.
2	Issues
2.1	Pre-established session for MCVideo
Issue 2.1-1:	There are no pre-established session test cases for MCVideo yet.
24.281 distinguishes at several places the behaviour in case of pre-established session from on-demand session and there are (only) a few clauses specific for pre-established session, but there is no clause in 24.281 describing pre-established session establishment like clause 9 of 24.379. Also there are no clauses for pre-established session call control in 24.581 as in 24.380 and e.g. in 24.281 clause 6.3.2.2.6.1 for pre-established session it refers to clause 6.3.2.2.6.3 which does not exist.
NOTE: This applies up to Rel-17.
Proposal 2.1-1:	It needs to be decided whether or not handling of pre-established session is relevant for MCVideo conformance testing at all.
NOTE: In the proposed changes for 36.579-1 Table 5.5.3.1.1-2 and Table 5.5.3.1.2-2 is still considered (see clauses 2.3.1.2, 2.3.2.2 below). 
2.2	SSRC values of RTP streams for audio and video
For MCVideo there are two RTP streams, one for audio and one for video. This is reflected in the SDP messages according to 36.579-1 Table 5.5.3.1.1-2 and Table 5.5.3.1.2-2 and in the NAS packet filters as recently introduced in 36.508 (R5-222015). Each of the RTP streams has an SSRC according to RFC 3550.
Issue 2.2-1:	In is not clear whether the audio and video RTP streams have the same SSRC (a) or different SSRC (b). In the latter case it is not clear which SSRC shall be used for transmission control of MCVideo. Core specs (24.281 and 24.581) are using phrases like "the SSRC of the MCVideo client" or "SSRC of the user transmitting the media". Furthermore it is not clearly stated whether or not transmission control applies for both streams.
Proposal 2.2-1:	a) If there is a core spec reference that the audio and video have to have the same SSRC, this should be clarified in a test specification as requirement for the UE and the SS implementation.
b) If the SSCR for audio and video may be different, this should be clarified in test specifications and it needs to be specified which SSRC to be used for transmission control. 
Issue 2.2-2:	There is no mc_ssrc fmtp parameter for MCVideo in 24.581; this may cause issues when an implicit transmission request shall be implicitly granted.
NOTE: MCPTT mc_ssrc has been introduced for the 6/2020 release of 24.380 (C1-203921), so it may simply not have been done for MCVideo yet.
Proposal 2.2-2:	No proposal in concrete for now.
2.3	36.579-1 Table 5.5.3.1.1-2 and Table 5.5.3.1.2-2
2.3.1	Table 5.5.3.1.1-2: SDP Message from the UE for MCVideo
2.3.1.1	a=key-mgmt attribute
Issue 2.3.1.1-1:	In contrast to MCPTT there are still only a=key-mgmt attributes at media level but not at session level.
Proposal 2.3.1.1-1:	Optional session level a=key-mgmt attribute which shall be present when there are no media level a=key-mgmt attributes for audio and video (see also R5w210212).
NOTE: combinations of session and media level attributes are not considered at least as long as audio and video have the same key.
Issue 2.3.1.1-2:	As know from MCPTT condition "PRIVATE-CALL" only is not sufficient for the a=key-mgmt attribute(s).
Proposal 2.3.1.1-2:	Conditions for the a=key-mgmt attributes shall be taken over from MCPTT.
2.3.1.2	Attributes for pre-established session
Attributes for pre-established session are currently not needed as there are no test cases for pre-established session yet. Nevertheless as these attributes all need condition "PRE_ESTABLISHED_SESSION" it would  not harm to add them to Table 5.5.3.1.1-2 - assuming that there will be test cases for pre-established session in the future. If this assumption is not valid (see clause 2.1) there shall be no attributes for pre-established session in MCVideo SDP and condition "PRE_ESTABLISHED_SESSION" would not be applicable for MCVideo.
Issue 2.3.1.2-1:	Optional a=ice-lite attribute missing at session level.
Proposal 2.3.1.2-1:	Optional a=ice-lite attribute shall be added at session level with condition "PRE_ESTABLISHED_SESSION".
Issue 2.3.1.2-2:	a=candidate attributes missing for audio, video and transmission control.
Proposal 2.3.1.2-2:	a=candidate attributes shall be added in media descriptions of audio, video and transmission control with condition "PRE_ESTABLISHED_SESSION".
2.3.1.3	a=ssrc media level attributes
Issue 2.3.1.3-1:	As for MCPTT the UE may include at least one a=ssrc media level attribute for audio and video.
Proposal 2.3.1.3-1:	a=ssrc media level attribute added to audio and video in the same way as for MCPTT.
2.3.1.4	Media description for Video 
Issue 2.3.1.4-1:	In the m=line UDP may not be the appropriate transport protocol for video, but it should be an RTP profile like "RTP/AVP" or "RTP/AVPF" as for 3GPP IMS (34.229-1). In addition the RTP stream shall be secure.
Assumption 2.3.1.4-1:	The UE uses the same RTP profiles as specified for the INVITE (Step 2) in 34.229-1 C.25 with the exception that they are secure.
Proposal 2.3.1.4-1:	The <proto> field of the m=line shall be "RTP/SAVPF" or "RTP/SAVP" as according to RFC 4585 and RFC 4566.
Issue 2.3.1.4-2:	"MCVideo" is not a valid RTP payload type number for video.
Proposal 2.3.1.4-2:	<fmt> shall be "any allowed value(s)" as for audio.
Issue 2.3.1.4-3:	a=rtpmap attribute is not fully specified.
Proposal 2.3.1.4-3a:	As for audio the payload type shall be "same value as format parameter of the "fmtp" attribute"
Proposal 2.3.1.4-3b:	The clock rate for H264 shall be 90000 (according to RFC 6184)
Proposal 2.3.1.4-3c:	There are no encoding parameters (according to RFC 6184)
Issue 2.3.1.4-4:	a=fmt attribute is missing.
Assumption 2.3.1.4-4:	As for IMS (34.229-1 C.25, C.26) the a=fmt attribute has at least the profile-level-id parameter, in addition in case of the SDP answer there is the parameter packetization-mode=0 and there may be further parameters 
Proposal 2.3.1.4-4:	a=fmt attribute with profile-level-id = "any value", packetization-mode=0 for condition SDP_ANSWER and optionally further parameters
Issue 2.3.1.4-5:	a=tcap and a=pcfg attributes are missing
Assumption 2.3.1.4-5:	Similar as for IMS (34.229-1 C.25) the UE shall provide a=tcap and a=pcfg attributes in the SDP offer if the transport protocol in the m=line indicates "RTP/SAVP" (according to 26.114 clause 6.2.1a)
Proposal 2.3.1.4-5:	a=tcap and a=pcfg attributes shall be added for the SDP offer:
a=tcap:1
a=pcfg:1 t=1
2.3.1.5	Media description for Transmission Control
Issue 2.3.1.5-1:	In contrast to MCPTT there is no "mc_no_floor_ctrl" (or similar) fmtp parameter for MCVideo and it is not clear whether this will be needed at all (see clause 2.1). But there are test cases without transmission control.
Proposal 2.3.1.5-1:	New condition WITHOUT_TRANSMISSIONCONTROL to cope with the cases where there is no transmission control in the similar way as it is done with WITHOUT_FLOORCONTROL for MCPTT.

2.3.2	36.579-1 Table 5.5.3.1.2-2:
SDP Message from the SS for MCVideo
2.3.2.1	a=key-mgmt attribute
Issue 2.3.2.1-1:	As know from MCPTT condition "PRIVATE-CALL" only is not sufficient for the a=key-mgmt attributes.
Proposal 2.3.2.1-1:	Conditions for the a=key-mgmt attribute(s) shall be taken over from MCPTT.

2.3.2.2	Attributes for pre-established session
Attributes for pre-established session are currently not needed as there are no test cases yet for pre-established session. Nevertheless as these attributes all need condition "PRE_ESTABLISHED_SESSION" it would  not harm to add them to Table 5.5.3.1.2-2 - assuming that there will be test cases for pre-established session in the future. If this assumption is not valid (see clause 2.1) there shall be no attributes for pre-established session in MCVideo SDP and condition "PRE_ESTABLISHED_SESSION" would not be applicable for MCVideo.
Issue 2.3.2.2-1:	As for MCPTT the SS shall include an a=ice-lite session level attribute for pre-established session.
Proposal 2.3.2.2-1:	a=ice-lite attribute shall be added at session level with condition "PRE_ESTABLISHED_SESSION".
Issue 2.3.2.2-2:	a=candidate attributes missing for audio, video and transmission control.
Proposal 2.3.2.2-2:	a=candidate attributes shall be added in media descriptions of audio, video and transmission control with condition "PRE_ESTABLISHED_SESSION".
2.3.2.3	Media description for Audio 
Issue 2.3.2.3-1:	As for MCPTT the transport protocol shall be "RTP/SAVP" instead of "RTP/AVP"
Proposal 2.3.2.3-1:	The <proto> field of the m=line shall be "RTP/SAVP" instead of "RTP/AVP".
2.3.2.4	Media description for Video 
Issue 2.3.2.4-1:	In the m=line UDP is not the appropriate transport protocol for video, but it shall be an RTP profile like "RTP/AVP" or "RTP/AVPF" as for 3GPP IMS (34.229-1). In addition the RTP stream shall be secure.
Proposal 2.3.2.4-1:	The <proto> field of the m=line shall be "RTP/SAVPF" as according to RFC 4585 and RFC 4566.
Issue 2.3.2.4-2:	"MCVideo" is not a valid RTP payload type number for video.
Proposal 2.3.2.4-2:	<fmt> shall be "100" for initial SDP offer and as in initial SDP offer in any subsequent message.
Issue 2.3.2.4-3:	a=rtpmap attribute is not fully specified.
Proposal 2.3.2.4-3a:	The payload type shall be "100" for initial SDP offer and as in initial SDP offer in any subsequent message.
Proposal 2.3.2.4-3b:	The clock rate for H264 shall be 90000 (according to RFC 6184)
Proposal 2.3.2.4-3c:	There are no encoding parameter  (according to RFC 6184)
Issue 2.3.2.4-4:	a=fmt attribute is missing.
Assumption 2.3.2.4-4a:	As for IMS (34.229-1 C.26) the a=fmt attribute in an SPD offer has the parameters packetization-mode, profile-level-id and sprop-parameter-sets.
Proposal 2.3.2.4-4a:	For condition SDP_OFFER the a=fmt attribute shall be added with 
packetization-mode=0;
profile-level-id=42e00c;
sprop-parameter-sets=J0LgDJWgUH6Af1A=,KM46gA==
Assumption 2.3.2.4-4b:	As for IMS (34.229-1 C.25) the a=fmt attribute's format parameters in an SPD answer shall be copied from the SDP offer.
Proposal 2.3.2.4-4b:	For condition SDP_ANSWER the a=fmt attribute shall be added with format parameters copied from the SDP offer.
Issue 2.3.2.4-5:	According to IMS (34.229-1 C.25) the SS shall provide a couple of a=rtcp-fb attributes in an SDP offer sent to the UE.
Assumption 2.3.2.4-5:	For MCVideo the SS shall provide the same a=rtcp-fb attributes as for IMS.
Proposal 2.3.2.4-5:	The following a=rtcp-fb attributes shall be added for condition SDP_OFFER:
a=rtcp-fb:* trr-int 5000 
a=rtcp-fb:* nack
a=rtcp-fb:* nack pli 
a=rtcp-fb:* ccm fir
a=rtcp-fb:* ccm tmmbr 
Issue 2.3.2.4-6:	a=acfg attribute is missing for SDP answer
Assumption 2.3.2.4-6:	Similar as for IMS (34.229-1 C.25) the SS shall provide an a=acfg attributes in the SDP answer if there have been a=tcap and a=pcfg attributes in the corresponding SDP offer.
Proposal 2.3.2.4-6:	An a=acfg attribute shall be added for the SDP answer when there have been a=tcap and a=pcfg attributes in the corresponding SDP offer:
a=acfg:1 t=1
2.3.2.5	Media description for Transmission Control
Issue 2.3.2.5-1:	In contrast to MCPTT there is no "mc_no_floor_ctrl" (or similar) fmtp parameter for MCVideo and it is not clear whether this will be needed at all (see clause 2.1). But there are test cases without transmission control.
Proposal 2.3.2.5-1:	New condition WITHOUT_TRANSMISSIONCONTROL to cope with the cases where there is no transmission control in the same way as it is done with WITHOUT_FLOORCONTROL for MCPTT.
Issue 2.3.2.5-2:	For SDP_ANSWER the format specific parameters for MCVideo (Table 5.5.3.1.2-2) deviate from MCPTT (Table 5.5.3.1.2-1) even though there is no deviation in the core specs (24.380, 24.581).
Assumption 2.3.2.5-2:	In general format specific parameters mc_queueing, mc_priority, mc_granted and mc_implicit_request can be handled in the same way for MCVideo as for MCPTT.
Proposal 2.3.2.5-2:	For SDP_ANSWER the format specific parameters the format specific parameters mc_queueing, mc_priority, mc_granted and mc_implicit_request shall be handled in the same way for MCVideo as for MCPTT.
Issue 2.3.2.5-3:	For an SDP answer clause 14.3.6 of 24.581 specifies that the value of the "mc_reception_priority" fmtp attribute, if present in the SDP offer, shall be the lower value of the value contained in the offer and value of the <user-reception-priority> element in the MCVideo group document. 
Assumption 2.3.2.5-3a:	It is not fully clear in 24.581 but assumed that the "mc_reception_priority" fmtp attribute is included in the SDP answer only if included in the associated SDP offer.
Assumption 2.3.2.5-3b:	As there is no <user-reception-priority> element specified in the MCVideo group document in 36.579-1 Table 5.5.7.2-1, if the "mc_reception_priority" fmtp attribute has been included in the SDP offer, it can be taken over into the SDP answer.
Proposal 2.3.2.5-3:	For SDP_ANSWER "mc_reception_priority" fmtp attribute shall be set according to the above assumptions.
2.4	Resource-Priority for MCVideo emergency call
Issue 2.4-1:	24.281 clause 6.2.8.1.15 specifies that an MCVideo client shall retrieve the Resource-Priority from the MCVideo service configuration document but 24.484 does not define any resource priorities for MCVideo in the MCVideo service configuration document (clause 9.4).
In 36.579-1 Table 5.5.2.5.1-1 (SIP INVITE from the UE) and Table 5.5.2.5.2-1 (SIP INVITE from the SS) there is a Resource-Priority with values set according to "MCX service configuration documents".
 For MCVideo there are no such values and especially in case of SIP INVITE from the UE it is not clear how the MCVideo client shall set the Resource-Priority header field.
Proposal 2.4-1a:	In 36.579-1 Table 5.5.2.5.1-1 and Table 5.5.2.5.2-1 the values used in the Resource-Priority shall be distinguished for the MC services with references to an entry (if any) in the respective table of the service configuration document.
Proposal 2.4-1b:	It needs to be decided whether in Table 5.5.2.5.1-1 (SIP INVITE from the UE) for MCVideo and condition EMERGENCY-CALL or IMMPERIL-CALL 
a) the Resource-Priority shall be mandatory with particular values
b) the Resource-Priority shall be mandatory with any values
c) the Resource-Priority shall be optional
In case of a) it would need to be specified which values the UE shall use and where they come from.
Issue 2.4-2:	24.379 clause 6.3.2.2.3 and 24.281 clause 6.3.2.2.3 (SIP INVITE request towards the terminating MCPTT/MCVideo client) do not mention any Resource-Priority header field to be included in the SIP INVITE sent towards the client.
 The Resource-Priority header field may not be needed in the SIP INVITE from the SS.
Proposal 2.4-2:	If the Resource-Priority header field is not to needed in the SIP INVITE from the SS it shall be removed Table 5.5.2.5.2-1.


