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1	Introduction
The document lists in clause 2 some issues with MCPTT floor control and MCVideo transmission control and some implementation issues. Clause 3 summarises pending open issue.

2	Issues
2.1	MCPTT Floor Control
2.1.1	Floor Release with optional request for acknowledgement
According to 24.380 clause 6.2.4.4.8 a floor participant may include the first bit in the subtype of the Floor Release message set to '1' (Acknowledgment is required).
 It is implementation dependent whether or not the client request a Floor ack and what the client does when it does not get the Floor ack.
 In case that the client request a Floor ack, the server (TTCN) should send a Floor ack.
This is considered in procedures 5.3A.15 (MCPTT Floor Release – Floor Idle) and 5.3A.16 (MCPTT Floor Release – Floor Taken) already but not in the default message content.
Issue 2.1.1-1:	According to 36.579-1 Table 5.5.6.5-1 the Floor Release can be specified either with or without a request for acknowledgment but in general both cases are allowed.
Proposal 2.1.1-1:	Change of Subtype in Table 5.5.6.5-1 to ‘x0100’ with x being ‘0’ or ‘1’ depending on UE implementation.
2.1.2	Floor Ack
Issue 2.1.2-1:	According to 24.380 at all places in clause 6 specifying the client to send the Floor Ack, the Message Type is specified to be the subtype value of the message to be acknowledged without the upper bit set. E.g. in clause 6.2.4.3.2 it says
“a. shall include the Message Type field set to '5' (Floor Idle);”
	This contradicts with clause 8.2.3.14 saying
“The <Message Type> value is an 8 bit binary value containing the binary value consisting of the 5 bit message subtype as coded in table 8.2.2.1-1 (including the first bit (used by some floor control messages to indicate that a Floor Ack message is requested) of the five bit subtype) preceeded by "000"”
Proposal 2.1.2-1:	Change of Message Type in 36.579-1 Table 5.5.6.11-1 (Floor Ack) to ‘0000xxxx’ instead of ‘0001xxxx’.
CT1 may be asked for clarification: If clause 8.2.3.14 shall be applied, then in clause 6 the Message Type field should be specified e.g. as ‘1X’O (i.e. as ‘15’O for Floor Idle). 
Message Type in 36.579-1 Table 5.5.6.11-1 (Floor Ack) shall be kept as ‘0001xxxx’.
Issue 2.1.2-2:	As the specification of the Message Type in the Floor Ack is generic according to 36.579-1 Table 5.5.6.11-1, there is no need to specify any specific message content for a Floor Ack in a test procedure or test case.
Proposal 2.1.2-2:	Specific message content for a Floor Ack to be removed from test cases in 36.579-2.
NOTE: Current prose is inconsistent anyway as sometimes the Message type is specified and sometimes not. 
2.1.3	Core spec issues in 24.380
Issue 2.1.3-1:	Clause 6.2.4.5.7 specifies at two places
		“i.	shall include the Message Type field set to '‘1'’ (Floor Idle); …”
but according to Table 8.2.2.1-1 the message type for Floor Idle should be 5.
Proposal 2.1.3-1:	Issue may be reported to CT1.

2.2	MCVideo Transmission Control
2.2.1	Potential request for acknowledgement in transmission control messages
According to 24.581 clause 9.2.2.1 in principle all transmission control messages (except Transmission idle) may request an acknowledgement but the note at the end of clause 9.2.2.1 says "“Whether a message needs to be acknowledged or not is described in clause 6"”.
2.2.1.1	UL Transmission control messages
In 24.581 clause 6.2 (Transmission participant procedures) there is no case specifying that the client shall or may request an acknowledgement when sending a transmission control message. Nevertheless there are cases in clause 6.3 (Transmission control server procedures) where it is specified that the server shall send a Transmission control Ack message, if requested by the client. On the other hand most likely further changes and clarification in 24.581 may be needed in this context (e.g. clause 6.3.6.4.4).
Issue 2.2.1.1-1:	So far in test procedures and test cases potential requests for acknowledgement in UL transmission control messages are not considered, i.e. a UE coming up with an UL transmission control messages with request for acknowledgement may fail the test case.
Proposal 2.2.1.1-1:	As clause 6.2 does not specify any request for acknowledgement in an UL transmission control message, as working assumption test procedures and test cases can be kept as they are.
Issue 2.2.1.1-2:	In principle 36.579-1 clause 5.5.11 allows UL transmission control messages to request acknowledgement (condition ACK) but this is not used anywhere and on the other hand it would not work with condition ACK in case of optional request for acknowledgement (see issue 2.1.1-1).
Proposal 2.2.1.1-2:	As condition ACK needs to be applied explicitly to expect the request for acknowledgement, it does not harm to keep it for now.
2.2.1.2	DL Transmission control messages
According to 36.579-1 in procedure 5.3B.2 (MCVideo Transmission request – Transmission Granted) the Transmission Granted sent to the client requests an acknowledgement as well the Transmission End Response in procedure 5.3B.7 (MCVideo Transmission End Request CO). In addition test case 6.1.1.12 modifies the Queue Position Info of procedure 5.3B.5 (MCVideo Queue Position Request) to request an acknowledgement and test case 6.1.1.13 modifies the Receive Media Response of procedure 5.3B.3 (MCVideo Media Transmission Notification and Request CT) to request an acknowledgement. In all other cases there are no requests for acknowledgement in the DL transmission control messages. This is in line with clause 6 of 24.581 where in general the request and handling of acknowledgement requests in DL transmission control messages is server implementation dependent and not mandatory. 
Nevertheless there is an issue with test cases 6.1.1.12 and 6.1.1.13.
Issue 2.2.1.2-1a:	The additional Transmission Control Ack is handled in test cases 6.1.1.12 and 6.1.1.13 at test case level but not in the test procedures, what is confusing.
Issue 2.2.1.2-1b:	In case of test case 6.1.1.13 there is a user check between the Receive Media Response and the corresponding Transmission Control Ack sent by the UE.
Proposal 2.2.1.2-1:	Procedures 5.3B.3 and procedure 5.3B.5 shall be extended with an exception to handle the Transmission Control Ack if requested by the test case.
2.2.1.3	Transmission control ack
Issue 2.2.1.3-1:	Similar as described for issues 2.1.2-1 according to 24.581 clause 6 in all cases where Transmission control ack’s message type is specified it is the subtype value of the message to be acknowledged without the upper bit set, whereas clause 9.2.3.10 specifies the Message Type in the same way as in clause 8.2.3.14 of 24.380.
Proposal 2.2.1.3-1:	Change of Message Type in 36.579-1 Table 5.5.11.3.5-1 (Transmission Control Ack) to ‘0000xxxx’ instead of ‘0001xxxx’.
CT1 may be asked for clarification.
Message Type in 36.579-1 Table 5.5.11.3.5-1 (Transmission Control Ack) shall be kept as ‘0001xxxx’.
Issue 2.2.1.3-2:	As the specification of Message Type and Message Name in the Transmission Control Ack is generic according to 36.579-1 Table 5.5.11.3.5-1, there is no need to specify any specific message content for a Floor Ack in a test procedure or test case.
Proposal 2.2.1.3-2:	Specific message content for a Floor Ack to be removed from test cases in 36.579-6.
2.2.2	Core spec issues in 24.581
Issue 2.2.2-1a:	According to 24.581 clauses 6.3.5.3.7, 6.3.5.3.10, 6.3.5.4.3 the server "may set the first bit in the subtype of the Transmission Idle message to '1' (Acknowledgment is required) as described in clause 9.2.2.1", but according to Table 9.2.2.1-2 the upper bit of the subtype is 0 for Transmission idle.
Issue 2.2.2-1b:	Table 9.2.2.1-3 allows the Transmission control ack to have the upper bit of the subtype set to 1, what means that the Transmission control ack itself can request a Transmission control ack. The question is whether this is intended.
Proposal 2.2.2-1:	Issues may be reported to CT1.

2.3	Prose and Implementation Issues
Issue 2.3-1:	Accept header field of UL SIP INVITE:
In the current TTCN implementation of f_MCX_InviteRequest_MessageHeaderRX the Accept header field of 36.579-1 Table 5.5.2.5.1-1 is treated as superset i.e. it does not cause a fail when the UE comes up with more entries than specified in Table 5.5.2.5.1-1.
Proposal 2.3-1:	TTCN to be changed to remove superset from the accept header field in f_MCX_InviteRequest_MessageHeaderRX. If there are any arguments to keep the superset, then a prose CR is needed for clarification in 36.579-1 Table 5.3.3.4-1 and Table 5.5.2.5.1-1.
(TTCN CR)
Issue 2.3-2:	Due to misinterpretations of comments like “only applicable for group-broadcast group” in 36.579-1, level-within-group-hierarchy and level-within-user-hierarchy have not been implemented in TTCN for MCPTT Group Configuration (Table 5.5.7.1-1), MCVideo Group Configuration (Table 5.5.7.2-1) and MCData Group Configuration (Table 5.5.7.3-1); nevertheless even when these entries are not applicable in particular test scenario it should not harm to add them to the configuration documents. Otherwise further clarification in 36.579-1 would be needed.
Proposal 2.3-2:	Entries for level-within-group-hierarchy and level-within-user-hierarchy to be added in f_MCPTT_Group_Extensions_mcpttgi, f_MCVideo_Group_Extensions_mcpttgi and f_MCData_Group_Extensions_mcpttgi.
(TTCN CR)
Issue 2.3-3:	fl_MCX_BuildSDP_TX:
According to 36.579-1 Tables 5.5.3.1.2-1/2 there is no c=line at session level in the SDP Message from the SS for MCPTT/MCVideo.
Proposal 2.3-3:	c=line to be removed from session level in fl_MCX_BuildSDP_TX.
(TTCN CR)
Issue 2.3-4:	f_MCX_Service_Info_Affiliation.
Current TTCN allows an optional mcptt-called-party-id to be contained in the mcptt-info for affiliation, which is not according to the prose or to the core specs and does not make sense as there is no call at all.
Proposal 2.3-4:	mcptt-called-party-id to be removed from mcptt-info in f_MCX_Service_Info_Affiliation
(TTCN CR)
Issue 2.3-5:	So far fl_MCX_IMS_GetNextDialogIndex has a workaround to avoid usage of the relatively new TTCN-3 build-in function int2enum. But it seems that at least at compilation all compilers support int2enum now.
Proposal 2.3-5:	int2enum to be used by fl_MCX_IMS_GetNextDialogIndex.
(TTCN CR)
Issue 2.3-6:	In general the Request-URI of a SUBSCRIBE is a SIP URI. This is applied in TTCN. Nevertheless 36.579-1 Table 5.5.2.14-1 (SIP SUBSCRIBE) does not add the “sip” scheme to tsc_MCX_GMSURI in case of GROUPCONFIG.
On the other hand in TTCN the template cr_SipUri_HostPort is used to build up the Request-URI of the SUBSCRIBE for CONFIG and GROUPCONFIG. This allows the Request-URI to have optionally a username what is not (exactly) according to the prose (and does not make sense either)
Proposal 2.3-6a:	“sip” scheme to be added to tsc_MCX_GMSURI for the Request-URI of 36.579-1 Table 5.5.2.14-1 in case of GROUPCONFIG.
(Prose CR)
Proposal 2.3-6b:	The Request-URI of the SUBSCRIBE for CONFIG and GROUPCONFIG shall be (exactly) the concatenation of “sip:” and the respective hostname (tsc_MCX_CMS_Hostname, tsc_MCX_GMSURI).
(TTCN CR)
Issue 2.3-7:	According to 36.579-1 in general the Contact URI in the 200 OK for SUBSCRIBE and in the NOTIFY does not deviate from the SUBSCRIBE’s Request-URI. Only in case of GROUPCONFIG the Contact-URI is "sip:" & tsc_MCX_GMS_Hostname what may be considered as inconsistency.
On the other hand there is MCPTT test case 6.1.3.1 where the SIP SUBSCRIBE’s Request-URI is the session id of the ongoing call, but the specific message content for the Contact-URI of the 200 OK for SUBSCRIBE and the NOTIFY is missing.
Proposal 2.3-7a:	36.579-1 Table 5.5.2.17.1.2-1 to be simplified to specify per default the SUBSCRIBE’s Request-URI to be used as Contact-URI of the 200 OK for SUBSCRIBE.
(Prose CR)
Proposal 2.3-7b:	36.579-1 Table 5.5.2.8-1 to be simplified to specify the Contact-URI of the NOTIFY to be the same as the Contact-URI of the 200 OK for SUBSCRIBE.
(Prose CR)
Proposal 2.3-7c:	36.579-2 Table 6.1.3.1.3.3-8 to be modified to specify the Contact URI of the subscription:
To increase test coverage the Contact URI may be different from the Request URI.
(Prose CR)
Issue 2.3-8:	tsc_MCData_SessionId
Currently tsc_MCData_SessionId is specified as tsc_MCData_PublicServiceId_A & "/service-id-A", which is not a valid SIP URI according to the BNF of RFC 3261 (SIP URI does not have any path).
Proposal 2.3-8:	tsc_MCData_SessionId to be redefined similar to tsc_MCX_SessionID_B which is used for pre-established session:
tsc_MCData_SessionId := "sip:" & "mcdata-session-A@cf." & px_MCX_DomainName_Organization_A
(Prose CR)
Issue 2.3-9:	‘lr’ uri-parameter in P-Asserted-Identity
At some place in TTCN the ‘lr’ uri-parameter is added to the P-Asserted-Identity header field; this would be in line with 34.229-1 but not according to 36.579-1
Proposal 2.3-9:	‘lr’ uri-parameter to be removed from P-Asserted-Identity header field (i.e. f_SIP_BuildSipUri_lr_TX to be replaced by f_SIP_BuildSipUri_TX).
If there is a reason to keep the ‘lr’ uri-parameter in the P-Asserted-Identity header field then the prose shall be changed.
(TTCN CR)

3	Pending Issues
There are still some open issues which may have impact on prose and test implementation:
· R5w220106 Issue 2.2-1:
Waiting for clarification by CT1 whether SSRC values for audio and video have to be the same, may be the same, shall not be the same.
· R5w220106 Issue 2.2-2:
Waiting for CT1 to add mc_ssrc fmtp parameter to 24.581.
· R5w220106 Issue 2.4-1:
Waiting for CT1 to add resource priorities for MCVideo to MCVideo service configuration document or to clarify where else the client shall get the resource priorities for MCVideo from.
· Security protection of SIMPLE FILTER (related to withdrawn prose CR R5-220483 for test case 5.3):
Waiting for clarification in 24.379 clause 6.6.3.1 regarding integrity protection of SIMPLE FILTER and for a proposal/clarification how to expect cyphering to be done by the client.

