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1. Introduction
This contribution gathers the issues for standards reported by the ETSI Plugtest events for Plugtest 2 and Plugtest 3. It provides a tracking method for those issues and resolutions by 3GPP. It is intended to revise this contribution at this meeting with the inputs from the delegates and have the final revision noted. That final revision will then serve as the basis for a discussion paper at the next CT1 meeting, thus creating a tracking tool that will assist 3GPP in addressing all of the issues raised.
[bookmark: _Hlk65047683]2. Changes since the last version of this contribution
Revision marks are used to show changes since this list of issues was last discussed in CT1.
Green highlighting has been added to indicate the lead working group when CT1 does not have that role.
Yellow highlighting has been added to the issue number for issues that are open.
Aqua highlighting is used to indicate important changes in this version of this report.
All issues that are closed already have been removed from this version of this report.
As of this revision of this report, only issue 7 remains open. Offline discussions are working to close it also.
3. Plugtest reported issues for 3GPP standards
The following table provides a summary of the issues reported from Plugtest 2 and Plugtest 3 and some status on what 3GPP has done to address them. It was noted during compilation of this table that the majority of Plugtest 3 issues are already included in the Plugtest 2 report. In the table, the prefix (PT2) / (PT3) / (PT2, PT3) is used. The text of all but those beginning with (PT3) is taken from the Plugtest 2 report. Where the issue statement was a bit long, only the beginning and end of the issue is included. The full text can be found in the report.
	ISSUE
#
	REPORTED ISSUE
	COMMENTS / RESULTS

	2
	(PT2) 10.1.2 MO and XML Document relationship 
It is mentioned in TS 24.484, Figure 4.2.2-1, that following the bootstrap procedure, UE must download the "MCS UE initial configuration MO" and the "identified default MCS user profile configuration MO". This point is somewhat confusing, because it differs greatly with the wording regarding other CMS documents, where it clearly states that the UE must subscribe to the XML document.
…
So, it needs to be clarified whether these two documents must be handled as normal XML CMS documents or have a different handling procedure. Based on what is specified in section 7, these documents should be handled the same way as the rest of the CMS documents. And thus, that figure and accompanying text should be changed to avoid confusion. 
(Also reported for Plugtest 3)
	Note that the "MCS UE initial configuration MO" and the "identified default MCS user profile configuration MO" files are downloaded because the MCS client does not yet have authorization to use the MCS system, and so the MCS client cannot subscribe via the procedures available to an authorized and logged in MCS client. Therefore, the text is correct as written. Once the MCS client is logged in, it can use the subscribe mechanism to obtain updates to these documents if they occur.

PLUGTEST Response:
The clarification about the retrieval/subscription procedure is useful. But there’s a question we believe left unanswered: The MO documents are defined as MOs to be provisioned in a vendor-specific way (out of the scope of the core TSs -we assume OMA MDM/CP/proprietary OTA….-) but can be also handled by the CMS as XML documents. In fact there are some implementations that downloaded them from the CMS (with no subscription). The difference between MO and XML document is not clearly stated in the standard, and are used seemingly interchangeably when referring to UE initial configuration document.

3GPP Reply
Plugtest members are reminded that in the zip file for TS 24.483, along with the TS there are a set of XML files generated from the Managed Objects (MOs) in the TS. Each MO table in TS 24.483 contains specific information about optionality, number of occurrences, format, and access types (GET, REPLACE) for that MO. From these tables, XML files can be produced by an OMA tool. So, logically, there is no difference between the MO definitions in TS 24.483 and the XML files contained in the published TS 24.483 zip files. This provides a number of approaches available to the agency and to the UE vendor to provide initial configuration information to the UEs owned/controlled by the specific agency. As Plugtest notes, initial configurations can be: provisioned in a proprietary manner, downloaded as an XML file, etc. The exact method would be controlled by the agency owning/controlling the UE, in conjunction with their vendors. It is suggested that ETSI Plugtest select one (or more) of these methods to be used for a particular round of testing, similar to what an agency would do, and announce that information to the vendors taking part in the testing.

CLOSED

	7
	(PT2) 10.1.7 MCX Service Authorization 
3GPP TS 33.180 defines two ways of performing MCX Service authorization with the MCX Server, but if we consider the full procedure a UE has to perform to bootstrap from cold start to a full working state within the network, there is a conflict with the REGISTER based workflow. 
The REGISTER authorization workflow is based on the idea of including the MCPTT Access Token right in the IMS REGISTER SIP message the UE sends towards the IMS network when contacting it for the first time. But if according to 3GPP TS 24.484, the UE must subscribe to the UE-initial-conf document and the default-user-profile, it has to be already registered in the IMS network, thus rendering the REGISTER workflow unusable. 
For the moment PUBLISH Authorization workflow seems to be the only alternative. 
(Also reported for Plugtest 3)
	SA3 has the lead on this issue. SA6 is invited to provide comments as they determine are appropriate.
Informal report from an SA3 delegate:
· A CR was brought to SA3 to attempt to resolve this issue by removing the procedure which Plugtests felt was unusable, but the CR did not go forward because of an objection (from Samsung).

SA6 response:
SA6 does not have any comment to make on this issue.
OPEN



3. Proposal
It is proposed that CT1 improve this table with whatever information can be added. Those issues that are to be addressed by SA6, SA3 or another 3GPP WG will be addressed upon notification by the WG with primary responsibilty for the issue. 
It is proposed that CT1 continue to gather issue resolutions and forward them to ETSI Plugtest at an appropriate time. It is understood that a report to ETSI Plugtest could be made prior to completion of all resolutions to assist them in their work and any upcoming Plugtest events.

